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Entering 2010, Michigan residents find public primary and secondary education
facing numerous challenges:

• State revenues are falling;

• Local revenue growth is stagnating;

• K-12 education service providers are facing escalating cost pressures, with
annual growth rates outpacing the projected growth in available resources;

• Spikes in the level of federal education funding resulting from the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) will produce a budgetary
“cliff” when the additional dollars expire; and

• School district organization and service provision structures are being
reviewed with the goals of reducing costs and increasing efficiencies.

Because of the critical importance of education to the state, its economy, and its
budget, the Citizens Research Council of Michigan (CRC) plans a long-term project
researching education in Michigan with an emphasis on the current governance,
funding, and service provision structures and their sustainability.

Public education has been governed largely the same way since its inception in the
1800s.  It is important to review the current organization of school districts and
structure of education governance, as well as to review new and different ways to
organize and govern public education, to determine if Michigan’s governance
structure meets today’s needs.  The school finance system has been revamped on a
more regular basis throughout history.  Changes have been made to address a host
of concerns, including per-pupil revenue disparities, revenue-raising limitations of
state and local tax systems, as well as taxpayer discontent with high property taxes.
Michigan’s current finance system was last overhauled in 1994 with the passage of
Proposal A, providing sufficient experience to reconsider the goals of the finance
reforms and determine whether the system has performed as originally
contemplated.

In addition to analyzing education governance and revenues, it is important to
review cost pressures facing districts and how education services are provided in
Michigan.  School budgets are dominated by personnel costs, the level of which are
largely dictated by decisions made at the local level.  Local school operating
revenues are fixed by decisions and actions at the state and federal levels, but local
school officials are tasked with making spending decisions and matching projected
spending levels with available resources.  However, those local decisions are often
impacted by state laws (e.g., state law requires districts to engage in collective
bargaining).  The freefall of the Michigan economy since the 2001 recession has
impacted all aspects of the state budget, including K-12 education, and requires
state and local officials to review how things are done in an attempt to increase
revenues and/or reduce costs.
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Citizens Research Council Education Project

In 2009, CRC was approached by a consortium of education interests and asked to take a comprehensive
look at education in Michigan.  CRC agreed to do this because of the importance of education to the
prosperity of the state, historically and prospectively, and also because of the share of the state budget
that education demands.  Education is critical to the state and its citizens for many reasons:  1) A
successful democracy relies on an educated citizenry.  2) Reeducating workers and preparing students for
the global economy are both crucial to transforming Michigan’s economy.  3) Education is vital to state and
local budgets.  4) Public education represents a government program that many residents directly benefit
from, not to mention the indirect benefits associated with living and working with educated people.  As
with all CRC research, findings and recommendations will flow from objective facts and analyses and will
be made publicly available.  Funding for this research effort is being provided by the education consortium
and some Michigan foundations.  CRC is still soliciting funds for this project from the business and
foundation communities.

The goal of this comprehensive review of education is to provide the necessary data and expertise to
inform the education debate in Lansing and around the state.  This is a long-term project that will take
much of the focus of CRC in 2010 and into 2011.  While an overall project completion date is unknown,
CRC plans to approach the project in stages and release reports as they are completed.  Topic areas CRC
plans to study include education governance, K-12 revenues and school finance, school district spending
analyses, public school academies (PSAs) and non-traditional schools, school district service provision and
reorganization, and analyses of changes to Michigan’s educational system.
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Traditional public schools are responsible for the wide
dissemination of education and the growth of pros-
perity in the United States.  However, the perceived
failure of some traditional schools to adequately
educate and graduate students, the desire for pub-
licly funded school choice, and the perceived need
for a broader array of educational approaches than
had been found in most traditional school districts,
led to development of publicly funded, but indepen-
dently managed charter schools.  This memoran-
dum, which summarizes Report 364, Nontraditional
K-12 Schools, is part of a series of reports on public
education in Michigan published by Citizens Research
Council of Michigan.

Charter Schools

Charter schools are publicly funded, independently
managed schools that compete for students based
on programs.  Charter schools were to be freed from
the bureaucracy of traditional schools, to have greater
autonomy, and to focus on educational outcomes.
In Michigan, charter schools are called public school
academies (PSAs).  In September, 2009, there were
241 PSAs in Michigan, serving 103,000 students (six
percent of the state’s K-12 population).  There were
23 traditional school districts in which three or more
PSAs were clustered (50 are located in Detroit).

In Michigan, as in the 39 other states that allow
charter schools, state statutes seek to balance ac-
countability (teacher certification, limits on the num-
ber of university authorized charters, reporting re-
quirements) and independence (relatively large
number of potential authorizers, specialized types
of charters).

Supporters of charters value the publicly funded
school choice that charters offer. Supporters recog-
nize that charter schools offer students an alterna-
tive to failing traditional public schools, and contend
that competition from charters will result in improve-
ments in traditional schools.  Some supporters be-
lieve that traditional urban districts, with industrial
scale schools and restrictive union contracts, are inca-
pable of effectively addressing the needs of large

numbers of disadvantaged students, and that ex-
tended school days and years, individual mentoring
and intensive supportive services, community part-
nerships, and small classes are necessary and can
best be delivered by charter schools.  Others prefer
the specialized focus that can be incorporated in a
charter school that draws students from a wider
geographic area.

Opposition to charter schools has come from sup-
porters of traditional public schools, who fear the
loss of students and funding to charters, and who
fear that the emphasis on charter schools shifts
needed focus away from solving the problems of
traditional schools.  Opponents fear that charters
will skim the best students, or the cheapest students
to educate, leaving a larger concentration of the most
challenging students in the traditional system.  Op-
position to non-unionized charters has also come
from teachers unions.  Some opponents object to
the use of for-profit management companies, or the
absence of publicly elected boards.   Some oppo-
nents fear that oversight and accountability are lax.

Governance Structure

Unlike traditional school districts, PSAs do not have
elected school boards.  In Michigan, PSAs may be
authorized by a number of organizations:

• The governing body of a state public university
may charter a PSA anywhere in the state.   In
Michigan, universities collectively have been
limited to chartering no more than 150 public
school academies (that cap was reached in
1998), but certain types of PSAs do not count
toward the 150 maximum.

• The board of a community college may charter
a PSA in that community college district.
Three community colleges have chartered 43
public school academies.

• The board of a federal tribally controlled commu-
nity college may charter a PSA anywhere in the
state: Bay Mills Community College has char-
tered 41 (of the 43 total referenced previously).
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• An intermediate school district board may char-
ter a PSA in that district.  Thirteen ISDs have
chartered 32 schools.

• The board of a local K-12 school district may
charter a PSA in that district. Three school dis-
tricts have chartered a total of 12 PSAs; nine of
those were chartered by Detroit Public Schools.

PSAs negotiate contracts with authorizers that act as
fiduciaries, enforce contract provisions and provide
oversight, and that may offer other services; contracts
are subject to non-renewal, revocation, and termina-
tion.  Since 1995, 36 PSAs have been closed for not
meeting performance requirements (four closed in
2009).  Each PSA also has a board of directors that is
responsible for insuring that the school meets the
terms of the contract and of state law.   Authorizers
and boards are intended to provide the accountabil-
ity that elected school boards are supposed to pro-
vide for traditional school districts.  State law speci-
fies that PSAs not may be affiliated with a religion.

PSAs may be self-managed, or may contract with
for-profit or nonprofit education service providers to
provide some or all services, including employing
teachers and determining teaching methods.  There
were 53 education service providers operating in
Michigan PSAs in 2007-08; 25 of them provided ser-
vices to more than one PSA.  Some of these man-
agement companies seek to impose a comprehen-
sive, highly structured routine that is intended to
produce improved educational outcomes.

Funding

PSAs may not charge tuition.  They receive per pupil
funding allocated by the state (sent to the autho-
rizer, which may charge an administrative fee of up
to three percent), and are eligible for categorical aid
and federal funds.  When a student chooses to at-
tend a PSA instead of a traditional public school, the
funding follows the student, depriving the traditional
school of that financial support.  In 2009, PSAs re-
ceived an average of $7,412 per pupil, about $2,000
less than the average for traditional districts.  Unlike
some other states, Michigan provides no ongoing
funding for facility costs for PSAs, although several
grant and loan programs are available.  PSAs are
required to have annual financial audits.

Teachers, Curriculum, and Achievement

In Michigan, teachers in public school academies
must be certified (full-time faculty at a university or
community college may teach at a PSA chartered by
that institution).  PSAs generally pay teachers less
than public schools, and have higher teacher turn-
over.  The average student-teacher ratio in PSAs is
14:1, compared to 18:1 in all Michigan elementary
and secondary schools.  In addition to a lower stu-
dent to teacher ratio, PSAs may offer a more sup-
portive, nurturing environment, and higher expec-
tations.  Many PSAs offer extended school hours and
years, strong mentoring relationships, tutoring ser-
vices, character education, college tours and appli-
cation assistance, and early foreign language instruc-
tion.  Michigan PSAs typical ly have fewer
administrators than traditional schools, and rely on
teachers, parents, and volunteers to accomplish
many administrative tasks.

Like traditional school students, PSA high school stu-
dents in the class of 2011 and thereafter will be re-
quired to complete credits specified in the Michigan
Merit Curriculum.

In 2009, 62 charter schools exceeded the statewide
average proficiency on all Michigan Educational As-
sessment Program (MEAP) tests, and 72 percent of
PSAs made adequate yearly progress (AYP), com-
pared to 86 percent of all public schools.

Students

PSAs are prohibited from discriminating in student
admissions on the basis of academic achievement,
athletic ability, disability, or any other basis that would
be illegal if used by a school district.  Prior year stu-
dents are to be admitted if the grade level is avail-
able, and siblings of current students may be given
priority, but if more students apply than there are
available slots, a lottery or other “blind draw” pro-
cess must be used to determine who is admitted.
Two-thirds of PSAs have waiting lists.

Students in PSAs tend to reflect the racial character-
istics of the 21 districts where PSAs are clustered.
About ten percent of PSA students receive special
education services; 64 percent of PSA students
qualify for free or reduced price lunch.

viii
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Research on Charter Schools Academic
Achievement

Studies of charter schools in Michigan and other
states have generally found that student achieve-
ment is lower on average than would be predicted
for the same students in traditional schools.  In one
nationwide study, 17 percent of charter schools out-
performed traditional schools, nearly half of charter
schools produced results that were no different than
traditional schools, and 37 percent delivered results
that were significantly worse than traditional schools.

In Michigan, MEAP test results in charter schools
are generally better than those in the cluster dis-
tricts, but below the statewide averages.  Charter
high school achievement test results lag the state
average by a wide margin, but a number of high
school PSAs target drop outs; students who have
been expelled, suspended, or adjudicated; or other
students at risk of failure in traditional schools.

Charter schools provide opportunities for some stu-
dents, but recent research has suggested that they
tend to leave the most disadvantaged students con-
centrated in the most disadvantaged traditional public
schools.

Other School Options

While school attendance is compulsory, not all stu-
dents attend public schools.  In addition to publicly

funded charter schools, privately funded secular and
parochial schools provide alternatives to traditional
public schools.  The Michigan Department of Educa-
tion requests nonpublic schools to provide informa-
tion on enrollment, qualification of teachers, and
course of study.  Nonpublic schools are required to
provide curricula comparable to those provided in
traditional schools, and teachers are required to be
certified.  In 2008-09, there were 820 institutional
nonpublic schools in Michigan, of which 659, with
129,903 students, reported data to the state.

Homeschooling also is available for those students
and parents who prefer that model.  Michigan legis-
lation provides almost complete independence for
homeschool parents who assert a sincerely held re-
ligious objection to certification of teachers.  In 2008-
09, there were 757 homeschools reporting data to
the state, with 1,266 students.  An unknown num-
ber of homeschools do not report and are not in-
cluded in state data.

Public policy questions associated with these options
include funding, curriculum and teacher certification
requirements, participation in select public school
programs, reporting, and oversight.

And spanning all school structures, technology is
becoming an ever more important component of
education delivery systems, as virtual classes and
cyber schools offer opportunities for specialized
teaching and learning.

ix
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Conclusion

The federal government has established expansion
of charter schools as a key component of its educa-
tion policy.  Conversion to a charter school gover-
nance structure is among the restructuring solutions
advocated for failing traditional public schools.  The
federal Race to the Top grant program reflects the
federal focus on changing governance as a key to
improving student performance.  Michigan and other
states have responded to the competition for fed-
eral Race to the Top funding by raising limits on the
maximum number of charter schools allowed, au-
thorizing new kinds of charter schools, and making
other changes in state law.

The data indicate that there are some excellent char-
ter schools (just as there are some excellent tradi-
tional public schools), but that not all charter schools
are excellent.  PSAs do provide publicly funded school
choice, and are generally popular with parents.  Spe-
cial PSAs that serve expelled, suspended, or adjudi-
cated youth, or drop-outs, or those at risk of drop-
ping out, fill a vital niche.  While efforts to close
failing PSAs and to replicate successful models should
be accelerated, the long-term value of charter schools
may be that, as relatively autonomous schools, they
are better positioned to explore innovative ap-
proaches to teaching and learning, within the con-
straints of their charters and state law.
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In the United States, the basic structure and many
features of traditional public schools were based on
democratic and egalitarian principles, and were
largely in place by 1900.  Characteristics included
public funding, public provision, separation of church
and state and secular control, gender neutrality, open
access, and an academic curriculum, with educa-

tional services delivered by thousands of locally con-
trolled, fiscally independent districts.  This “tradi-
tional” system, which was responsible for the wide
dissemination of education and the growth of pros-
perity in the “old” agrarian and manufacturing
economy, has continued with little change for more
than a century.1

Part of a Series on Public Education in Michigan

This report is part of a series on public education in Michigan.  The first report in this series, Public Education
Governance in Michigan, describes Michigan’s complex education governance structure, which entails a great
many functions (e.g., policy, service provision, oversight, and financing) carried out by all three levels of government:
federal, state, and local.   The second report, State and Local Revenues for Public Education in Michigan, explains
Michigan’s school financing structure and analyzes potential reforms.  Future papers will discuss education policy
issues, such as governance reforms and responses to districts that find themselves in deficit, in more detail.

While traditional public schools are now being chal-
lenged by ideas that are fairly new to education (e.g.,
school choice and competition), traditional public
schools were never the only schools in the U.S.  Pa-
rochial schools and private secular schools predated
public systems. Indeed, traditional public schools
have been criticized by individuals and groups with
very different ideologies, for very different reasons,
since their founding.  Some critics believe that pub-
lic education should include moral, emotional, psy-
chological, and spiritual teachings.  Members of cer-
tain religious groups prefer to educate their children
in parochial schools that approach subjects in ways
that are consistent with their doctrinal beliefs.  Some
parents prefer to educate their children themselves,
at home.

Supporters may view public education as a means
of political liberation, secularism, and elimination of
class distinctions.  But, while some people believe
that traditional public education reinforces democ-
racy, others believe that it subverts democracy and
individualism.

Large, urban, traditional public schools have been
characterized as bureaucratic, industrial models that
are structurally incapable of meeting the needs of
disadvantaged students.  Some traditional public
schools have been criticized for their failure to en-
sure the physical and emotional safety of students;
to provide individualized lessons and support; to re-
spect ethnic, racial, religious, or other differences;
and to address a host of other real or perceived fail-
ures.  Increasingly, the failure of some traditional
public schools and school districts to adequately
educate large proportions of their pupils has forced
policy makers, foundations, and parents to seek al-
ternative strategies to address these failures.

In the last 40 years, efforts to combine the best
aspects of the traditional public systems with the
best qualities of the private systems has led to the
development of choice within school districts (open
enrollment, controlled enrollment, magnet schools,
interdistrict choice) and of a new publicly funded
structure—charter schools.  Charter schools, called
“public school academies” in Michigan, combine
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choice, public funding, and independent manage-
ment, with a public education entity as authorizer
and individual school board of directors to provide
oversight and accountability.  Although evaluations
of academic achievement in charter schools have
shown mixed results, the current debate focuses on
how to replicate successful models and on the need
to more aggressively pursue closure of failing char-
ter schools.

A new federal education model
that includes replacing failing tra-
ditional schools with charter
schools as one means of improv-
ing educational outcomes adds
urgency to the debate on the ef-
fectiveness of charter schools.  At
the state level, recent statutory
changes expand the limitations
on the number, organization, and
kinds of charter schools that may
be established.

In the Detroit area, four local
foundations have committed to
support Michigan Future Schools, a project to es-
tablish 35 new, small, open enrollment high schools
with high levels of academic achievement, high
graduation rates, and high college attendance rates,
that are open to Detroit students.  Although the
funders are receptive to working with traditional
school districts and private schools, it seems likely
that most, if not all, of the new schools will be public
school academies.  Thus, while the state’s largest
traditional public school district (Detroit Public

Schools) continues to struggle, private foundations
are engaged in a strategy to create a system of com-
peting college prep high schools. According to the
Skillman Foundation, “Schools will feature high ex-
pectations, excellent teachers and principals, enroll-
ment of fewer than 500 students, project-based
learning, and strong social and emotional support
for students.”2

Nationally, funding for public schools has been nega-
tively affected by the loss of prop-
erty value and the economic chal-
lenges of the past few years.  In
Michigan, this general trend has
been exacerbated by the restruc-
turing of the automobile industry
and restrictions on the tax struc-
ture.  Increased use of technology,
and in particular, virtual classes and
virtual schools, are receiving in-
creased scrutiny as the education
community searches for means to
deliver a quality product at a lower
cost.  This particular nontraditional
approach to teaching and learning

may be better suited to students who have grown
up with an array of technology that was unknown
to past generations.

This paper will explore systems of education other
than the traditional public K-12 system, emphasiz-
ing charter schools and addressing the public policy
treatment and implications of private schools, home
schools, and vouchers, as well as briefly exploring
virtual schools.  This report is one part of a much
larger study of K-12 education in Michigan.

Although evaluations of
academic achievement in
charter schools have shown
mixed results, the current
debate focuses on how to
replicate successful models
and on the need to more
aggressively pursue closure
of failing charter schools.
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Although there are various preferences as to the
governance structure of the formal education sys-
tem, there is near universal agreement on the need
for education.  Massachusetts passed the first com-
pulsory education requirement in 1852.  By 1900,
31 states required children from the ages of eight to
14 to attend school.  By 1918, every state required
students to complete elementary school.

In Michigan, all children from the
ages of six to 16 are required by
law to attend school.  For students
who enter grade six after 2009,
the minimum age at which stu-
dents may leave school prior to
completion without parental con-
sent will be 18, according to leg-
islation passed in hopes of improv-
ing the state’s potential success
in the competition for federal Race
to the Top education funding.

Section 1561 (3) of the Revised School Code, PA
451 of 1976,3  states that a child is not required to
attend public school in specified cases, which include
attendance in “a state approved nonpublic school,
which teaches subjects comparable to those taught
in the public schools to children of corresponding
age and grade, as determined by the course of study

for the public schools of the district within which the
nonpublic school is located.”  A child is also exempt
from the requirement to attend a public school if
“The child is being educated at the child’s home by
his or her parent or legal guardian in an organized
educational program in the subject areas of read-
ing, spelling, mathematics, science, history, civics,
literature, writing, and English grammar.”

Although most Michigan children
between six and 16 attend tradi-
tional public schools, the law allows
several alternatives to the traditional
K-12 system.  The publicly funded
alternative in Michigan and 39 other
states is charter schools.  Michigan
public school academies include
urban high school academies and
strict discipline academies, as well
as the recently created categories

of schools of excellence and cyber schools (these
forms of public school academies are described in
detail in the appendix).  Some other states have
authorized the use of vouchers that allow students
to attend private schools at public expense.
Nonpublic alternatives include religiously affiliated
parochial schools, non-sectarian private schools, and
homeschooling.

Compulsory School Attendance

Although there are various
preferences as to the gov-
ernance structure of the
formal education system,
there is near universal
agreement on the need for
education.
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History

Charter schools, which grew out of dissatisfaction
with traditional K-12 public schools, have been in-
fluenced by a host of school reform ideas, including
alternative schools, site-based management, mag-
net schools, public school choice, and privatization.
In the 1970s, Ray Budde, a New England educator,
suggested that school boards give
contracts or charters to small
groups of teachers to enable them
to explore new approaches to edu-
cation, in exchange for increased
accountability.  A 1978 book, Edu-
cation by Choice, by John Coons
furthered the idea.  In the 1980s,
Albert Shanker, then president of
the American Federation of Teach-
ers (AFT), promoted and expanded
the idea of charter schools, suggest-
ing that local school boards could
charter new schools with teacher
and union approval.

In 1983, A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Edu-
cational Reform was published. This report raised
alarm about the relative ineffectiveness of American
schools and prompted a series of commissions, in-
quiries, and investigations into school reform in a
number of states.   Those efforts further developed
the concept of publicly funded alternatives to tradi-
tional public schools.

In 1991, Minnesota passed the first charter school
law, followed by California in 1992.  In 1993,
Michigan’s charter school act4 amended the state’s

school code by authorizing public school academies,
and the first nine charter schools in Michigan opened
in the fall of 1994.  As of 2009, 40 states and the
District of Columbia have over 5,000 public charter
schools attended by more than 1.5 million students.
State enabling laws define the charter development
process, charter school authorizers, school gover-
nance and operations, public financial support, stu-

dent admissions and require-
ments, staffing and labor
relations, control over instructional
goals and practices, and account-
ability.

The Theory

Charter schools were designed to
be measured by academic results
and adherence to their charters,
which are granted by chartering
authorities.  According to US Char-
ter Schools,5 an advocacy group,
the intention of most charter
school legislation is to:

• Increase opportunities for learning and access
to quality education for all students.

• Create choices for parents and students within
the public school system.

• Provide a system of accountability for results in
public education.

• Encourage innovative teaching practices.
• Create new professional opportunities for teachers.
• Encourage community and parent involvement

in public education.
• Leverage improved public education broadly.

The History and Theory of Charter Schools

In the 1980s, Albert
Shanker, then president of
the American Federation of
Teachers (AFT), promoted
and expanded the idea of
charter schools, suggesting
that local school boards
could charter new schools
with teacher and union
approval.
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Because enrollment is voluntary and because char-
tering authorities are responsible for exercising over-
sight and renewing contracts (generally every three
to five years), it was assumed that successful char-
ter schools would flourish and unsuccessful charter
schools would close.

Charter schools were to be freed from some regula-
tion and therefore have greater autonomy, and to
focus on accountability.  Advocates argued that char-
ter schools would provide a variety
of educational settings and situa-
tions; foster creativity and innova-
tion; provide opportunities to prove
or disprove new educational con-
cepts; increase flexibility and re-
sponsiveness; create schools with
safer, more nurturing environments;
and improve student achievement.
Some supporters of charter schools
opposed government’s imposition of
rules and regulations on traditional
public schools.  Some advocates
claimed that charter schools would
provide new and increased profes-
sional opportunities for teachers.
Others believed that parental and
student satisfaction would be enhanced in schools
freed of bureaucratic requirements.  Some advocates
of charter schools sought to bring the pressures of
the competitive marketplace to public education,
based on the belief that by increasing competition,
charter schools would drive quality up and drive cost
down.  Many proponents have argued that the intro-
duction of competition in the form of charter schools
would force traditional public schools to improve.

For some people concerned with the quality of tradi-
tional public education, however, the charter school
movement was perceived to be a threat that siphoned
resources from traditional K-12 public schools.  Op-
ponents of charter schools challenged the qualifica-
tions of charter school teachers and administrators,
the dependence on for-profit management compa-
nies, and the effectiveness of charter schools in rais-
ing student performance.  It was feared that charter

schools would skim the best stu-
dents, and that charter schools
would increase social and racial
stratification.  There was concern
that charter schools would reject
students who required more re-
sources and that traditional K-12
schools would be left with a larger
concentration of high risk, high
cost students.  There were pre-
dictions that charter schools would
rely on poorly paid, inexperienced
teachers, and would exploit teach-
ers and other personnel, and that
for-profit school management
companies would make money at
the expense of students and staff.
There was concern that charter

schools would undermine the democratic nature of
public education.

In the 20 years of experience with charter schools,
neither the most optimistic promises of propo-
nents, nor the worst fears of opponents, have been
realized.

Because enrollment is vol-
untary and because char-
tering authorities are re-
sponsible for exercising
oversight and renewing
contracts (generally every
three to five years), it was
assumed that successful
charter schools would flour-
ish and unsuccessful char-
ter schools would close.
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Organization of Public School Academies in Michigan

school district (the Detroit Public Schools).  In
2009, the Michigan Attorney General opined6 that
because the Detroit district membership count
did not reach the 100,000 minimum threshold
to qualify it as a first class district, community
colleges with geographic boundaries located
within the district and federal tribally controlled
community colleges may authorize public school

academies in Detroit.

• The board of a federal trib-
ally controlled community college
may charter a PSA anywhere in
the state.  Bay Mills Community
College is an accredited federal
tribally controlled community col-
lege that serves the Native Ameri-
can population throughout Michi-
gan.  In 2001, the state Attorney
General opined that, because its
service area encompasses the
whole state, Bay Mills has no geo-

graphic restriction on chartering public school
academies.  Bay Mills has chartered 41 PSAs.

• The board of an intermediate school district may
charter a PSA in that district.  Thirteen ISDs have
chartered 32 schools, including one strict disci-
pline academy authorized by Wayne RESA.

• The board of the local K-12 school district may
charter a PSA in that district. Three school dis-
tricts have chartered 12 PSAs, of which nine were
chartered by Detroit Public Schools.

As of September, 2009, there were 241 charter
schools in Michigan, including 17 alternative schools
for students with difficulties in learning or, in some
cases, difficulties in adapting to the rules of the school
or community; three strict discipline academies
(SDAs); and three urban high school academies
(UHSAs).  These PSAs served 103,000 students, or
6.0 percent of the state’s K-12 population.  (See
Table 1.)

Authorizing Entities and Oversight

Authorizers
Public school academies are not independent; they
are constrained by an approved charter that is ne-
gotiated between the school’s founders and an eli-
gible authorizer within the constraints established
in state law.  In order to ensure appropriate over-
sight, the state has limited the cat-
egories of eligible authorizers to
the following:

• The governing body of a state
public university may charter a
PSA anywhere in the state.   In
Michigan, universities collec-
tively have been limited to char-
tering no more than 150 public
school academies; that cap was
reached in 1998.  No single
university may issue more than
50 percent of the maximum
number of charters allowed to universities. Cen-
tral Michigan University (CMU), one of the old-
est teacher training schools in the state, was
among the first charter school authorizers and
has been a leader in developing policies and pro-
cedures for charter school operation and over-
sight.  CMU has chartered 58 PSAs.  Eight uni-
versities have chartered a total of 153 schools,
including three urban high school academies (all
authorized by Grand Valley State) and two strict
discipline academies (one authorized by Central
Michigan University, one by Ferris State) that do
not count toward the 150 maximum.

• The board of a community college may charter
a PSA in that community college district.  Kellogg
Community College and Washtenaw Community
College have each chartered one PSA.

Community colleges were originally prohibited
from authorizing any charter schools that would
operate within the boundaries of a first class

Public school academies are
not independent; they are
constrained by an approved
charter that is negotiated be-
tween the school’s founders
and an eligible authorizer
within the constraints estab-
lished in state law.
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Authorizers serve as fiduciaries for the PSAs they
charter, may charge an administrative fee of up to
three percent of state school aid directed to those
PSAs, and may provide other services, such as sup-
porting academic performance and financial man-

agement, on a fee basis.  According to the Revised
School Code7:

An authorizing body shall not charge a fee, or
require reimbursement of expenses, for consid-
ering an application for a contract, for issuing a

Table 1
Public School Academies by Authorizer

General
Authorizer PSAs SDAs UHSAs
Central Michigan University 57   1
Bay Mills Community College 41
Grand Valley State University 28   3
Saginaw Valley State University 18
Ferris State University 17   1

St. Clair County RESA 11
Detroit Public Schools   9
Eastern Michigan University   8
Lake Superior State University   7
Oakland University   8

Wayne RESA   6   1
Northern Michigan University   5
Saginaw Intermediate School District   2
Highland Park School District   2
Hillsdale Intermediate School District   2

Midland Educational Service Agency   2
Allegan Intermediate School District   1
Bay-Arenac Intermediate School District   1
Cheboygan-Otsego Presque Isle ESD   1
Grand Rapids Public Schools   1

Kalamazoo RESA   1
Kellogg Community College   1
Macomb Intermediate School District   1
Manistee Intermediate School District   1
Ottawa Area Intermediate School District 1

Washtenaw Community College   1
Washtenaw Intermediate School District   1
Wyoming Public Schools     1 ___ ___

    Total 235 3 3

Note: Educational Service Agencies, RESAs, and ESDs are intermediate school districts.

Source:  Michigan Department of Education, updated September 21, 2009 (www.michigan.gov/documents/
Counts_55506_7.xls)
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contract, or for providing oversight of a contract
for a public school academy in an amount that
exceeds a combined total of 3% of the total state
school aid received by the public school acad-
emy in the school year in which the fees or ex-
penses are charged. An authorizing body may
provide other services for a public school acad-
emy and charge a fee for those services, but
shall not require such an arrangement as a con-
dition to issuing the contract authorizing the pub-
lic school academy.

Oversight and Accountability
“The crucial difference between charter schools and
private school vouchers is govern-
ment oversight.  The charter autho-
rizer, or sponsor, is meant to be the
regulatory valve that screens out
incompetent applicants and closes
down low performers in order to
ensure that parents have a quality
pool of charter schools from which
to choose.”8

The limitations on the entities that
may serve as charter authorizers are
designed to ensure active and in-
formed oversight by public educa-
tion organizations.  The Revised
School Code specifies that authorizing entities are
required to ensure compliance with the contract by
PSAs, and that “the oversight shall be sufficient to
ensure that the authorizing body can certify that the
public school academy is in compliance with stat-
ute, rules, and the terms of the contract.”  The Code
also provides for oversight of authorizing entities by
the superintendent of public instruction.  “If the su-
perintendent of public instruction finds that an au-
thorizing body is not engaging in appropriate con-
tinuing oversight of 1 or more public school
academies operating under a contract issued by the
authorizing body, the superintendent of public in-
struction may suspend the power of the authorizing
body to issue new contracts to organize and oper-
ate public school academies.”9

PSAs are required to comply with all applicable fed-
eral law, state statutes, and requirements contained
in their charters, and they are subject to non-re-
newal, revocation, or termination.  Non-renewal oc-

curs when a PSA seeks to renew its charter and the
authorizer refuses to renew that charter or grant a
new charter to the PSA (21 Michigan PSAs have
closed because of non-renewal).  Termination is the
voluntary or involuntary end to the charter accord-
ing to the terms of the authorizing contract (eight
PSAs have closed as a result of voluntary dissolu-
tion).  Revocation occurs when an authorizer
proactively terminates a school’s charter because the
PSA has failed to meet its obligations under the char-
ter or contract with the authorizer (five PSAs have
closed as a result of total revocation).  According to
the Revised School Code10, a contract may be re-

voked by the authorizing body
under the following conditions:

• Failure of the public school
academy to abide by and meet
the educational goals set forth in
the contract.

• Failure of the public school
academy to comply with all ap-
plicable laws.

• Failure of the public school
academy to meet generally ac-
cepted public sector accounting
principles.

• The existence of one or more other grounds for
revocation as specified in the contract.

Further, if the superintendent of public instruction
determines that a PSA that is not an alternative school
but that has been operating for at least four years,
is among the lowest achieving five percent of all
public schools in the state, and is in the second year
of restructuring under No Child Left Behind, the su-
perintendent of public instruction is required to no-
tify the authorizing body, and the authorizing body
is required to revoke the contract and close the PSA
at the end of the school year.

If the authorizer revokes a charter, it must work with
the school district or another public school to en-
sure a smooth transition for affected students.  The
authorizer must return school aid funds to the state
treasurer for deposit into the state school aid fund.
Title to all real and personal property of the PSA
reverts to the state.

The charter authorizer, or
sponsor, is meant to be the
regulatory valve that screens
out incompetent applicants
and closes down low per-
formers in order to ensure
that parents have a quality
pool of charter schools from
which to choose.
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There has been concern expressed by charter school
skeptics that authorizers may not exert proper over-
sight and that authorizers are not sufficiently ag-
gressive in revoking or refusing to renew charters
for PSAs that fail to deliver a proper education expe-
rience for students or fail in other important respon-
sibilities.  There is variation in the degree to which
authorizers impose control, and disagreement on the
appropriateness of more intrusive control. Central
Michigan University (CMU), one of the largest char-
ter school authorizers, takes a stricter approach to
oversight and is willing to replace PSA board mem-
bers and impose a specific approach to instruction.
In this way, CMU functions similarly to traditional
school district administration.  In
contrast, some other authorizers
advocate a less involved approach
that encourages greater risk tak-
ing and more diverse strategies.

Increasing regulation at the fed-
eral level (No Child Left Behind,
Adequate Yearly Progress, highly
qualified teachers, standardized
testing) is intended to increase
accountability, but may also reduce
risk taking and increase uniformity.
There is some tension between
this increase in regulation and the
ideas that charter schools should
be a testing ground for new and innovative ap-
proaches to education and that the market will serve
to strengthen high performing PSAs and eliminate
poorly performing PSAs.

Nationwide, over 5,250 charter schools have opened,
and 657 (12.5 percent) have closed since 1992.  Of
those, 41 percent closed because of financial defi-
ciencies, 27 percent were closed for mismanagement,
14 percent were shut down for poor academic per-
formance, and 10 percent were “district closures”
attributable to the actions of local school boards or
state entities, according to The Center for Education
Reform.

In Michigan, 34 charter schools have been closed
for various reasons, most often governance or man-
agement concerns (11 closures), financial viability
(10 closures), or academic viability.  Other reasons

for closure include changed structure, facility con-
cerns, feasibility concerns, and enrollment.11  As of
February, 2009, Central Michigan University had re-
voked contracts for nine charter schools; Grand Val-
ley State University had revoked seven; Oakland
University, Wayne County RESA, Inkster Public
Schools, and Detroit Public Schools had each revoked
two; Ferris State University, St. Claire RESA, and
Saginaw Valley State University had each revoked
one.12

The PSA Charter

One of the distinguishing features of charter schools
is that each school is defined, op-
erated, and measured based on its
own charter, which is the founda-
tional agreement between the
founders of the public school acad-
emy and a chartering authority, as
defined in state law.

In Michigan, the Revised School
Code13 specifies the contents re-
quired in an application to an au-
thorizing body, including the
method of appointing members of
the PSA’s board, articles of incor-
poration, bylaws, governance struc-
ture, location, and specified oper-

ating conditions.  The application must contain the
following information:

• Identification of the applicant.
• Names of proposed board members, their quali-

fications, and the method of appointing or elect-
ing board members.

• Proposed articles of incorporation including the
name of the proposed PSA, the purposes of the
PSA, the name of the authorizing body, and the
time the articles of incorporation will be effective.

• Proposed by-laws.
• Documentation meeting the authorizer’s specific

requirements, including:
o Governance structure of the PSA
o Educational goals, curricula, and assess-

ment methods
o Admissions policy that provides public

notice and open enrollment

There is some tension be-
tween this increase in regu-
lation and the ideas that char-
ter schools should be a testing
ground for new and innova-
tive approaches to education
and that the market will serve
to strengthen high perform-
ing PSAs and eliminate poorly
performing PSAs.
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o School calendar and school day schedule
o Age or grade range of students proposed

to be enrolled.
o Descriptions of staff responsibilities and

governance structure.
• The local and intermediate school districts in

which the PSA will be located.
• Assurance that the PSA will comply with appli-

cable state and federal law.
• If authorized by a school district, assurance that

the collective bargaining agreements in place for
the district will be honored for PSA employees.

• A description of and address for the site where
the PSA will be located.

Based on the application, staff of a
potential authorizer and the appli-
cant negotiate the terms of a school
charter within the constraints of the
law.

Among the other criteria specified,
the charter must identify the edu-
cational goals of the proposed PSA.
For example, the mission of the ABGU Alex and Marie
Manoogian School chartered by CMU in 1995 is to
“successfully educate all students in a safe, digni-
fied, and supportive setting, partnering with the com-
munity to preserve the Armenian language and cul-
ture.”14  Another example of tailored educational goals
is provided by the St. Clair County Regional Educa-
tional Services Agency, which has chartered 11 PSAs,
each with a unique mission to serve a particular stu-
dent population.  Six unique education providers at
the same location provide specialized vocational in-
struction to high school juniors and seniors:

• Health Careers Academy of St. Clair County
• Hospitality Academy of St. Clair County

• Industrial Technology Academy
• Information Technology Academy of St. Clair
• Public Safety Academy of St. Clair
• St. Clair Co. Academy of Style

Five alternative education academies provide ser-
vices in nontraditional settings:

• Academic Transitional Academy of St. Clair
County provides academic and pre-vocational
support services to secondary level students.

• Blue Water Learning Academy provides school-
ing for youths in grades seven through 12 who
have not been successful in traditional school

settings.
• St. Clair County Intervention
Academy provides educational
opportunities for court adjudicated
youth ages 12 through 19 in the
St. Clair County Juvenile Detention
Center and/or adult correctional
facility.
• St. Clair County Learning
Academy provides schooling for
youths in grades six through 12

who are under the jurisdiction of the St. Clair
County Circuit Court Family Division.

• Virtual Learning Academy provides on-line learn-
ing for students age 16 through 19 who have
voluntarily stopped attending school for more
than 30 days and expelled students in grades 6
through 12.

In addition to the requirements negotiated in the
charter, public school academies, urban high school
academies, schools of excellence, and strict disci-
pline academies are subject to all other rules, regu-
lations, and requirements contained in federal and
state law.

Based on the application,
staff of a potential autho-
rizer and the applicant ne-
gotiate the terms of a
school charter within the
constraints of the law.
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PSA Boards of Directors

Public school academies are required to have boards
of directors. A list of the proposed members of the
board of directors, and a description of the qualifica-
tions and method for appointment or election of board
members, is contained in the PSA’s application to its
authorizer.  Authorizers are responsible for ensuring
that PSA board members are qualified and indepen-
dent of management companies’ (management com-
panies are education service providers, and are de-
scribed in a following section of this report) influence.
Some authorizers appoint PSA board members from
a list of candidates submitted by the PSA.  PSA board
members are public officials and are required to take
a constitutional oath of office.

The Michigan Council of Charter School Authorizers
(MCCSA) has adopted standards for selection of PSA
board members.  These standards require, at a mini-

mum, a written application for board appointment,
a criminal records check, and a personal interview.

The board of directors of a charter school is respon-
sible for ensuring that the school operates in accor-
dance with its charter and all applicable state and
federal laws and regulations.

It should be noted that the model of publicly elected
boards for traditional school districts and appointed
boards for charter schools mirrors Michigan’s ap-
proach to the selection of oversight boards in state
public colleges and universities.

Particular concern has focused on the relationship
between board members and management compa-
nies and between board members and staff of a PSA.
MCCSA recommends the use of a disclosure form to
be completed by board members annually to pre-
vent inappropriate relationships and influence.
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Public School Funding in Michigan

Historically, public schools in Michigan were sup-
ported by local property taxes.  The Michigan Legis-
lature eliminated local school property taxes in 1993,
forcing the adoption of a new method of funding
public education.  In 1994, voters approved a state
constitutional amendment known as Proposal A,
which revised school finance.  Ef-
fective starting in fiscal year (FY)
1995, state school aid has been
distributed through a per pupil
foundation allowance system de-
signed to reduce the disparities in
funding among the then 558 pub-
lic school districts in the state. The
funding formula for public schools
is described in detail in another
section of this series of publications
on education.  The current struc-
ture of state funding that follows
the student is particularly well-
suited to support charter schools.

Foundation Allowance for PSAs

Michigan Attorney General Opinion No. 7154, issued
in March, 2004, notes that PSAs are public schools
for the purposes of Article 8, Section 2, of the 1963
Michigan Constitution, which provides that the Leg-
islature shall provide for a system of free elemen-
tary and secondary schools, and that PSAs are pub-
lic school districts for the purposes of Article 9,

Funding for Public School Academies

Section 11, which establishes a state school aid fund
that provides support for K-12 education in Michi-
gan.  Public school academies are prohibited from
charging tuition and may receive categorical aid and
federal funds.

Public school academies receive state funds based
on the number of pupils.  The number of pupils in

membership is determined by a
weighted formula that considers
the number of full-time equated
pupils enrolled and in regular at-
tendance in the PSA on two count
days (the fourth Wednesday in Sep-
tember and the second Wednes-
day in February).  Payments under
the State School Aid Act are sent
directly to the school’s authorizer.

Until the most recent two years,
the per pupil foundation allowance
for charter schools could not ex-
ceed the lesser of 1) the amount

received by the school district in which the PSA is
located or 2) the minimum foundation allowance plus
$300.  (See Table 2.)  For the past two years, how-
ever, a cap of $7,580 has been placed on the foun-
dation grant to charter schools (regardless of what
the local district receives).

On average, PSAs received $7,412 per pupil in state
funding in 2008-09.  According to the Michigan As-
sociation of Public School Academies15, this is nearly

The current structure of
state funding that follows
the student is particularly
well-suited to support
charter schools.

Payments under the State
School Aid Act are sent
directly to the school’s
authorizer.
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$2,000 less than the average per pupil revenue re-
ceived by traditional districts.

No charter school receives a foundation payment
that is greater than that received by the traditional
district where the PSA is located, and a portion of
each school’s foundation allowance is paid to the
school’s authorizer for oversight, administrative and
programmatic costs.

PSAs are eligible for categorical funding and competi-
tive grants.  PSAs are considered constituent districts
in intermediate school districts for purposes of area
vocational or career and technical education millage.
If a PSA serves at-risk children, it may qualify for fed-
eral funding through Titles I, II, III, V, and VI.

Financial Reporting

PSAs are required to follow generally accepted ac-
counting practices and a uniform chart of accounts
published by the Michigan Department of Education.
PSAs must adopt an annual budget prior to the start
of their fiscal year on July 1, and may not adopt or
operate under a deficit budget.  They are required
to submit an annual comprehensive financial report
into the financial information database maintained
by the Center for Educational Performance and In-
formation (CEPI) by November 15 of each year.  PSAs
are required to have an audit of their financial ac-
counting records by a certified public accountant at
least annually.

Table 2
Per Pupil Foundation Allowance, FY1995 through FY2010

PSAs Traditional Schools
Maximum Minimum Basic

Fiscal Foundation Foundation Foundation
Year Allowance Allowance Allowance

1995 $5,500   $4,200  $5,000
1996 5,653    4,506    5,153
1997 5,808    4,816    5,308
1998 5,962    5,124    5,462
1999 5,962    5,170    5,462
2000 6,200    5,700    5,700

2001 6,500    6,000    6,000
2002 6,800    6,300    6,300
2003 7,000    6,700    6,700
2004 7,000    6,700    6,700
2005 7,000    6,700    6,700

2006 7,175    6,875    6,875
2007 7,385    7,085    7,085
2008 7,475    7,204    8,433
2009 7,580    7,316    8,489
2010 7,580    7,316    8,489

Note: In FY2010, the minimum foundation allowance was $7,316; the basic foundation allowance
was $8,489; and the weighted average foundation allowance excluding PSAs and ISDs was $7,813.

Source:  Michigan Department of Education, State Aid Foundation Allowance Parameters 1995-
2010
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PSA Facilities

districts provide the charter with access to unused
space.18

Locations

Michigan’s PSAs are clustered in urban areas, with
over 20 percent located in Detroit.  Those school
districts with three or more PSAs in 2008-09 were:

Detroit 50
Dearborn 7
Marysville 7
Southfield 7
Lansing 6
Ann Arbor 5
Pontiac 5
Benton Harbor 4
Flint 4
Hamtramck 4
Highland Park 4
Port Huron 4
Wayne-Westland 4
Grand Rapids 3
Holland 3
Jackson 3
Midland 3
Saginaw 3
Inkster 3
Ypsilanti 3
Taylor 3
Traverse City 3
Warren 3

Funding for Facilities

For PSAs, facility costs are a major challenge.  Un-
like traditional public schools, PSAs cannot ask vot-
ers to authorize tax supported bonds for school con-
struction and major rehabilitation.  Without a special
levy, PSAs must fund facilities from their operating
budgets.  In Michigan, state per pupil support for
PSAs does not include a defined component for fa-
cility funding, and does not vary based on the pur-
chase price or lease cost of an appropriate building.

Only ten states and the District of Columbia give
charter schools annual per pupil funding for facili-

Buildings

Many charter schools are smaller than traditional
public schools; small size is believed to promote tight
bonds between students and teachers and a strong
sense of community.   Many start with one grade,
and add one grade each year.

PSAs may own or lease real estate.
PSAs may be located in all or part of
an existing public school building, or
in new or converted buildings includ-
ing those originally constructed as
public or parochial schools, commer-
cial offices, industrial buildings, mu-
seums, or for other uses.  (Autho-
rizers are required by statute to give
priority to applicants for urban high
school academies that will occupy a
building or buildings that are newly
constructed or renovated after Janu-
ary 1, 2003.)

In a March, 2003 opinion16, the
Michigan Attorney General indicated
that “a public school academy may
operate at more than one site pro-
vided that it operates only a single site for each con-
figuration of grades and only at the site or sites speci-
fied in the school’s charter application and in the
contract issued by its authorizing body.”17    While
generally a PSA may only operate a particular con-
figuration of grades at a single site, as approved in
the PSA’s contract, a special subset of PSAs, urban
high school academies, may operate more than one
site per charter and per board of directors, and thus
may operate several K-8 schools feeding one high
school.

Although many Michigan school districts are losing
students and closing schools, board members, ad-
ministrators, and teachers unions have often re-
garded PSAs as competition and have been unwill-
ing to sell or lease unused buildings to them.  One
proposal to address this problem would provide tem-
porary transition aid to school districts to help them
adjust to losing students to charter schools, if those

For PSAs, facility costs
are a major challenge.
Unlike traditional public
schools, PSAs cannot ask
voters to authorize tax
supported bonds for
school construction and
major rehabilitation.
Without a special levy,
PSAs must fund facilities
from their operating
budgets.
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ties.  California voters in 2000 required public school
systems to provide buildings to charter schools.  In
New York City, the mayor and schools chancellor
have provided charter schools with heavily subsi-
dized space in under-enrolled city schools, and a
nonprofit real estate developer bundles money from
the school system, philanthropies, commercial lend-
ers, and state and federal construction programs
to buy real estate and rent it to charter schools at
below market rates.  Michigan allows charter schools
to issue government backed, tax-exempt bonds for
construction.19

In Detroit, the Thompson Foundation has constructed
facilities for PSAs and leased them to select charter
operators for $1, on the condition that those schools
meet “90-90” goals:  graduating at least 90 percent
of students and sending at least 90 percent of gradu-
ates to college.

Michigan Public Educational Facilities Authority
The Michigan Public Educational Facilities Authority
(MPEFA), part of the Michigan Department of Trea-
sury, Bureau of Bond Finance, “is dedicated to pro-
viding opportunities for low cost financing and tech-
nical assistance for (i) qualified public educational
facilities and (ii) public school academies through its
bonding and loan programs.”  It was created “by
Executive Order 2002-3 to assist the State’s public
school academies in obtaining access to the market
for cash flow and facility financing needs.  Financing
presents a challenge to most traditional public
schools.  For public school academies there are ad-
ditional challenges to securing financing without
access to local property taxes collected via tax lev-
ies.  MPEFA is dedicated to providing opportunities
for low cost financing for Michigan’s charter schools.”
The strategy employs a state aid intercept to en-
hance credit.20  MPEFA completed three long-term

bond issues totaling $15.6 million for public school
academies in 2008.

MPEFA finances state aid note transactions that pro-
vide for short term cash flow needs for operating
purposes: in 2008, 21 public school academies bor-
rowed a total of $22.9 million through this program.

In addition to this state program, two federal pro-
grams have been implemented to address the prob-
lem of providing funding for charter school facilities.

Credit Enhancement for Charter School
Facilities Program
The federal Credit Enhancement for Charter School
Facilities Program was established in 2001 to assist
charter schools to obtain financing for suitable fa-
cilities.  The Credit Enhancement for Charter School
Facilities Program provides competitive grants to eli-
gible public and nonprofit entities to provide credit
enhancements to reduce the risks associated with
loans made to charter schools.  According to the
U.S. Department of Education “To help leverage funds
for charter school facilities, grant recipients may,
among other things, guarantee and insure debt to
finance charter school facilities; guarantee and in-
sure leases for personal and real property; facilitate
a charter school’s facilities financing by identifying
potential lending sources, encourage private lend-
ing, and other similar activities; and establish char-
ter school facility “incubator” housing that new char-
ter schools may use until they can acquire a facility
on their own.”  The program assisted 32 schools in
2004, 37 in 2005, and 48 in 2006.21

The federal government’s State Charter School Fa-
cilities Incentive Grant Program provides grants to
states that have per-pupil facilities aid programs for
charter schools (Michigan does not).22
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Public School Academies’ Education Delivery Systems

The federal Race to the Top competition encour-
aged states to consider alternative certification
routes for all teachers.  PA 202 of 2009, one of the
acts passed to better position Michigan in that com-
petition, provides for an alternative teaching certi-
fication process.

In Michigan, 16 percent of PSA teachers have a bach-
elors’ degree, 57 percent have a masters degree,
and 26 percent have other advanced degrees such
as doctoral, law or medical degrees.

Compensation
PSAs pay teachers less than the amount paid to
teachers by traditional schools on average, though
salaries and benefits for beginning teachers are fairly
consistent in charters and traditional schools (tradi-
tional school districts may have teachers with 30
years or more of experience in the district, while no
charter school teacher has more than 16 years of

Teachers

Teacher Certification
States that allow charter schools have varying re-
quirements for charter school teacher certification.
Arizona, Texas, and the District of Columbia do not
require certification for teachers in charter schools.
In Georgia and Oklahoma, whether teachers are to
be certified is specified in each school’s charter ap-
plication.  In 24 states including Michigan, teachers
must be certified, but some of these states allow
waivers or alternative certification. Twelve states
require a specified percentage of teachers in each
charter school to be certified, and some of these
have minimum educational and experience require-
ments for non-certified teachers.

The variations in approach to teacher certification
are evident in the states with the largest number of
charter schools (See Table 3).

Table 3
Teacher Certification Requirements In States with More Than 100 Charter Schools in 2007-08

Number of Charter Teacher
State Schools, 2007-08 Certification
California 691 Required
Arizona 457 Not required
Texas 450 Not required
Florida 364 Required, waivers in specific circumstances
Ohio 329 Required, but alternative certification is allowed; uncertified

employees may teach up to 12 hours per week
Michigan 281 Required, but full-time faculty at a university or community college

may teach at a charter school sponsored by that institution
Wisconsin 232 Required, but if the search for a licensed teacher is unsuccessful, a

special license is available for persons with a bachelor’s degree in
their field who take 6 credits of training each year and are supervised
by a teacher with a regular license.

Minnesota 169 Required
Colorado 141 Required, may be waived
Pennsylvania 125 At least 75% must be certified

Source:  National Center for Education Statistics



NONTRADITIONAL K-12 SCHOOLS IN MICHIGAN

C i t i z e n s  R e s e a r c h  C o u n c i l  o f  M i c h i g a n 17

experience in that school).  In 2006-07, salaries for
teachers in PSAs averaged $39,334, which was
$16,192 less than the average teacher salary in tra-
ditional public schools.  A 2002 study, which also
noted the lower teacher salary level in charter
schools, stated that “the difference in teacher sala-
ries reflects the experience and educational qualifi-
cations of the teachers.  Salaries may also differ
because of compensating differentials with respect
to work environments.  Teachers who prefer the
charter school environment may be willing to work
there for lower pay.”23

Fringe benefits are negotiated at
the PSA level, and vary accordingly.
Teachers and administrators who
work directly for a PSA are auto-
matically included in the Michigan
Public School Employees Retire-
ment System (MPSERS), the state
managed retirement system.
Teachers and administrators who
are employed through an educa-
tion service provider (ESP) are not
permitted to participate in MPSERS, though the ESP
may offer 401K plans.  The School Code requires
that direct employees of a PSA that is authorized by
a local school district be covered by collective bar-
gaining agreements that apply to employees of that
school district employed in similar classifications.

Teacher Turnover
Two-thirds of Michigan’s PSA teachers have been
working in their buildings for two years or less, ac-
cording to the 2009 Public School Academy Report
to the Legislature.

Gary Miron and Brooks Applegate of Western Michi-
gan University found overall teacher attrition rates
in charter schools of between 20 and 25 percent,
with rates for new teachers close to 40 percent an-
nually (only charter schools were included in the
study; no comparison was made with traditional
public schools).  Younger teachers were more likely
to leave than older teachers.  Attrition rates were
higher among teachers who taught in higher grades,
especially grades 6, 7, 10, and 11.  Non-certified
teachers and those teaching outside their certifica-
tion areas were more likely to leave.  Teachers with

limited teaching experience were more likely to leave
(presumably many of these inexperienced teachers
moved to jobs in other schools).  Teachers who were
not satisfied with the charter school’s mission, abil-
ity to achieve the mission, and administration were
more likely to leave.  “High attrition consumes re-
sources of schools that must regularly provide pre-
and in-service training to new teachers; it impedes
schools’ efforts to build professional learning com-
munities and positive and stable school cultures; and
it is likely to undermine the legitimacy of the schools

in the eyes of parents.”  The study
relied on data from five states, not
including Michigan.24

The American Federation of
Teachers’ Position
Teachers in most charter schools
are not unionized.  Indeed, the
ability to hire and fire staff is con-
sidered by many supporters of
charter schools to be crucial to the
effectiveness of those schools.  As
noted, teachers in charter schools

are generally paid less than those in traditional pub-
lic schools, benefits may differ significantly from those
offered to teachers in traditional schools, and school
days and years may be longer.   All of these issues
are of central concern to teachers’ unions.

The American Federation of Teachers (AFT), which
represents teachers and staff in more than 70 char-
ter schools nationwide, “strongly supports charter
schools that embody the core values of public edu-
cation and a democratic society: equal access for all
students; high academic standards; accountability
to parents and the public; a curriculum that pro-
motes good citizenship; a commitment to helping
all public schools improve; and a commitment to the
employees’ right to freely choose union representa-
tion.”25   In a July 2002 report, Do Charter Schools
Measure Up? The Charter School Experiment After
10 Years, the AFT reported that:

• Charter schools contribute to the racial and eth-
nic isolation of students and fail to enroll a pro-
portional share of high cost students.

Teachers in most charter
schools are not unionized.
Indeed, the ability to hire
and fire staff is considered
by many supporters of
charter schools to be cru-
cial to the effectiveness of
those schools.
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• Charter school teachers are less experienced and
receive lower pay and benefits than traditional
school teachers.

• Charter schools spend more on administration
and less on instruction than traditional public
schools.

• Charter school students gener-
ally score no better (and often
do worse) on student achieve-
ment tests than other compa-
rable public school students.

• Charter school authorizers
have closed very few schools
for failing to meet student
achievement goals.

• Charter schools have proven no
more innovative than other
public schools.

• While growing districts may
view charters schools as a so-
lution to overcrowding, districts
with stable or shrinking popu-
lation experience a real finan-
cial loss due to charter schools.

• Problems are worse in charter
schools operated by for-profit
companies.

The AFT recommended “that
policymakers should not expand
charter school activities until more
convincing evidence of their effec-
tiveness and viability is presented.”

Administrators

In the future, Michigan public school administrators,
including those in public school academies, will have
to be certified.  The state board of education is re-
quired by PA 205 of 2009, Section 1536, to develop
a school administrator’s certificate and to work with
appropriate professional organizations to develop
standards.   Standards and procedures must include
educational and professional experience require-
ments, continuing education requirements, proce-
dures for application, and standards and procedures
for suspension and revocation of a certificate.  The
state board is also required to develop appropriate
certificate endorsements for elementary, secondary,

and central office levels.  Certificates will have to be
renewed every five years.

Currently employed school administrators will be
required to take continuing education.  Administra-
tors hired after January 4, 2010 (the effective date

of PA 205 of 2009) will have to
complete a program leading to
certification and will have three
years to meet the new certification
requirements.

Michigan PSAs typically have rela-
tively few administrators, and rely
on teachers, parents, and volun-
teers to accomplish many admin-
istrative tasks.26

Education Service Providers

Management Companies:
ESPs, EMOs, and CMOs
Public school academies may be
wholly self-managed (in 2007-
2008, 53 Michigan PSAs were self
managed) or may hire an educa-
tion service provider to operate any
or all parts of the school.  Educa-
tion service providers are nonprofit
or for-profit organizations that con-
tract with new or existing tradi-
tional, charter, or private schools

and/or school districts to provide specialized or com-
prehensive services to schools, including educational
programming, facility management, personnel man-
agement, payroll, accounting, curriculum develop-
ment, professional development for staff and teach-
ers, student assessment tools, school marketing, and
budget oversight.  Some of the best known ESPs
have developed highly structured routines with uni-
forms, strict rules, and frequent drills. ESPs are also
known as management companies.

Quantity Counts: The Growth of Charter School Man-
agement Companies, distinguishes between for-profit
education management organizations (EMOs) and
nonprofit charter management organizations (CMOs).
Most states prohibit for-profit businesses from hold-
ing school charters directly, so EMOs operate schools

Education service providers
are nonprofit or for-profit
organizations that contract
with new or existing tradi-
tional, charter, or private
schools and/or school dis-
tricts to provide specialized
or comprehensive services
to schools, including educa-
tional programming, facility
management, personnel
management, payroll, ac-
counting, curriculum devel-
opment, professional devel-
opment for staff and
teachers, student assess-
ment tools, school market-
ing, and budget oversight.
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or provide specific services under contract with a
nonprofit that holds the charter.   For-profit EMOs
generally share a common business model that at-
tempts to do the following:

• Administer a higher-quality program than the
average school could provide,

• Leverage that program across a very large num-
ber of schools, and

• Exploit economies of scale in ways that yield at-
tractive profits and consistently superior aca-
demic performance.

For-profit companies manage about 500 charter and
traditional schools enrolling about 250,000 students
nationwide.

In 2007-08, there were a total of 53 education ser-
vice providers operating in Michigan, providing ser-
vices to from one to 35 public school academies.
Table 4 summarizes the education service provid-
ers providing services to more than one PSA.

PSAs can change ESPs, or move from use of a service
provider to self management, for any number of rea-
sons.  For the fall of 2009, nine PSAs changed educa-

Table 4
Education Service Providers Providing Services to More than One Public School Academy

Education Service Provider PSAs Students
National Heritage Academies 35     22,803
Leona Group 16       7,524
Mosaica Education 11 3,087
Charter School Administration Services 10       4,284
Helicon Associates   9 3,301

Choice School Associates   8 2,396
CS Partners   7 2,569
The Romine Group   5 3,014
Global Educational Excellence   5 2,203
Imagine Schools   5 2,126

White Hat Management   5 1,474
Advance Educational Services   4 1,001
Varner & Associates   3 2,577
Hamadeh Educational Services   3 2,117
Schoolhouse Staffing and Services   3 1,364

Edison Schools   2 1,615
Bardwell Group  2 965
Woodbridge Group 2 858
Evans Solution Management Company   2 666
Synergy Training Solutions, Inc.   2 399

Foundation for Behavioral Resources 2 383
Northstar Educational 2 275
SVRC Industries  2 227
Education & Training Connections   2 214
Edtec Central     2      181

    Total 149      67,623

Source:  Michigan Department of Education; 2008 Public School Report to the Legislature; March, 2009
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tion service providers and one ended its use of an
outside organization in favor of self-management.

• Academy of Flint, from Varner & Associates to
self managed

• Ben Ross Public School Academy, from Edison
School to Edison Learning, Inc.

• Business Entrepreneurship Science, Tec, from
Mosaica Education to Choice School Associates

• Concord Academy Boyne, from Northstar
Educational to Lakeshore
Educational

• Conner Creek Academy, from
Imagine Schools to Choice
Schools Associates

• Conner Creek Academy East,
from CS Partners to Michigan
Educational Personnel Services

• Edison-Oakland Public School
Academy, from Edison Schools to
Visions Educational Development
Corp.

• Grattan Academy, from Choice
Schools Associates to Helicon
Associates

• Great Lakes Academy, from Midwest
Management, Inc. to ADP Total Source

• Woodmont Academy, from Imagine Schools to
Visions Education Consortium, LLC

Nonprofit Charter Management Companies
Nonprofit CMOs may offer identifiable instructional
models.  “Also like EMO founders, CMO proponents
believed that higher-quality management teams,
which offered a standard school model and operat-
ing practices and exploited economies of scale, could
support the development of large numbers of
schools, produce the financial efficiencies required
to pay for the higher-quality managers and programs,
and in the process provide consistently superior aca-
demic outcomes.”27   Nonprofit CMOs can hold char-
ters directly in most states that allow charter schools.

The movement to develop nonprofit charter man-
agement organizations that would drive the expan-
sion of quality charter schools has been supported
by national foundations including the Bill and Melinda

Gates Foundation, Walton Family Foundation, and
others.  According to a recent article, both the funders
and the CMOs underestimated the difficulties asso-
ciated with replicating successful models.  “A num-
ber of leading CMOs have been forced to work in an
environment where regulations impose unnecessary
costs, funding levels lag behind regular public
schools, facility space is unnecessarily scarce, and
laws supported by interest groups antagonistic to
charter schools artificially limit the ability of the most

successful charter schools to ex-
pand.”28

Whole School Improvement
Education services providers that
provide whole school improvement
models were the subjects of an
evaluation29 by the American Insti-
tutes for Research.  Whole school
improvement is intended to integrate
research based practices into a uni-
fied effort to raise student achieve-
ment and accomplish other goals
such as reducing dropout rates and
improving behavior.  The models in-
clude curriculum; instruction; gover-

nance; scheduling; professional development; as-
sessment; and parent, family, and community
involvement.  Education service providers evaluated
included Edison Schools; Imagine Schools; The Leona
Group, LLC; Mosaica Education; National Heritage
Academies (NHA); SABIS Educational Systems, Inc.;
and White Hat Management (HOPE Academies).
These seven models together operate in about 350
schools nationwide; they provide a variety of ser-
vices at 71 schools in Michigan.

The evaluation looked at nearly 940 studies, of which
only a few were relevant and met standards that
were considered sufficiently rigorous and included
student achievement outcomes.  All of the nine stud-
ies that were considered adequate for judging the
effects of the ESP on student achievement focused
on the Edison Schools.   According to this report,
the Edison Schools’ whole school improvement model
was rated moderate in its positive effects on stu-
dent achievement, and very strong in its readiness
for successful implementation.

Whole school improve-
ment is intended to in-
tegrate research based
practices into a unified
effort to raise student
achievement and ac-
complish other goals
such as reducing drop-
out rates and improving
behavior.
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Imposing a Model/Imposing Control
One of the initial goals of the charter school move-
ment was to facilitate innovation and experimenta-
tion in K-12 education.  More recently, the goal has
been to replicate successful models.  The use of
education service providers allows charter holders
and chartering authorities to select models that have
been developed and refined, and that best meet the
goals of the schools’ founders.  There are, however,
limitations associated with the use
of management organizations:
there may not be a direct, proven
relationship between a particular
model and educational quality, and,
in their efforts to impose consis-
tency, larger management organi-
zations may be recreating some of
the bureaucratic aspects of public
school districts.  Fees may be ex-
cessive and/or not well explained,
and companies may attempt to in-
appropriately influence board selection and board
decisions.

There is concern about the degree of control some
for-profit management companies exercise over
schools.  In particular, Imagine Schools (the largest
commercial manager of charter schools in the U.S.)
has been charged with preempting schools’ boards
of directors (Imagine often recruits board members
for the schools it serves).  This management com-
pany operates schools completely, including hiring

and firing principals and staff, controlling real es-
tate, determining budgets and school policies, and
charging fees that may equal a school’s entire rev-
enue stream.30

In response to this criticism, Imagine Schools pub-
lished an open letter on its website, in which it stated
“Each of the governing boards is structured legally
and operates transparently.  The working relation-

ship between the board and Imag-
ine is spelled out in detail prior to
the award of the charter and is en-
tered into voluntarily by both
groups.”31  The letter noted the
many satisfied parents and edu-
cators at Imagine schools and over
90 percent re-enrollment rate for
students.  It asserted that 100
percent of revenues are spent on
students and schools (although it
applied for nonprofit status from

the IRS in 2005, Imagine Schools has not been
granted that status).

Other Services

In contrast to traditional public schools, charter
schools generally do not provide transportation (tra-
ditional public schools are not required to provide
transportation), and may not provide a cafeteria
(traditional public schools are required to have a
cafeteria).

One of the initial goals of
the charter school move-
ment was to facilitate inno-
vation and experimentation
in K-12 education.  More re-
cently, the goal has been to
replicate successful models.
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Michigan within the National Framework

Although 40 states and the District of Columbia
allow charter schools, very few students actually
attend charter schools in some states (only 240
in Virginia, 255 in Wyoming, 375 in Mississippi).
(See Table 5.)

More than 100,000 students attend charter schools
in Michigan, making it one of the 14 states that
have more than 25,000 students attending char-
ter schools (See Table 6).

In Michigan, 6.0 percent of public school students
attended charter schools in 2007-08.  Of those
states with more than 25,000 charter school stu-
dents, only Arizona and Colorado had a larger pro-
portion of public school students in charter schools.
According to the Michigan Association of Charter
School Academies, 62 percent of Michigan charter
school students are minorities.32  In 2009, 64 per-
cent of PSA students qualified for free or reduced
price lunch.

A national comparison of charter school students with
students enrolled in traditional public schools found
a higher proportion of Black and Hispanic students
in charter schools, a smaller proportion of students
with a disability in charter schools, and a larger pro-
portion of poor students in charter schools than in
traditional public schools.  Further, students in char-

Students and Academic Achievement in PSAs

Table 5
Number of Students in Charter Schools in 2007-08

Number of Charter Number of
School Students States and D.C.

0 - 999 5
1,000 - 9,999 12

10,000 - 24,999 10
25,000 - 49,999 6
50,000 + 8

Source:  National Center for Education Statistics

Table 6
Public Elementary and Secondary School Membership in Selected States in FY2008

Total Public School Students in Charter Schools
State Students Number Percentage
California 6,070,428 241,017 4.0%
Texas 4,673,455 113,760 2.4
Florida 2,666,811 105,223 3.9
Michigan 1,665,742 100,046 6.0
Arizona 1,087,263   99,478 9.1
Ohio 1,821,635   81,539 4.5
Pennsylvania 1,787,813   67,275 3.8
Colorado    801,867   56,772 7.1
Wisconsin    874,478   35,291 4.0
Georgia 1,649,589   33,702 2.0
North Carolina 1,458,035   32,607 2.2
New York 2,765,435   30,963 1.1
Minnesota    837,578   28,034 3.3
Massachusetts    962,806   25,036 2.6

Source:  National Center for Education Statistics
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ter schools were more likely to have parents who
had somewhat higher educational attainment, more
likely to be from a single parent household, and more
likely to live in a city, than students in assigned pub-
lic schools.33

A February 2010 report, Schools without Diversity:
Education Management Organizations, Charter
Schools and the Demographic Stratification of the
American School System34, evaluated a national da-
tabase of schools operated by education manage-
ment organizations (95 percent
of these schools are charter
schools) and reached the follow-
ing conclusions:

• Charter schools operated by
EMOs tend to be strongly
racially segregative for both
minority and majority stu-
dents, compared with the
sending districts.

• EMO-operated charter
schools more strongly seg-
regate economically chal-
lenged students than do the
local districts.

• EMO-operated schools consistently enrolled a
lower proportion of special education students
than did the home district.

• English language learners were underrepresented
in charter schools.

• For both for-profit and nonprofit EMOs, segre-
gation patterns in 2000-2001 and 2006-2007
were virtually identical.

Possible explanations offered include the clustering
of charter schools in high minority, urban areas, and
the ability of larger traditional districts to provide
specialized programs for special education students
and English language learners.  There is a subset of
charters, however (19 schools in this study), whose
mission is to serve students with severe disabilities;
there is also a subset of charters that serve large
numbers of ELL students.  Further, in some cases,
the EMO schools included in the study had been low
performing public schools that had undergone turn-
around interventions.

Michigan PSA Students

Admission Policy
In contrast to traditional public school districts, which
have defined geographical boundaries and are re-
quired to enroll students who reside in that district
(cross district enrollment through the school of choice
program is discussed in the first report of this se-
ries, on public education governance), PSAs have
no geographical territory assigned to them, and must
attract students based on programming and other

competitive factors.

PSAs must admit all who apply, in-
cluding those needing special ser-
vices, consistent with the terms of
the school’s charter and state stat-
ute.  Applying students may include
those who have learning disabilities,
physical disabilities, or behavioral
challenges.  If more students apply
than there are available positions, the
PSA must conduct a lottery or other
“blind” process to determine which
students are admitted.  PSAs cannot
use academic, disability, or other
screening tests to determine eligibil-

ity for admission.

PA 451 of 197635 establishes the admission policies
of PSAs:

• A public school academy shall not charge tuition.
• A public school academy shall not discriminate

in its pupil admissions policies or practices on
the basis of intellectual or athletic ability, mea-
sures of achievement or aptitude, status as a
student with a disability, or any other basis that
would be illegal if used by a school district.

• A public school academy may limit admission to
pupils who are within a particular range of age
or grade level or on any other basis that would
be legal if used by a school district.

• Except for a foreign exchange student who is
not a United States citizen, a public school acad-
emy shall not enroll a pupil who is not a resident
of this state.

If more students apply than
there are available posi-
tions, the PSA must conduct
a lottery or other “blind”
process to determine which
students are admitted.
PSAs cannot use academic,
disability, or other screen-
ing tests to determine eli-
gibility for admission.
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• Enrollment in the public school academy may be
open to all individuals who reside in this state
who meet the admission policy and shall be open
to all pupils who reside within the geographic
boundaries, if any, of the authorizing body who
meet the admission policy, except that admis-
sion to a public school academy authorized by
the board of a community college to operate, or
operated by the board of a community college,
on the grounds of a federal military installation,
as described in section
502(2)(c), shall be open to all
pupils who reside in the county
in which the federal military
installation is located.

• For a public school academy
authorized by a state public
university, enrollment shall be
open to all pupils who reside
in this state who meet the ad-
mission policy.

• If there are more applications
to enroll in the public school
academy than there are spaces
available, pupils shall be se-
lected to attend using a random selection pro-
cess. However, a public school academy may give
enrollment priority to a sibling of a pupil enrolled
in the public school academy.

• A public school academy shall allow any pupil
who was enrolled in the public school academy
in the immediately preceding school year to en-

roll in the public school academy in the appro-
priate grade unless the appropriate grade is not
offered at that public school academy.

Racial Characteristics
According to the Michigan Department of Education,
PSA students tend to resemble students in the 23
host districts where 75 percent of PSAs are located.
In 2007-08, 57 percent of PSA students were Afri-
can-American, compared to 58 percent of students

in host districts.  In PSAs, 57 per-
cent of PSA students were eligible
for free or reduced price lunch
compared to 63 percent in host
districts and 36 percent in tradi-
tional public schools (eligibility for
free or reduced price meals is a
proxy for economic status).  In
2008-09, 64 percent of PSA stu-
dents qualified for free or reduced
price lunch (See Table 7).

According to a study by the Na-
tional Charter School Research
Project,36 a number of national and

statewide studies have indicated that charter schools
disproportionately attract students from less afflu-
ent and minority backgrounds.

Social Stratification in Michigan Charter Schools
A 2007 study of racial segregation and social strati-
fication in Michigan charter schools examined data
from 2003 and 2004.  “The results show that char-

Table 7
2007-08 Student Enrollment by Ethnicity

All Traditional
PSAs Host Districts Public Schools

American Indian   1% 1% 1%
Asian   2 2 2
African American 57 58 18
White 34 30 73
Hispanic 5 8 5
Multiracial 1 1 1

Source:  Michigan Department of Education; 2008 Public School Report to the Legislature; March, 2009

According to a study by the
National Charter School
Research Project, a number
of national and statewide
studies have indicated that
charter schools dispropor-
tionately attract students
from less affluent and mi-
nority backgrounds.
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ter schools provide new opportunities for students
who struggled academically in their assigned schools.
However, the process of student sorting tends to
leave the most disadvantaged students behind in
the most disadvantaged TPSs (traditional public
schools).  In particular, low-performing students and
students from low-income families become increas-
ingly concentrated in urban TPSs…Overall, school
choice in Michigan helped to promote choice for
moderately disadvantaged students.  The truly dis-
advantaged students have not benefited as much,
since these students have become
increasingly concentrated in TPSs
with other similarly disadvantaged
students.”37

Special Education Students
In Michigan, PSAs are local educa-
tion agencies (LEAs) for purposes
of federal requirements concern-
ing special education.  Thus, PSAs
are directly responsible for provid-
ing special education evaluation
and services to students, though
any PSA may voluntarily contract
with another school district or LEA
to provide these functions.  Fed-
eral laws including the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act, the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (now the No Child Left
Behind Act), Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973, the Americans with Disabilities Act, and the
Family Education Rights and Privacy Act all apply to
charter schools.  Federal funds are available for spe-
cial education and related services to most, but not

all, children with identified disabilities under various
federal laws.

Disability categories include cognitive impairment;
emotional impairment; hearing, visual, or physical
impairment; speech and language impairment; early
childhood delay; learning disabled; severe multiple
impairments; autism spectrum disorder; traumatic
brain injury; and deaf/blind.   Issues related to spe-
cial education students include preparation of an
individualized education program for the child, place-

ment in the least restrictive envi-
ronment, accessibility of facilities,
special accommodations and alter-
nate assessments, nondiscrimina-
tory evaluations, and qualifications
for special education teachers.

Charter schools have a smaller pro-
portion of disabled students than
the state as a whole, and a smaller
percentage of special education
students than schools in cluster
districts (See Table 8).

The 2009 Public School Academy
Report to the Legislature noted
that approximately ten percent of

PSA students received special education services in
2008-09.

Gary Miron, Chris Coryn, and Dawn M Mackety found
that charter schools in the Great Lakes states “have,
on average, a substantially lower proportion of stu-
dents with disabilities, and the students with dis-
abilities who enroll in charter schools tend to have

Table 8
Students with Disabilities, December 2007

All Traditional
PSAs Host Districts Public Schools

Non-Learning Disabled 5% 10% 9%
Learning Disabled 4   6 5

Total 9% 16% 15%

Totals may not add due to rounding.

Source:  Michigan Department of Education; 2008 Public School Report to the Legislature; March, 2009

Overall, school choice in
Michigan helped to promote
choice for moderately dis-
advantaged students.  The
truly disadvantaged stu-
dents have not benefited as
much, since these students
have become increasingly
concentrated in TPSs with
other similarly disadvan-
taged students.
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disabilities that are less severe and less costly to
remediate.”38

Alternative Education Students
PSAs have a higher proportion of students in alter-
native education programs, including those enrolled
in strict discipline academies that serve suspended,
expelled, or adjudicated youth.   In the spring of
2008, 27 percent of high school PSA students were
in alternative education programs, compared to 12
percent in host district high schools and nine per-
cent in all traditional public schools.

A subgroup of public school academies, strict disci-
pline academies, are described in
Appendix I.

Curriculum and
Graduation Requirements

Curriculum
Curriculum is “the content and
sequence of experiences that are
intended to be delivered to stu-
dents in formal course work.  Cur-
riculum includes teaching materi-
als such as those that can be found
in commercial textbooks and soft-
ware applications.  It also includes
the pedagogy for delivering those
materials when teachers receive
guidance on how to teach the cur-
riculum, or when software man-
ages the pacing, prompts, and
feedback that students receive as
they engage the materials.”39

There are different ideas about
what makes an effective learning process, and where
school reform should focus:  early childhood pro-
grams; class size; individual teacher effectiveness;
teacher training; instructional strategies; curriculum;
common standards; school governance; school fa-
cilities; optimal school size; etc.  In Don’t Forget
Curriculum, Grover J. Whitehurst of the Brookings
Institution notes the current federal emphasis on
early childhood programs, common standards, char-
ter schools, and more effective teachers, and calcu-

lates the relative effectiveness of various policy foci.
Based on the results of those calculations, he ar-
gues that curriculum is significantly more important
than the governance structure of schools.

The metric of effect size represents the strength of
the relationship between the educational influence
and an educational outcome.  No effect registers as
0.00; increasingly positive effect is reflected in in-
creasingly positive numbers.

“What does research say about the size of the
effect of charter schools on academic outcomes
when the effect is measured as the difference

between performance of students
in charter schools and comparable
students in traditional public
schools?

Studies that have employed large
samples of charter schools and
controlled statistically for back-
ground differences between stu-
dents, generally find very small
differences in student achieve-
ment between the two types of
public schools…the effect of a typi-
cal charter school on student out-
comes is not likely to be different
from that of a typical traditional
public school, but popular, over-
subscribed charter schools oper-
ating in some large urban school
districts have positive effects.”40

The performance of students in
charter schools in New York City,
measured in effect size, was re-
ported to be 0.00 (no effect) in
mathematics for charter schools in

general, and 0.09 for mathematics in oversubscribed
charter schools, which presumable had superior pro-
grams.  In contrast, curriculum choices were reported
to have substantial effects compared to governance
structure.  A more effective math curricula was found
to move students’ percentile rank 12 percentage
points higher (effect size: 0.30); the most effective
preschool curriculum moved students 18 percentile
points higher on vocabulary in kindergarten (effect
size: 0.48).

In Don’t Forget Curriculum,
Grover J. Whitehurst of the
Brookings Institution notes
the current federal empha-
sis on early childhood pro-
grams, common standards,
charter schools, and more
effective teachers, and cal-
culates the relative effec-
tiveness of various policy
foci.  Based on the results
of those calculations, he
argues that curriculum is
significantly more important
than the governance struc-
ture of schools.
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More effective math curricula 0.30 mathematics
Most effective preschool curriculum 0.48 vocabulary
Most effective dropout prevention 1.00 progressing in
school
Most effective early reading program 0.80 alphabetics41

Whitehurst attributes the national emphasis on school
governance issues, rather than on curriculum, to leg-
islative prohibitions on endorsing particular curricula,
and to the advocacy of governance reformers.  In
Michigan, curriculum has been a part of the school
reform effort.  The Michigan Merit Curriculum (MMC)
established high school graduation requirements that
are applicable to public school students, including
those in charter schools.42  Each high school student
in the class of 2011 and thereafter will be required to
complete the following credits in the listed subjects:

Michigan Merit Curriculum for High School

Credits Subject Area

4 English Language Arts
4 Mathematics
3 Science
3 Social Studies
1 Health/Physical Education
1 Visual, Applied, Performing Arts
2 World Language (Class of 2016 and beyond)
1 Online Learning Experience

There are a number of companies that offer text-
books and teaching materials.  PSAs have greater lati-
tude to select among curriculum materials than do
individual schools that are part of a larger district.

Under specific conditions, schools may develop “per-
sonal curriculum” for students with unique learning
needs.

Special Programmatic Approaches
PSAs offer an array of programmatic approaches,
including emphasis on the following:

Fine arts
Service and leadership
Science and math
Technology
College preparatory
Environmental science

Vocational training
Montessori
Cultural immersion
Strict discipline, alternative, or second chance43

PSA high schools have a 56 percent graduation rate,
but, as noted, 27 percent of high school PSA stu-
dents were in alternative education programs, com-
pared to 12 percent in host district high schools and
nine percent in all traditional public schools.

Studies of Charter School
Student Academic Achievement

Most objective, non-ideological evaluations of char-
ter schools have focused on student achievement
and educational outcomes, but results have varied,
and many of the studies have been criticized for
methodological or data problems.  The Michigan
Department of Education has drawn attention to the
challenges of finding an appropriate means of evalu-
ating the impact of charter schools.  “Measuring any
school’s unique program through the blunt instru-
ment of peer comparison alone is like using a straight
ruler to measure the dimensions of an apple.  It is
simply not sufficient as a means of telling the whole
story.”44

Some studies compare charter school averages to
the statewide average; others compare charter
school averages to the host district.   Some studies
measure schools; others measure cohorts of stu-
dents.  Some analyses compare charter school stu-
dents to all students in the host district; others com-
pare charter school students with students who
applied, but did not win charter school lotteries.
Different comparisons yield different results.

Impact of Charter School Attendance on
Student Achievement in Michigan
A 2002 analysis of five years of Michigan Educa-
tional Assessment Program (MEAP) scores for fourth
and fifth graders in charter schools and in the dis-
tricts and the intermediate school districts within
which the charters were located found that “students
attending charter schools have lower test scores than
students in traditional public schools.   The magni-
tudes of the results vary by grade, year, and subject
matter, but are generally on the order of 3-10 per-
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cent.”  This analysis controlled for student, building,
and district characteristics.45

Evaluating the Impact of Charter Schools on
Student Achievement: A Longitudinal Look at
the Great Lakes States
A 2007 longitudinal study of charter schools (not
individual students) in the Great Lakes states of Michi-
gan, Illinois, Indiana, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wiscon-
sin found that charter schools were “performing at
lower levels than predicted on state assessments –
that is, student achievement in them is lower than it
is in demographically similar public schools…Despite
the performance of charter schools in the region
overall, at the school level a number of successful
charter schools are consistently performing better

than expected.  Still, for some 60 percent of the
school level comparisons drawn, charter schools were
performing at levels lower than predicted.” The study
compared each charter school’s actual test results
(in math and reading in grade 4, reading in grade 7,
math in grade 8, and math and reading in grade 11)
with results predicted based on an analysis of re-
sults for all demographically similar schools state-
wide.  The difference between the actual score and
the predicted score is the residual score:  a positive
residual score indicates performance better than
predicted and a negative residual score reflects per-
formance worse than predicted.  For Michigan char-
ter schools, there were 298 positive scores and 400
negative scores.46  Table 9 lists the scores for Michi-
gan charter schools.

Table 9
Michigan Charter Schools with Positive or Negative Residual Scores
Using Data from 2006-07

Grade 4 Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 7 Grade 11 Grade 11
Math Reading Math Reading Math Reading Totals

Positive 66 66 57 67   19  23   298
Negative 98 96   72 72    32 30   400
% Positive 40.2% 40.7%   44.2%   48.2%  37.3%   43.4%  42.7%

Source: Gary Miron, Chris Coryn, and Dawn M. Mackety; The Evaluation Center, Western Michigan University;
Evaluating the Impact of Charter Schools on Student Achievement: A Longitudinal Look at the Great Lakes
States;  June 2007

Table 10
Comparison of Average Annual Change in Test Residuals by Grade for
Michigan Charter Schools and Charter School Cohorts Over Five Years

 Grade 4 Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 7 Grade 11 Grade 11
Math Reading Math Reading Math Reading Totals

Average Annual
Change in Residuals
For Charters +2.51  +1.88   +1.53   +0.93 -0.31 +0.40 +1.16

Average Annual
Change in Residuals
For Cohorts +2.92  +2.09   +2.31   +1.13    -0.92 +0.02 +1.26

Source: Gary Miron, Chris Coryn, and Dawn M. Mackety; The Evaluation Center, Western Michigan University;
June 2007; Evaluating the Impact of Charter Schools on Student Achievement: A Longitudinal Look at the
Great Lakes States
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Although charter school academic performance was,
in many cases, below predictions, the report notes
that many Great Lakes states charter schools were
making improvements over time.   Older charter
school states including Michigan, however, were
showing only modest improvements over time (See
Table 10).

The study found that all states in the region do have
some successful charter schools.

The Impact of Milwaukee
Charter Schools on Student
Achievement
This study examined demo-
graphic data and student test
scores in traditional public
schools and charter schools and
evaluated the comparative aca-
demic achievement of charter
school students over the 2000-
2001 to 2005-2006 period.  The
research found “that there is a
positive relationship between at-
tending a charter school and per-
formance on achievement tests
in mathematics, but that there
is no statistically significant rela-
tionship between charter school
attendance and performance in
reading.  The positive impact of
charter school attendance on mathematics achieve-
ment is due mostly to student performance in the
charter school program’s initial years.  In the most
recent years of our study, the performance of char-
ter schools is statistically indistinguishable from the
performance of traditional public schools.  Moreover,
the analysis yields no statistically significant rela-
tionship between concentration and proximity of
charter schools and the performance of students who
attend traditional public schools.”47

Multiple Choice:
Charter Performance in 16 States
The Center for Research on Educational Outcomes
(CREDO) at Stanford University published Multiple
Choice: Charter Performance in 16 States in 2009.
This longitudinal student-level analysis of reading and
math outcomes included more than 70 percent of

charter school students.  Michigan was not one of
the 16 states included in the study.  The CREDO
study found that: “The group portrait shows wide
variation on performance.  The study reveals that a
decent fraction of charter schools, 17 percent, pro-
vide superior education opportunities for their stu-
dents.  Nearly half of the charter schools nationwide
have results that are no different from the local public
school options and over a third, 37 percent, deliver

learning results that are signifi-
cantly worse than their students
would have realized had they
remained in traditional public
schools.  These finding underlie
the parallel findings of significant
state by state differences in char-
ter school performance and in
the national aggregate perfor-
mance of charter schools.  The
policy challenge is how to deal
constructively with varying lev-
els of performance today and
into the future.”   In the nation-
ally pooled sample, two tradition-
ally disadvantaged groups, stu-
dents in poverty and English
language learners, performed
better in charter schools than in
the traditional system.  The
analysis indicates that, while

charter schools have been the focus of education
reformers and although they figure prominently in
national educational strategy, neither authorizer over-
sight nor market forces have been sufficient mecha-
nisms to deal with underperforming charters
schools.48

Hopes, Fears, & Reality:  A Balanced Look at
American Charter Schools in 2008
Julian R Betts and Y. Emily Tang note that the best
analyses of student achievement in charter school
are not snapshots of student achievement at one
point in time, but rather studies that compare those
who win and those who lose lotteries to attend char-
ter schools, or studies that examine improvements
in students’ test scores over time and compare each
student’s progress in the years he or she attended a
charter school with his or her progress in years he
or she attended a traditional public school.  Betts

The study reveals that a decent
fraction of charter schools, 17
percent, provide superior edu-
cation opportunities for their
students.  Nearly half of the
charter schools nationwide
have results that are no differ-
ent from the local public school
options and over a third, 37
percent, deliver learning results
that are significantly worse than
their students would have re-
alized had they remained in tra-
ditional public schools.
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and Tang found only three studies in the first cat-
egory, and ten in the second category, out of a uni-
verse of 70 studies.  In addition to finding a paucity
of valid studies, they note that differences in state
enabling statutes mean that findings from one city
or state do not necessarily represent other locations.
Analysis of the more sophisticated studies found that
charter schools often outperform traditional public
schools on reading tests in elementary schools and
on math tests in middle schools, but that charter
school performance is weaker in elementary math,
middle school reading, and in high schools overall.49

Michigan’s Evaluation Systems
Michigan’s school accountability system includes two
metrics:  Education YES - A Yardstick for Excellent
Schools, which is a state-based system; and Ad-
equate Yearly Progress (AYP), the federal system
under No Child Left Behind.  The Education YES!
School Report Cards are a compilation of student

scores on the Michigan Education Assessments Pro-
gram (MEAP, for students in grades three through
eight) and Michigan Merit Exam (MME, given to stu-
dents in 11th grade); the MI-Access alternate assess-
ments for students with disabilities; AYP designa-
tion; and various self-reported school performance
indicators, such as family involvement in the schools,
curriculum, student attendance, and professional
development for teachers.  NCLB was signed into
law while Michigan was holding forums on Educa-
tion YES!

Adequate Yearly Progress
Adequate yearly progress is determined for each
school and each school district.  In 2008- 09 in Michi-
gan, 85.6 percent (3,143 of 3,671) of all schools
made AYP, while 71.6 percent of PSAs made AYP.
The target AYP graduation rate for high schools is
80 percent; PSA high school students graduate at a
rate of 56 percent.

Table 11
School Report Card and Adequate Yearly Progress Information

2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Total School Districts 550 546 548

Districts Making AYP 531 525 536
Percent Making AYP 98.5% 96.2% 97.8%

Districts Not Making AYP 19 21 12
Percent Not Making AYP 3.5% 3.8% 2.2%

K-12 Districts Making AYP 484 483 486
Percent Making AYP 98.2% 98.2% 98.8%

K-12 Districts Not Making AYP 9 9 6
Percent Not Making AYP 1.8% 1.8% 1.2%

PSA Districts Making AYP 24 25 27
Percent Making AYP 80.0% 75.8% 87.1%

PSA Districts Not Making AYP 6 8 4
Percent Not Making AYP 20.0% 24.2% 12.9%

ISDs Making AYP 23 17 24
Percent Making AYP 85.2% 65.4% 92.3%

ISDs Not Making AYP 4 9 2
Percent Not Making AYP 14.8% 34.6% 7.7%
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For the 2008-09 school year, 87.1 percent of public
school academy districts (PSAs with more than one
site) made adequate yearly progress, compared to
97.8 percent of all traditional districts and 98.8 per-
cent of traditional K-12 districts.  (See Table 11.)

MEAP
The Michigan Department of Education recognizes
23 urban cluster school districts that each have three
or more PSAs within their boundaries.  About 75
percent of PSAs are located in these 23 clusters.
MDE uses performance data for these 23 clusters as
one comparison for the performance of PSAs, since
the PSA students resemble the student population

Table 12
2009 MEAP Results

Math

Percent of Percent of Percent of
Charters Similar Districts All Districts

Grade  Proficient Proficient Proficient
3 91.7% 90.1% 94.8%
4 87.1 85.8 92.3
5 70.4 68.2 79.5
6 73.9 69.1 82.0
7 71.3 68.9 82.2

Science

Percent of Percent of Percent of
Charters Similar Districts All Districts

Grade  Proficient Proficient Proficient
   5    67.1% 67.3% 81.0%
   8    61.2 59.5 75.9

Social Studies

Percent of Percent of Percent of
Charters Similar Districts All Districts

Grade  Proficient Proficient Proficient
   6 59.1% 56.7% 73.4%
   9 48.7 54.5 71.1

Reading

Percent of Percent of Percent of
Charters Similar Districts All Districts

Grade  Proficient Proficient Proficient
   3 83.7% 83.4% 89.8%
   4 73.8 73.3 84.1
   5 75.5 74.6 85.2
   6 81.6 79.4 87.7
   7 72.1 69.6 82.0
   8 77.9 74.4 83.4

Source: Michigan Association of Public School Academies, Charters Exceed Similar Districts on 13 of 15
Tests; Michigan Department of Education, Report of Percent Proficient or Advanced for All Districts
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in the cluster districts more than they resemble the
statewide average.  MDE recognizes that neither the
statewide average nor the cluster districts average
are ideal statistical measures by which to judge the
performance of PSAs.

The Michigan Association of Public School Academies
reported that 2008 charter school
MEAP results exceeded results in
the 23 cluster districts where most
PSAs are located on 27 of 28 tests.50

MAPSA’s report on the 2009 MEAP
results indicated that the pattern
continued, with charters outper-
forming similar districts on 13 of
15 tests (English language arts was
a test category in 2008, but not in
2009).  (See Table 12.)  Further-
more, the 2008 PSA Report to the
Legislature noted that African-
American students in PSAs performed better on the
MEAP than African-American students in all tradi-
tional public schools statewide.

Although PSAs generally outperformed similar dis-
tricts, they lagged the statewide average in every
category tested.  In 2009, there were, however, 62
PSAs that met or exceeded the 82.0 percent state-
wide average proficiency on all MEAP tests, with 22
of those PSAs having more than 90 percent of stu-
dents proficient (eight of the 22 were managed by
National Heritage Academies).  There were 233 public
school academies in Michigan in 2008-09

Eagle Crest Charter Academy in Holland had the high-
est MEAP proficiency rating of any school district in
the state (96.7 percent of students scored advanced
or proficient on each subsection of the MEAP).
Canton Charter Academy in Canton tied with the
Bloomfield Hills School District for fourth place in
the 2009 MEAP rankings, with 95.5 percent.  Cole

Academy in Lansing and South
Arbor Charter Academy tied for
sixth place in the rankings, with
95.2 percent.  All of these very
highly ranked PSAs were chartered
by Central Michigan University, and
three of the four were managed
by National Heritage Academies.

The 2009 Public School Academy
Report to the Legislature includes
a comparison of proficiency results
for PSAs and traditional public

schools on the Michigan Merit Examination (MME),
administered to students in Grade 11, for English
language arts and mathematics (See Chart 13).

Scores for both PSAs and traditional schools have
been improving, but proficiency rates for public
school academies lag far behind those for all stu-
dents.  It must be noted that a number of high school
PSAs target students who have demonstrated an
inability or unwillingness to succeed in traditional
settings, and that about 64 percent of PSA pupils
qualified for free or reduced price lunch during the
2008-09 school year.

Table 13
Michigan Merit Examination

2006 2007 2008
English Language Arts – PSAs 24.0% 23.1% 26.0%
English Language Arts – State 51.0 52.0 52.0

Math – PSAs 15.7% 16.2% 20.0%
Math – State 47.0 46.0 49.0

Source: Michigan Department of Education, 2009 Public School Academy Report to the Legislature

Eagle Crest Charter Acad-
emy in Holland had the high-
est MEAP proficiency rating
of any school district in the
state (96.7 percent of stu-
dents scored advanced or
proficient on each subsec-
tion of the MEAP).
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Charter schools are generally very popular with par-
ents who choose that option.  In Michigan, two-thirds
of public school academies have waiting lists.  Ac-
cording to the Michigan Department of Education,
“The belief that parents should have the ability to
choose the school that’s best for their child, even if
they can’t afford to pay tuition or move to a pre-
ferred location, has caused many to view PSAs as
an instrument of social justice.”51

Parents who chose charter schools
for their children may do so regard-
less of proven academic superior-
ity.  Those parents may seek a
smaller, safer, more disciplined en-
vironment than they believe is
available in traditional public
schools.  Charter schools may of-
fer higher expectations; a focused
vision or mission; more physical
safety; nurturing, caring, support-
ive communities; individual instruc-
tion; strong moral guidance; and responsiveness to
parental concerns.  They may offer longer school
days and longer school years.  Charter schools may

have more instructional time, demand greater pa-
rental participation, impose stricter regimentation,
and have more authority to expel disruptive students.
They may be more orderly, and have lower truancy
and higher retention rates.  They may offer an alter-
native to schools with high drop out rates, miser-
able achievement levels, and intimidating environ-
ments.  In spite of the inability of evaluations of
charter schools to prove that they produce consis-

tently higher educational perfor-
mance, these non-academic val-
ues may be equally important, or
more important, to parents.  In-
deed, parents generally express
greater satisfaction, and often
demonstrate greater involvement,
with charter schools than with tra-
ditional public schools.

Charter schools may offer an aca-
demic or vocational specialty, an
ethnic or cultural sensitivity, or

some other characteristic not available in traditional
schools.  They may be schools of first choice, or
schools of last resort.

Non-Academic Attributes of Charter Schools

In spite of the inability of
evaluations of charter
schools to prove that they
produce consistently higher
educational performance,
these non-academic values
may be equally important, or
more important, to parents.
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The Aspiration

Charter school advocates argue that the charter
school emphasis on accountability uniquely supports
the development and implementation of innovative
teaching methods.  In Michigan, state law reflects
this aspiration for PSAs:

Section 505

(3) A public school academy may develop and
implement new teaching techniques or methods
or significant revisions to known teaching tech-
niques or methods, and shall report those to the
authorizing body and state board to be made
available to the public. A public school academy
may use any instructional technique or delivery
method that may be used by a school district.

Adoption of effective, innovative methods would be
one way that traditional public schools, as well as
other charter schools, could benefit from the greater
latitude provided to public school academies.  One
of the arguments in favor of professional manage-
ment companies is their supposed ability to dis-
seminate effective practices to all of the schools
they serve.  Replicating successful models allows
knowledge that has already been developed to be
leveraged.

Charter schools that are successful in preparing dis-
advantaged urban students for college tend to be
small (fewer than 500 students); promote meaning-
ful, on-going relationships with teachers and men-
tors; provide individualized learning plans for all stu-
dents; offer college preparatory rather than general
or vocational education; and partner actively with
other institutions in the community.52

The Actuality

There are a number of structural, contractual, and
political reasons why traditional public schools have
not embraced successful models.   First and fore-
most, it may prove extremely difficult, if not impos-
sible, to duplicate some qualities of successful char-
ter schools (e.g. an extremely charismatic and
talented leader).  Replication efforts have been com-

plicated by local politics, challenges in recruiting and
training administrators and teachers, and difficulties
in determining how much centralization and stan-
dardization is appropriate and necessary.  Further-
more, there may be institutional barriers to the adop-
tion of innovations by traditional public schools:

Charters probably have had less of an impact on
district schools than supporters have hoped or
opponents have feared.  Nationwide, charters
serve no more than 3 percent of the public-school
population, hardly enough market share to con-
stitute formal competition.  Despite wide-rang-
ing pedagogy in charter schools, there is little
evidence that district schools have made systemic
efforts to learn from the charter schools in order
to improve their own operations.  In the New
York City area, for example, a well-designed char-
ter study suggests-though it does not quite es-
tablish-that schools with a longer school year
have higher impacts on student achievement.  Yet
the New York City school system has not made
any effort to extend its own school year, prob-
ably because of the financial and collective bar-
gaining challenges that would accompany any
such policy innovation.53

It is argued that because competition from charter
schools forces traditional schools to improve, the
majority of students who remain in the traditional
system are benefited.  This market-based argument
assumes that traditional public schools will be forced
to improve their programs, administration, facilities,
and outreach to retain students.  Indeed, a study
published by the Michigan Council of Charter School
Authorizers found that charter competition compelled
traditional districts to become more customer ser-
vice oriented, implement new or improved educa-
tional services, improve communications with par-
ents, place greater emphasis on test scores, and/or
implement site-based management programs.54

A 2008 study by David Arsen and Yongmei Ni noted
that traditional public schools facing competition
for students may pursue a variety of strategies other
than improving their educational performance.
These other options include cooperating with the
supposed competitors (e.g. chartering new schools,
converting existing schools to charters), working

Innovation and Replication
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together with other traditional districts to restrict
choice options (e.g. blocking voucher efforts, ob-
structing new charter schools), vilifying competi-
tors, launching marketing programs, paying more
attention to parents’ concerns, adding new pro-
grams (e.g. pre-K, all-day kindergarten, or extra-
curricular activities), or simply doing nothing and
letting other schools attract their students.

The analysis of available empirical studies conducted
by Arsen and Ni found mixed results: “The research
surveyed here suggests, rather than conclusively
establishes, that competition from vouchers and
charter schools is no more beneficial for TPS (tradi-
tional public schools) performance than competition
from nearby private or public schools in environments
with no choice policy.”55

The actual effects of competition may well reflect the
kinds of charter schools providing competition, and
whether the student population in the traditional sys-
tem is growing or shrinking.  If a charter school at-
tracts the most troubled students, those who remain
in the traditional school may well benefit, but if the
charter attracts the most motivated students with the
most concerned parents, the traditional schools those
students leave may be worse off.  If the traditional
district is growing, a charter school may function as a
safety valve, reducing overcrowding and the need for
additional teachers and facilities.

The assertion that competition from charter schools
will improve traditional schools appears not to be
true in Michigan, where the total student population
has been declining.  A 2009 study of the Michigan
experience “suggests that charter competition had
a negative impact on student achievement and school
efficiency in Michigan’s traditional public schools.  The
effect is small or negligible in the short run, but be-
comes more substantial in the long run.”  The analy-
sis of school level data from 1994 through 2004 found
that, in Michigan, urban districts that had larger pro-
portions of low income and African-American stu-
dents had increasingly significant charter competi-
tion.  “Charter competition appears to reinforce a
vicious cycle of enrollment loss, revenue decline, pro-
gram cuts, lower educational quality, and further en-
rollment loss in those districts.”56

In another report by David Arsen and Yongmei Ni,
the authors found that traditional public schools in
Michigan respond to charter competition by devot-
ing a smaller share of resources to instructional ser-
vices and a larger proportion to non-instructional
services, specifically to business and administration.
“In short, we find no support for the hopeful predic-
tion that the competition generated by charter
schools will compel school district personnel to shift
resources to classroom instruction in order to im-
prove student learning.”  Further, higher levels of
charter competition are associated with declining
fund balances in districts losing students to charter
schools.57

Charter Incubators

Nationally, organized efforts to use a replication
model to increase the number of successful charter
schools have been funded by major foundations in-
cluding the Bill and Melinda Gates, Walton, and Pi-
sces Foundations.  These efforts have focused on
duplicating proven models, whether home-grown or
developed by professional management organiza-
tions.58

Whether or not traditional public schools are using
charters as models, and whether or not charter com-
petition has a negative impact on the proportion of
spending on instructional programs, nonprofit orga-
nizations devoted to incubating charter schools and
providing information on best practices are being
established.  In Nashville, TN, Mayor Karl Dean is
forming a nonprofit, Center for Charter Schools in
Tennessee, to help increase the number of charter
schools by finding and training new leaders and pro-
viding support to new schools.  This incubator is
modeled after organizations in New Orleans and New
York.59

In the District of Columbia, where 38 percent of the
public school students attend charter schools, mem-
bers of the DC Public Charter School Board are or-
ganizing a nonprofit to research and teach best prac-
tices for financial management and governance.60
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Michigan Constitutional and Statutory Au-
thority for Charter Schools

Constitutional Language
Article VIII, Section 1 of the 1963 Michigan Consti-
tution states that “Religion, morality and knowledge
being necessary to good government, and the hap-
piness of mankind, schools and the means of edu-
cation shall forever be encouraged.”  Article VIII,
Section 2 states, in part, “The legislature shall main-
tain and support a system of free public elementary
and secondary schools as defined by law.  Every
school district shall provide for the education of its
pupils without discrimination as to religion, creed,
race, color or national origin.”  The
state constitution does not men-
tion charter schools or public
school academies, though “free
public elementary and secondary
schools” are those defined by law.

State Statutes
In Michigan, public school acad-
emies were first authorized in the
1993 Charter School Act.  The
Michigan Education Association
(MEA) initially opposed non-union
charter schools and in 1994 filed
suit challenging the constitution-
ality of the 1993 act.   The Michi-
gan Chamber of Commerce, which
supported competition in educa-
tion, funded the legal costs to de-
fend the charter school statute.  In 1997, the Michi-
gan Supreme Court ruled that charter schools are
public schools and may receive public funding.

Michigan law currently allows four kinds of charter
schools, all of which are included in the term “public
school academies” in the statute:

• Public school academies (PSAs) chartered under
Part 6a of the revised school code.61

• Urban high school academies (UHSAs) char-
tered under Part 6c of the revised school code
to operate in Detroit.62

• Strict discipline academies (SDAs) chartered
under sections 1311b to 1311l of the revised
school code to serve suspended, expelled, or
incarcerated young people.63

• Schools of excellence chartered under Part 6e of
the revised school code.

The unique features of urban high school academies,
strict discipline academies, and schools of excellence
are described in detail in Appendix I.

Ranking Michigan’s Charter School Statutes

Charter school enabling legislation
can be measured on a variety of
qualities, which reflect different
values.  Charter school advocacy
organizations rate states’ charter
school laws using criteria that in-
clude the number of schools al-
lowed, whether various authoriz-
ers are allowed, operational
autonomy, and funding equity.
The Center for Education Reform
(CER), which advocates for school
choice, claims that there is a di-
rect correlation between strong
charter school laws and success-
ful charter schools with strong
achievement gains.  CER advocates
for state laws that do not limit the

number of charter schools, that permit a number of
entities to authorize charter schools, that exempt
charter schools from most laws and restrictions, and
that provide full funding and fiscal autonomy to char-
ter schools.

According to CER’s Ranking and Scorecard 2009,
Michigan’s charter school law earns a grade of “B”
and the rank of this state’s law declined from third
in 2008 to seventh in 2009.   (The District of Colum-

State Statues and Federal Laws

Article VIII, Section 2
states, in part, “The legis-
lature shall maintain and
support a system of free
public elementary and sec-
ondary schools as defined
by law.  Every school dis-
trict shall provide for the
education of its pupils with-
out discrimination as to re-
ligion, creed, race, color or
national origin.”
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bia law was rated the strongest, and Mississippi’s
was rated 41st, the weakest.)  CER’s evaluation of
the Michigan charter school enabling statute is sum-
marized in Table 14.

Another advocacy group, the National Alliance for
Public Charter Schools, has developed a model char-
ter law and compared states’ statutes to that model.
The National Alliance for Public Charter Schools ranks
Michigan’s law 14th and calls for lifting all caps;
strengthening requirements for charter application,
review, and decision-making processes; and ensur-
ing equitable access for capital funding and facilities.

A flurry of recent changes in states’ statutes in re-
sponse to federal Race to the Top funding competi-
tion may alter advocate organizations’ state rankings.

Wendy C. Chi and Kevin G. Welner of the University
of Colorado at Boulder analyzed the various ranking

systems, which they assert are arbitrary.64  A host of
values could be applied to evaluate enabling laws,
including some that are contradictory, such as faster
and more growth versus slow growth to allow for
learning and adjustments, or less regulation and
more choice versus a rigorous oversight process.
Other charter school issues that could be consid-
ered in a ranking system include the following:

• Assistance in creating new schools
• Bipartisan support for legislation
• Broad service to community
• Equity
• Facilitates improvement to the public education

system
• Facilitates innovation within the public realm
• Minimal (and overseen) involvement by for-

profits (EMOs)

Table 14
Center for Education Reform
Charter School Law Ranking and Scorecard for 2009

State Michigan
Year Law Passed 1993
Multiple Authorizers (15 points maximum)    12
Number of Schools Allowed (10 points maximum)     4
Operations (15 max)

State Autonomy     3
District Autonomy     5
Collective Bargaining     3

Equity (15 max)
100% Funding     8
Facilities Funds     0

Implementation Points     0
2009 Total Score (out of 55 points maximum)   35
2009 Rank     7
2008 Total Score 44.5
2008 Rank    3
Number of Charters as of Feb. 2009 250
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• Public accountability (renewal procedures, per-
formance reports, and fulfillment of state stan-
dards)

• Results in higher student achievement
• Rigorous approval process
• Social cohesion
• State financial support
• Strong evaluation component.

The National Context:  Federal Support for
Charter Schools

Although determining whether to allow charter
schools is a state responsibility, successive federal
administrations have advocated for and supported
the development of charter schools through a num-
ber of programs, including Credit
Enhancement for Charter Schools
Facilities of Title V, the State Char-
ter School Facilities Incentive Pro-
gram, the Charter Schools Program
of No Child Left Behind (NCLB),
and Race to the Top of the Ameri-
can Recovery and Reinvestment
Act of 2009 (ARRA).  The federal
Individuals with Disabilities Educa-
tion Act (IDEA) also has implica-
tions for charter schools.

Some federal programs specifically
promote charter schools as a so-
lution for failing traditional public schools. The policy
decision to replace a failing public school with a char-
ter school assumes that the charter structure will
deliver a better educational product than the failed
school was able to deliver.

No Child Left Behind
The federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), renamed the No Child Left Behind Act of
2001 (NCLB) applies to both traditional and charter
schools.

Highly Qualified Teachers
Sections 1119(a) and 9101(23) of ESEA, as reau-
thorized by NCLB, establish requirements for quali-
fications for teachers of core academic subjects (En-
glish, reading or language arts, mathematics, science,
foreign languages, civics and government, econom-

ics, arts, history, and geography).  In order to be
“highly qualified,” a teacher must be licensed to teach
in the state, hold a bachelor’s degree, and have dem-
onstrated subject manner competency in each of the
academic subjects he or she teaches, in the manner
determined by the state.  However, section
0101(23)(A)(i) of the federal law provides that a
teacher who teaches core academic subjects in a
charter school meets the certification requirements
if he or she meets the requirements established in
that state’s charter school law regarding certifica-
tion or licensure (Michigan requires that teachers in
PSA be certified).

Adequate Yearly Progress
Federal requirements include assessments, planning,

teacher and administrator qualifi-
cations, and sanctions for schools
not making adequate yearly
progress (AYP).  AYP, which mea-
sures the extent to which schools
succeed in educating all students
to proficiency in at least reading
and mathematics, must be calcu-
lated for each school including
charter schools, each school dis-
trict, and each state.  To make
adequate yearly progress, a school
must test 95 percent of its students
in total and in each required stu-
dent subgroup defined by the fed-

eral law.  Subgroups are as follows:

• Major racial/ethnic groups
o Black or African American
o American Indian or Alaska Native
o Asian American, Native Hawaiian, or

other Pacific Islander
o Hispanic or Latino
o White
o Multiracial

• Students with disabilities
• Limited English proficient
• Economically disadvantaged

The school must attain the state-established target
achievement goal in English language arts and math-
ematics, or reduce the percentage of students in
the non-proficient category of achievement by 10

Although determining
whether to allow charter
schools is a state responsi-
bility, successive federal ad-
ministrations have advo-
cated for and supported the
development of charter
schools through a number
of programs.
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percent (“safe harbor”).  In addition, the school must
meet or exceed the other academic indicators set
by the state: graduation rate of 80 percent for high
schools and attendance rate of 85 percent for el-
ementary and middle schools. These achievement
goals must be met for each subgroup that has at
least 30 students in the group.

Michigan’s state objectives for
AYP for 2008-09 were as fol-
lows:

• 65% for elementary
mathematics

• 59% for elementary
English language arts

• 54% for middle school
mathematics

• 54% for middle school
English language arts

• 55% for high school
mathematics

• 61% for high school English
language arts

Although there has been criti-
cism of varying states’ stan-
dards, the standardized testing
required by the federal No Child
Left Behind Act has allowed for
the identification of failing public schools.  Schools
that receive federal Title I funds that fail to make
adequate yearly progress for two years in a row in
the same content area are designated as in need of
improvement.  Those schools must inform parents
of the designation and prepare a school improve-
ment plan.

Conversion
NCLB allows local educational agencies (LEAs are
school districts) to convert low performing Title I
schools into charter schools.65

According to a recent Brookings Institution report,
fewer than one percent of schools restructured under
NCLB have been converted to charter schools, and
those conversion charter schools differ in important
ways from schools that were started as charters.  The

analysis of conversion charter schools in California
compared reading and math scores in those schools
in 1986, before they became charter schools, and in
2004, or in 1986 and 2008, after they converted (only
schools for which there was adequate data for 1986
and for 2004 or 2008 were included).  Interpretation
of the data is complicated by a number of selection
issues and by the fact that most of the conversion

schools to date have converted on
their own initiative, retained their
original staff, and give enrollment
preference to students who live in
the old attendance area.  Achieve-
ment gains in reading and math
were compared to those in
California’s traditional schools and
were found to be very modest in
the comparison of 1986 and 2004
data.  The conversion schools in
the 1986-2008 comparison had
math scores that were lower in
2008 than they had been in 1986,
and reading scores were nearly the
same, even though the students
in the conversion schools in 2008
“came from significantly more
advantaged households than stu-
dents attending the same schools
in 1986.”66   The Brookings report,
which calls for more and better

studies, concludes that:

Very careful research is also needed on why many
conversions revert to traditional public schools.
As noted above, in California about half of the
early charters in the 1990s were conversions.
Now the figure is only 16 percent. Some of the
largest charter management organizations have
been reluctant to take on failing schools as turn-
around projects.  They prefer starting schools
from scratch rather than inheriting struggling
schools, even those starting over after reconsti-
tution.  Conversions must negotiate with their
former districts over the use of district facilities,
provision of services, and union rules.  More-
over, flexibility in lengthening the school day or
year—an innovation many successful charters
have embraced—can be constrained by the col-
lective bargaining agreements that conversions
must follow.

Converting failing schools to
charter schools has generated
tremendous interest in recent
years.  That interest rests on
the hope of reformers that
chartering offers a way to radi-
cally change the operations of
a school, to redirect its insti-
tutional energies toward suc-
cess rather than failure.  Based
on what is currently known
about conversion schools, that
is only a hope, not an inter-
vention documented as having
a high probability of success.
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Converting failing schools to charter schools has
generated tremendous interest in recent years.
That interest rests on the hope of reformers that
chartering offers a way to radically change the
operations of a school, to redirect its institutional
energies toward success rather than failure.
Based on what is currently known about conver-
sion schools, that is only a hope, not an inter-
vention documented as having a high probabil-
ity of success.  More must be learned about
conversion charters if they are to realize their
promise as a tool of school reform.67

Effectiveness of NCLB
Research by Professors Brian Jacob of the Gerald R.
Ford School of Public Policy at the University of Michi-
gan and Thomas S. Dee of Swarthmore College found
“that the NCLB reforms generated statistically sig-
nificant increases in the average math performance
of 4th graders as well as improvements at the lower
and top achievement percentiles.  There was also
evidence of improvements in 8th grade math achieve-
ment, particularly among traditionally low-achieving
groups and at the lower percentiles.  However, the
authors find no evidence that NCLB increased read-
ing achievement at either the 4th or 8th grade.”68

The Obama administration is proposing broad
changes in NCLB, including eliminating the 2014
deadline for bringing every child to academic profi-
ciency, changing the federal financing formula to
include academic progress, and eliminating the rat-
ing system based on AYP.

NCLB includes the Public Charter Schools Program,
which provides grants to states.

Federal Charter Schools Program
The federal Charter Schools Program (CSP) was de-
signed to encourage the creation of strong charter
school laws by states and to expand the number of
charter schools by providing support for planning,
program design, and initial implementation.  CSP was
authorized in 1994 under Title X, Part C of the El-
ementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
(ESEA), and amended in 1998 by the Charter School
Expansion Act.  Since 1994, this federal program
has received almost $2 billion in funding.

According to the U.S. Department of Education, the
purpose of the Charter Schools Program is “to in-

crease the national understanding of the charter
schools model by

(1) providing financial assistance for the planning,
program design, and initial implementation of
charter schools;

(2) evaluating the effects of such schools, including
the effects on students, student academic
achievement, staff, and parents;

(3) expanding the number of high-quality charter
schools available to students across the Nation;
and

(4) encouraging the States to provide support to
charter schools for facilities financing in an
amount the States have typically provided for
traditional public schools.”69

In general, these federal grants are made to state
educational agencies for those state agencies to re-
grant, but a special rule allows for federal grants to
be made directly to eligible applicants in states that
do not participate in the program.

In order to receive CPS funds, a charter school must
meet criteria contained in the federal law, including
the following:

• Be exempt from state or local rules that inhibit
the flexible operation and management of pub-
lic schools.

• Operate under public supervision and direction.
• Operate in pursuit of specific educational objec-

tives defined by the developer and the autho-
rized public chartering agency.

• Operation as a nonsectarian school.
• Not charge tuition.
• Be a school to which parents chose to send their

children, and admit students on the basis of a
lottery if more students apply than can be ac-
commodated.

• Have a written performance contract that in-
cludes measurement criteria.

• Comply with applicable state and federal laws.

The Michigan Department of Education received a
Public Charter Schools Program grant for $22.8 mil-
lion over a three-year period, to be used to provide
grants to strengthen the pool of charter school de-
velopers and support new charter schools.   In 2009-



NONTRADITIONAL K-12 SCHOOLS IN MICHIGAN

C i t i z e n s  R e s e a r c h  C o u n c i l  o f  M i c h i g a n 41

10, $7.8 million is available for planning subgrants
to support qualified PSA developers as they apply
for charter contracts; implementation subgrants to
PSAs in the first two years of operation; and dis-
semination grants for evaluation, mentorship, and
high school design programs.

The Michigan Department of Education offered 12
to 15 competitive federal Charter
Schools Program Start Up and
Implementation grants to develop-
ment team applicants who had a
charter application on file with a
Michigan authorizer for the school
year starting in fall of 2009.  These
grants provided each grantee with
$35,000 for strengthening the aca-
demic vision and evaluation plan;
$75,000 to strengthen the business
plan; and $50,000 for ramp-up af-
ter the charter was granted.  Grant-
ees that opened PSAs were eligible
for two more implementation
grants of $150,000 each.  Planning
and implementation grants must
be used within 36 months of the first award.  The
state has federal funds for two more rounds of plan-
ning and implementation grants; grant announce-
ments and applications are available at
www.michigan.gov/charters.

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and
Race to the Top
Provisions of ARRA
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of
2009 (ARRA) was intended in the short term to stimu-
late the economy, and in the long term to invest in
education and other essential public services to en-
sure the economic health of the nation.  Four prin-
ciples guide the distribution and use of ARRA funds:

• Spend fund quickly to save and create jobs.
• Improve student achievement through school

improvement and reform.
• Ensure transparency, reporting, and account-

ability.
• Invest one-time ARRA funds carefully to mini-

mize the “funding cliff.”

ARRA’s education component, which totals more than
$100 billion, includes both categories of funds to be
distributed on a formula basis and categories to be
distributed on a competitive basis.

The ARRA Race to the Top program will provide $4.35
billion in competitive grants to encourage and re-
ward states that create the conditions for education

innovation and reform and to im-
prove education quality and results
by investing in school reforms that
work.   Race to the Top funds are
intended to reward states that
raise their academic standards,
improve teacher quality, and ex-
pand the reach of charter schools.
In addition to requiring states to
remove barriers to new charter
schools, Race to the Top seeks to
strengthen the process for identi-
fying and closing ineffective char-
ter schools. Race to the Top in-
cludes four federally prescribed
intervention models for failing pub-
lic schools:

• The Turnaround Model requires replacing the
principal, rehiring no more than 50 percent of
the staff, and reorganizing the school day.

• The Transformation Model requires replacing the
principal, instituting schoolwide instructional re-
form, increasing learning time, and improving
the school’s connection to the community.

• The Restart Model requires bringing in an edu-
cation management organization to run the
school, which would eliminate the collective bar-
gaining agreement, or converting to a charter
school.

• The School Closure Model requires closing the
school and dispersing the students.

Grants from the program were made to states in
two rounds.  Up to 40 of the possible 500 points in
the proposed scoring system for the grants were
given for “ensuring successful conditions for high-
performing charter schools and other innovative
schools.”  A number of states have changed legisla-
tion to improve their odds of competing successfully
for Race to the Top funding.

In 2009-10, $7.8 million is
available for planning
subgrants to support quali-
fied PSA developers as they
apply for charter contracts;
implementation subgrants
to PSAs in the first two
years of operation; and dis-
semination grants for evalu-
ation, mentorship, and high
school design programs.
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Note:  Other federal grant programs for charter
school facilities are described in the section on fa-
cilities.

Michigan’s Response to Race to the Top
Michigan’s application, Project Reimagine, was linked
to several changes in state law related to education.
Five bills aimed at qualifying Michigan for Race to
the Top funds were signed by the Governor on Janu-
ary 4, 2010,70 and included provisions for a new cat-
egory of charter schools called schools of excellence.
The new sections of the Revised School Code allow
high quality Michigan charter schools to convert to
“schools of excellence,” thereby freeing up their spots
within the legislative cap of 150 university-autho-
rized charter schools to be granted to another appli-
cant; permit the opening of up to ten schools of
schools of excellence that model high performing
charter schools; and provide for the establishment

of two K-12 cyber charter schools aimed at drop-
outs.  Also included were provisions increasing the
drop-out age to 18, allowing alternative certification
of teachers, evaluating teachers and administrators
in part on student growth, creating a turnaround
czar in the Department of Education and providing
for state takeover of failing schools, and opening a
hot line for teachers who have not been provided
with books and supplies.

One charter school, University Preparatory Academy
in Detroit, was among the 14 districts chosen for
participation in Project Reimagine.  Those districts
were intended to be demonstration projects for
changing how education is provided in Michigan.

Michigan was not among the winners in the Race to
the Top competition.



NONTRADITIONAL K-12 SCHOOLS IN MICHIGAN

C i t i z e n s  R e s e a r c h  C o u n c i l  o f  M i c h i g a n 43

The National Scene

In the 1990s, the Internet became a very effective
enabler of distance learning, giving birth to online,
or virtual, schools.  In 2005, the U.S. Department of
Education unveiled the National Educational Tech-
nology Plan to encourage all states to establish vir-
tual schools.  The draft plan is expected in 2010,
and will “provide a vision for how information and
communication technologies can
help transform American educa-
tion.  The plan will provide a set
of concrete goals that can inform
state and local educational tech-
nology plans as well as inspire re-
search, development, and innova-
tion.”71  Nationally, 27 states have
state virtual schools that provide
supplemental courses online, and
24 states have full-time online
schools.  Many are affiliated with
national education management
companies.

Some states have authorized vir-
tual charter schools.  The Chicago
Virtual Charter School is a tuition-
free, public school that opened in 2006.  Students
enrolled in virtual charter schools receive instruc-
tion and supplies for free; some programs provide
students with a personal computer and an Internet
connection.

According to at least one evaluation, virtual school-
ing is a potentially powerful means of increasing
choice, competition, and educational quality.   How-
ever, the initial development costs for virtual
courseware that uses the newest technologies, which
are higher than the costs for traditional textbooks
and instructional materials, can only be rationalized
if the potential market for the product is large.  This
argues for a national accreditation system that en-
sures quality and removes standard setting from lo-
cal or state bureaucracies that could be most dis-
rupted by the by the introduction and proliferation
of virtual education.72

The Michigan Scene

The nonprofit Michigan Virtual University (MVU)
serves the K-12 community through the Michigan
Virtual School (MVS), established by PA 230 of 2000,
and Michigan Learnport, which provides online re-
sources for educators.  MVU is funded by state ap-
propriations, course tuition fees, and grants.  Michi-
gan Virtual School offers more than 150 online

courses for traditional and nontra-
ditional students.   MVS offers core
academic courses; college equiva-
lent courses; remedial, enrichment,
and world language courses; and
innovative online experiences.
MVU, which partners with K-12
schools to supplement their offer-
ings, reported 11,000 course enroll-
ments in 2007-08 and 16,000
course enrollments in 2008-09.  In
2006, the state required that stu-
dents have an online learning ex-
perience before graduating.  Fur-
ther, Michigan public school districts
can request a waiver of attendance
requirements for students taking
three or more online courses.73

“Cyber schools” are accredited schools that teach a
full-time course of instruction, designed to lead to a
degree, online.  Courses are available to students
on a 24/7 basis and allow a more highly personal-
ized learning experience which can facilitate either
accelerated, normal, or extended time course work.
The availability of waivers of attendance require-
ments and access to online courses developed by
national education companies have led to develop-
ment of a number of cyber schools by Michigan
school districts, including Westwood Community
School District, Genesee County’s GenNET online
learning network, and 19 other schools.  These pro-
grams are targeted at students who dropped out or
were expelled from traditional high schools. Some
programs allow students to work from home entirely,
while others require periodic or regular on-site at-
tendance.  Westwood Cyber uses an instructional

Virtual Schools and Cyber Schools

“Cyber schools” are accred-
ited schools that teach a
full-time course of instruc-
tion, designed to lead to a
degree, online.  Courses are
available to students on a
24/7 basis and allow a more
highly personalized learning
experience which can facili-
tate either accelerated, nor-
mal, or extended time
course work.
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model called “Not School” that requires students to
complete projects that are developed with the aid of
assigned mentors and that allow students to meet
academic requirements.

PA 205 of 2009 allows the estab-
lishment of two charter cyber
schools in Michigan and defines
“cyber school” for purposes of the
Revised School Code74 as “a school
of excellence…that provides full-
time instruction to pupils through
online learning or otherwise on a
computer or other technology,
which instruction and learning may
be remote from a school facility.”

The two allowed charters for cyber
schools have been granted:  one,
authorized by Ferris State Univer-
sity, is managed by Connections
Academy and is located in
Okemos; the other, authorized by
Grand Valley State University, is
managed by K-12, Inc. and is located in Grand Rap-
ids.  These cyber schools are open to all students
who were previously enrolled in public school in
Michigan.  They must offer all of grades K to 12, and
may not have an initial enrollment of more than 400

(though each may grow to 1,000 students).  The
entity that applied for a cyber school charter must
have demonstrated experience in serving urban and

at-risk students using online learn-
ing.  The contracts for these cyber
schools provide that a certified
teacher will be responsible for each
course (though another adult as-
sisting with oversight of a pupil
need not be a certified teacher),
that educational services will be
available for at least 1,098 hours
during a school year, and that each
student participates in the educa-
tional program for at least 1,098
hours during a school year.

At the end of the second year of
operation, the authorizer of a cyber
school must report to the superin-
tendent of pubic instruction and to
the legislature on the operation of
the school and make recommenda-
tions for statutory or rule changes

related to cyber schools.

PA 203 of 2009, signed into law on January 4, 2010,
specifies that a student’s participation in a cyber
school’s educational program, conducted online, is
considered regular school attendance.

PA 205 of 2009 allows the
establishment of two char-
ter cyber schools in Michi-
gan and defines “cyber
school” for purposes of the
Revised School Code as “a
school of excellence…that
provides full-time instruc-
tion to pupils through online
learning or otherwise on a
computer or other technol-
ogy, which instruction and
learning may be remote
from a school facility.”
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Parents and guardians have the option of choosing
a nonpublic school or homeschool for their children.
Government has an interest and a responsibility to
ensure that these options are safe for the children
and that the education provided
meets minimum standards.  Gov-
ernment must also determine
what relationship students who
are attending nonpublic or
homeschools may have to public
schools and what access those
students may have to related ser-
vices such as transportation, re-
imbursement for school lunch and
school breakfast programs, and
special programs for students with
disabilities.  In a few programs
outside of Michigan, publicly
funded vouchers pay for students
to attend private schools.  Private
schools include both parochial
schools and nonsectarian schools.

Parochial Schools

Originally schools attached to a Catholic parish, “pa-
rochial” schools are now defined as schools that are
affiliated with any religion (Catholic, Protestant, Jew-
ish, Muslim, among others).  These schools incorpo-
rate the belief that religious training, faith develop-
ment, and spiritual growth should be a part of
children’s daily education.  Although affiliated with a
particular church or faith, parochial schools are gen-
erally open to students of other faiths.  Parochial
schools are supported by student tuition, endow-
ments, donations and grants, and they often pay
teachers less than public schools.

In 1606, the Franciscans opened the first Catholic
school in the U.S. in St. Augustine, Florida.  The
schools that were subsequently established by En-
glish colonists were publicly supported and often had
a strong Protestant bias.   In response, Catholic or-
ders including the Jesuits, Franciscans, and Ursulines
defined their ministry to include the establishment
of Catholic schools.  In 1852, the First Plenary Council
of Baltimore urged every Catholic parish in the U.S.

to establish a school.  Jewish denominations also
accelerated the establishment of affiliated schools
in the early to mid 19th Century as a response to a
perceived Protestant bias in public schools.

While the largest number of paro-
chial schools in the U.S. are Catho-
lic, the Lutheran, Episcopal, Bap-
tist, Calvinist, Seventh Day
Adventist, and other Christian
churches have established and op-
erated church affiliated schools.
Between 1995 and 2007, the num-
ber of students enrolled in Catholic
schools declined while the number
enrolled in Conservative Christian
schools increased.  Some “Christian
schools,” which are affiliated with
conservative Protestant churches or
denominations, refuse any govern-
ment funding.

Nonsectarian Private Schools

Private schools were established in Colonial America,
although the line between parochial, private, and
publicly funded was much less clear in the earliest
schools, which often received support from a vari-
ety of sources.  Nonsectarian private schools are now
funded by tuitions, endowments, donations, and
grants.  They include day schools, boarding schools,
and military academies.

Nonsectarian private schools, which may be catego-
rized as regular, special emphasis (e.g. Montessori),
or special education, tend to be more expensive than
parochial schools.   Regular nonsectarian schools
tend to rely more on academic records for admis-
sion, and report that academic excellence is the most
important goal.  For many special emphasis schools,
which have fewer admission requirements, promot-
ing personal growth and self esteem are important
goals.  Special education schools mainly serve stu-
dents with disabilities, are typically small, and often
charge significantly higher tuition than other private
schools.75

Private Schools and Public Policy

Parents and guardians have
the option of choosing a
nonpublic school or
homeschool for their chil-
dren.  Government has an
interest and a responsibil-
ity to ensure that these op-
tions are safe for the chil-
dren and that the education
provided meets minimum
standards.
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In Michigan, a homeschool family operating under
Section 380.1561(3)(a) may be considered a
nonpublic school.  Homeschools will be described in
a following section.

Private School Attendance Nationally

In October, 2008, there were 31.7 million families in
the U.S. with one or more children enrolled in kin-
dergarten, elementary, or high school.   Nearly 90
percent of these families sent their only child, or all
of their children, to public school, which could be a
charter school.   Just over eight percent of the fami-

lies sent their only child, or all of their children, to
private school.  Just over two percent of the families
sent at least one child to public school and at least
one child to private school.  As family income in-
creased, a larger proportion of families sent their
only child, or all of their children, to private schools.
(See Table 15.)

The decision to send children to private school was
most pronounced in single householder families
making more than $75,000:  15 percent of these
families sent their child or children to a parochial or
nonsectarian private school.

Table 15
U.S. Families with Children Enrolled in Kindergarten, Elementary, or High School,
by Family Income  (Numbers of Families in Thousands)

Public School Only Public and Private Private School Only
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

All Families   28,376   89.6%  708  2.2%  2,578 8.1%
  Less than $20,000 3,900   94.8   68  1.7    144 3.5
  $20,000 - $74,999 12,134   92.2 180  1.4 841    6.4
  More than $75,000 7,338   87.7 322  3.6  1,211   13.7
  Not Reported   5,004   90.6 137  2.5    382 6.9

All Married-
Couple Families   18,793   88.1%  522  2.4%  2,009 9.4%
  Less than $20,000 1,131  94.0   14  1.2 58  4.8
  $20,000 - $74,999 7,809  91.8 118  1.4    578 6.8
  More than $75,000 6,650  82.8 298  3.7  1,085   13.5
  Not Reported    3,202  89.4   92  2.6    288 8.0

All Unmarried
House-holder Families 9,584  92.7%  186 1.8%  569 5.5%
  Less than $20,000 2,769  95.2   55 1.8   86 3.0
  $20,000 - $74,999 4,325  93.0   63 1.4 263 5.7
  More than $75,000   688  82.1   24 2.9 126    15.0
  Not Reported    1,802  92.8   45 2.3   94  4.8

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, October 2008
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Private Schools in Michigan

The Michigan Department of Education requests that
nonpublic schools provide information on enrollment,
qualification of teachers, and course of study.  Al-
though the number of non-responding schools is
increasing, both the number of nonpublic schools
and the number of students enrolled in nonpublic
school are declining, according to Michigan Depart-
ment of Education reports (See Table 16).

In 2008-2009, there were 15 Intermediate School
Districts within which there were more than ten
nonpublic schools that met state reporting require-
ments (See Table 17).

Table 16
Number of Institutional Nonpublic Schools in Michigan

Meeting Reporting Partially Non-
School Total  Requirements Reporting Responding
 Year Schools Schools Students Schools Students Schools
1999-00  1,060  939 184,997    30   4,934 91
2000-01  1,049  918 181,198    41   4,687 90
2001-02  1,021  901 178,288    34   4,121 86
2002-03 997  874 168,556    40   4,950 83
2003-04 961  855 160,754    26   3,272 80

2004-05 931  816 154,518    28   3,308 87
2005-06 896  770 146,978    14   1,787   112
2006-07 870  681 137,881  3 477    186
2007-08 848  674 134,178  8 629    166
2008-09 820  659 129,903  5 266    156

Source:  Michigan Department of Education, Center for Educational Performance and Information

Table 17
ISDs with the Largest Numbers of
Reporting Nonpublic Schools

Wayne 91
Oakland 87
Kent 57
Macomb 37
Ottawa 24
Saginaw 22
Bay Arenac 21
Washtenaw 21
Berrien 18
Genesee 18
Ingham 17
Traverse Bay 16
Kalamazoo 15
Monroe 12
Livingston 10
St Clair 10

Source: Michigan Department of Education
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The Private, Denominational and Pa-
rochial Schools Act, PA 302 of 1921

PA 302 of 1921 provides for limited state supervi-
sion of nonpublic schools, as well as minimum sani-
tary conditions, courses of study, and the certifica-
tion of teachers in nonpublic schools:  Sec. 1. states
that “It is the intent of this act that the sanitary
conditions of the schools subject to this act, the
courses of study in those schools, and the qualifica-
tions of the teachers in those
schools shall be of the same stan-
dard as provided by the general
school laws of this state.”

Supervision

PA 302 of 1921, Section 1 states
that “The superintendent of public
instruction has supervision of all the
private, denominational, and paro-
chial schools of this state in such
matters and manner as provided
in this act.”  Nonpublic schools are
requested to complete the
Nonpublic School Membership Re-
port annually.   Section 5  states
that “The superintendent of public
instruction by himself, his assis-
tants, or any duly authorized agent,
shall have authority at any time to
investigate and examine into the
conditions of any school operating
under this act as to the matters hereinbefore set
forth and it shall be the duty of such school to admit
such superintendent, his assistants or authorized
agents and to submit for examination its sanitary
condition, the records of enrollment of pupils, its
courses of studies as set forth in section 1 of this act
and the qualifications of its teachers. Any refusal to
comply with provisions herein on the part of such
school or teacher shall be considered sufficient cause
to suspend the operation of said school after pro-
ceedings taken as stated in section 4 of this act.”

Teacher Certification
In order to teach in a nonpublic school in Michigan,
an individual must have a Michigan teaching certifi-

cate.   Section 3 of PA 302 of 1921 states “No per-
son shall teach or give instruction in any of the regular
or elementary grade studies in any private, denomi-
national or parochial school within this state who
does not hold a certificate such as would qualify him
or her to teach in like grades of the public schools of
the state.”

In May, 1993, the Michigan Supreme Court ruled in
the DeJonge case that parochial schools that claim
an objection to teacher certification based on a sin-

cerely held religious belief are ex-
empt from minimum teacher edu-
cation requirements.

Criminal History Checks
All schools, including nonpublic
schools, are required to submit
information about all school em-
ployees in order for the Michigan
State Police and the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation to conduct
required criminal history checks.

Curriculum

Nonpublic schools are required to
provide curricula comparable to
those provided in local school dis-
tricts.  Instruction includes math-
ematics, reading, English, science,
and social studies in all grades, and
the U.S. Constitution, the Michigan
Constitution, and the history and

form of civil government in the U.S. and Michigan in
high school.  The state does not dictate the specific
content in basic courses, and nonpublic schools may
or may not choose to use the K-8 Grade Level Con-
tent Expectations (GLCE), the High School Content
Expectations (HSCE) and Guidelines that have been
developed for Michigan public schools.  They may
purchase any textbooks and instructional materials
they deem necessary.  There is no law that requires
nonpublic schools to maintain student records, and
if a student transfers to a public school, that school
generally evaluates the student to determine grade
placement and transfer of credits.

Private schools are required to meet state standards
for the education of handicapped students.

In order to teach in a
nonpublic school in Michi-
gan, an individual must
have a Michigan teaching
certificate.

In May, 1993, the Michigan
Supreme Court ruled in the
DeJonge case that parochial
schools that claim an objec-
tion to teacher certification
based on a sincerely held
religious belief are exempt
from minimum teacher edu-
cation requirements.
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The Michigan Supreme Court ruled in Clonlara v State
Board of Education (442 Mich 252) that nonpublic
schools were not subject to the requirement to pro-
vide a minimum of 180 days and 1,098 hours of
instruction.

Private School Facilities
PA 628 of 2002 requires governmental inspection of
all school building construction, including nonpublic
schools, as well as the review of any required con-
struction documents.  School construction projects
must be submitted to the Department of Energy,
Labor and Economic Growth (DELEG) for required
plan review, permits, and on-site inspections;
projects must meet the requirements of the Stille-

DeRossett-Hale Single State Construction Code Act
and the Fire Prevention Code.  Nonpublic schools
and local communities must both petition DELEG to
have plan reviews and building inspections done by
qualified local building departments.  The state re-
quires state enforcement of fire codes.  Local county
health departments are responsible for health and
safety inspections of nonpublic schools.76  PA 302 of
1921 gives the superintendent of public instruction
the authority to close any private school that does
not meet minimum sanitary conditions.

Contractors and trades people who perform work
on private school construction projects must comply
with state licensing laws.
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Background

Homeschooling is the education of children by a
parent or legal guardian in the home, rather than in
a school.  Prior to passage of compulsory education
laws, most children were homeschooled, but the
practice generally faded away after passage of com-
pulsory education laws.

In the 1960s and 70s, however, a
series of books and articles chal-
lenged the methods and results of
conventional public schools.  In
How Children Fail, published in
1964, John Holt advocated against
the use of curricula and schedules.
In Better Late than Early, an ex-
missionary, Dr. Raymond Moore,
developed the concept that formal
schooling was both harmful to
children and responsible for children’s behavioral
problems.  A number of support groups, magazines,
and businesses were subsequently developed to fa-
cilitate the modern homeschooling movement.

Parents of many homeschooled children reject both
public and private schools for religious, philosophi-
cal, social, political or other reasons.  Changes in
tax regulations in the 1980s forced many smaller
Christian schools to close, adding to the number of
parents who chose homeschooling.  The perception
of continuing problems (violence, drugs, bullying,
high drop-out rates, curriculum content, etc.) in public
schools, as well as the availability of technical and
moral support via the Internet, have contributed to
the movement. Curriculum materials for
homeschooling are readily available: a number of
organizations, many of which advertise themselves
as Christian centered, offer curriculum services and
teaching materials.  Some homeschooling families
also take advantage of some public school courses
and athletics.

The U.S. Department of Education estimates there
were 1.5 million homeschooled students nationwide
in 2007.   According to a report by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education using data from the National

Household Education Survey, “About 2.9 percent of
all students ages 5 through 17 were homeschooled
in 2007, most of them on a full-time basis.  A larger
percentage of students in two-parent households
were homeshooled (3.6 percent) compared to stu-
dents in one-parent households (1.0 percent).  A
greater percentage of students living in rural locales
were homeschooled (4.9 percent) than were stu-

dents living in cities or suburbs (2.0
percent vs. 2.7 percent, respec-
tively).”  Further, more girls than
boys were homeschooled, and the
largest proportion of homeschooled
students were white.  In this na-
tional survey, only 16 percent of
homeschooled students were en-
rolled in school for any period of
time during the week (84 percent
were entirely homeschooled).77

The Home School Legal Defense Association
(HSLDA), an advocacy organization,  estimates that
there are more than 2 million K-12 homeschool stu-
dents in the U.S., and that the average homeschool
parent spends $500 per child per year.

Homeschooling in Michigan

Michigan legislation provides almost complete inde-
pendence for homeschoolers who assert a sincerely
held religious objection to certification of teachers.
As noted previously, Michigan’s Revised School Code78

provides six exemptions to the requirement that a
child attend a public school.  Either of two of these
six exemptions may apply to children who are
homeschooled:

(a) The child is attending regularly and is being
taught in a state approved nonpublic school,
which teaches subjects comparable to those
taught in the public schools to children of corre-
sponding age and grade, as determined by the
course of study for the public schools of the dis-
trict within which the nonpublic school is located.

(b) The child is being educated at the child’s home
by his or her parent or legal guardian in an orga-
nized educational program in the subject areas of

Homeschooling

Michigan legislation pro-
vides almost complete inde-
pendence for home-
schoolers who assert a
sincerely held religious ob-
jection to certification of
teachers.
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reading, spelling, mathematics, science, history,
civics, literature, writing, and English grammar.

Under exemption (a), a homeschool may operate as
a nonpublic school. Homeschoolers who do not have
a religious objection to teacher certification must
have all instruction done by a certified teacher, and
employ curriculum that is comparable to that taught
in public schools.  While there is no minimum re-
quired number of hours or days of instruction, these

private schools must annually provide required in-
formation to the local school district or ISD (See
Table 18).

Children may also be exempt from attendance in
public schools under exemption (f), in which case
the rules are different from those applicable to
homeschools that operate as private schools.
Homeschoolers who have a sincerely held religious
objection to teacher certification are exempt from

Table 18
Number of Homeschools Meeting Reporting Requirements

School Number of Number of
  Year Home Schools Students
1989-90    454    887
1990-91    435    822
1991-92    431    798
1992-93    464    867
1993-94    648 1,183
1994-95* 1,076 1,937
1995-96 1,645 2,980
1996-97** 1,279 2,361
1997-98 1,298 2,269
1998-99 1,269 2,140
1999-00 1,183 1,953
2000-01 1,182 1,914
2001-02 1,088 1,817
2002-03 1,033 1,738
2003-04    989 1,659
2004-05    943 1,566
2005-06    847 1,426
2006-07    797 1,328
2007-08    789 1,320
2008-09    757 1,266

  * In May, 1993, the Michigan Supreme Court held in the DeJonge case that religious nonpublic
schools that claim an objection to teacher certification based on a sincerely held religious belief are
exempt from the minimum teacher education requirement.

** In July, 1996, the Michigan Legislature amended the Compulsory School Attendance Law by
providing an exemption for any child that is educated at home by his or her parent or legal guardian
in an organized educational program in the subject areas of reading, spelling, mathematics, science,
history, civics, literature, writing, and English language.   These “exemption (f)” homeschools have
no relationship with the Michigan Department of Education and are not included in the table above.

Source:  Michigan Department of Education
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that requirement, there are no minimum hours or
days of instruction required, and no testing and re-
porting requirements.  In Michigan, homeschool
teachers who are the parents or legal guardians of
students not only do not have to be certified, there
is no minimum level of education required of the
parents or legal guardians and no literacy standards
applied to the parents or legal guardians.  Michigan’s
lenient homeschooling laws provide parents and le-
gal guardians with a great deal of latitude and free-
dom from government interference and oversight.

According to the HSLDA, advocates for
homeschooling, Michigan is one of ten states in which
there is no requirement for parents or legal guard-
ians to initiate any contact with the school, school
district, State Department of Education, or other
governmental body to inform them that the parent
or guardian is homeschooling a child.  (Other states
requiring no notice are Connecticut, New Jersey,
Indiana, Illinois, Missouri, Oklahoma, Texas, Idaho,
and Alaska.)  Fourteen states require notification only.
Twenty states and the District of Columbia require
parents to send notification, test scores, and/or pro-
fessional evaluations of student progress.  Six states
require parents to send notification or achievement
test scores and/or professional evaluation, and have
other requirements such as curriculum approval by
the state, teacher qualification of parents, or home
visits by state officials.  These high regulation states
are Rhode Island, Massachusetts, Vermont, New
York, Pennsylvania, and North Dakota.

People v. DeJonge

Section 10 of PA 451 of 1976, the Revised School
Code79, states:

It is the natural, fundamental right of parents
and legal guardians to determine and direct the
care, teaching, and education of their children.
The public schools of this state serve the needs
of the pupils by cooperating with the pupil’s par-
ents and legal guardians to develop the pupil’s
intellectual capabilities and vocational skills in a
safe and positive environment.

HSLDA’s website quotes the first sentence of Section
10 and notes “This effectively reversed the Michigan
Supreme Court in HSLDA’s case People v. Bennett

which ruled the parental right to direct the education
of one’s homeschooled child was not fundamental.

In Michigan, the pivotal homeschool court case was
People v. DeJonge.  In 1985, Mark and Chris DeJonge
were convicted by a jury in the Ottawa District Court
of violating the compulsory education law by edu-
cating their children at home without the aid of state
certified teachers.  In 1989, the Court of Appeals
affirmed the ruling.  In 1990, the Michigan Supreme
Court remanded the case back to the Appeals Court,
which affirmed its previous ruling.  In 1993, in a
four to three ruling, the Michigan Supreme Court
determined that “The state failed to show that the
teacher certification requirement is the least restric-
tive means of discharging its interest in the educa-
tion of the defendants’ children, requiring reversal
of their convictions…the teacher certification require-
ment is an unconstitutional violation of the Free Ex-
ercise Clause of the First Amendment as applied to
families whose religious convictions prohibit the use
of certified instructors.  Such families should be ex-
empt from the dictates of the teacher certification
requirement.”  (People v DeJonge (After Remand)
442 Mich 266)

Issues Related to Homeschooling

Because there are neither licensing nor reporting
requirements for those homeschools where parents
have a sincerely held religious opposition to teacher
certification (although some do voluntarily report),
it is impossible to know how many of these
homeschools there are and how many students are
being taught in them.

While the vast majority of homeschoolers are well
intentioned, articles in The Detroit News80 reported
on some of the less idealistic reasons for which par-
ents have removed their children from school:  to
hide child abuse or neglect; to care for younger sib-
lings or ailing parents; to avoid truancy and disci-
plinary actions for their children.  The articles noted
two specific cases in which parents of children who
died tragically (Calista Springer, Ricky Holland)
claimed that they were homeschooling their children,
in spite of having no books or educational materials
in their homes.
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Public policy issues related to homeschooling include
the quantity and quality of edu-
cation and the socialization be-
ing provided to future citizens
and voters.  While studies of edu-
cational attainment commis-
sioned and published by
homeschool advocate organiza-
tions report high average scores
on standardized tests by select
homeschool students who chose
to take the tests, many
homeschool students are not

tested and there is no record of the curricula or aca-
demic achievement in these
cases.

The ultimate challenge is the
balance between the state’s in-
terest in assuring a standard cur-
riculum and quality of instruction
in order to develop productive
citizens and informed electors,
against the rights of parents to
determine what and how their
children will learn.

The ultimate challenge is the
balance between the state’s
interest in assuring a standard
curriculum and quality of
instruction in order to develop
productive citizens and informed
electors, against the rights of
parents to determine what and
how their children will learn.
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In response to heavy immigration from Catholic Ire-
land after 1840, and to the increase in the number
of Catholic schools, most states passed “Blaine
Amendments.”  These state constitutional amend-
ments prohibited the use of tax money to fund pa-
rochial schools.  In 1925, the U.S. Supreme Court
ruled in Pierce v Society of Sisters that students could
attend private schools to comply with compulsory
education laws, ruling unconstitu-
tional an Oregon law requiring all
children to attend public schools.
This ruling affirmed the legal right
of parochial schools to operate, but
subsequent decisions overruled
efforts to provide direct federal or
state aid to parochial schools.
Other publicly funded programs,
including those that provide auxil-
iary services including bus trans-
portation, textbooks, loans, school
lunches, and health services to all
children, have been upheld.

Direct Funding and the
Michigan Constitution

Attempts to provide direct public
funding to private schools were unsuccessful until
1970, when the school aid act provided that the state
would pay eligible private schools up to 50 percent
of the salaries of certified lay teachers who teach
secular subjects in fiscal years 1971 and 1972, and
75 percent of the salaries of certified lay teachers
who teach secular subjects in subsequent years.   The
appropriation was challenged, but in September,
1970, the Michigan Supreme Court ruled that the
1971 and 1972 appropriations for nonpublic school
teachers’ salaries were constitutional.

The success of supporters of public funding for
nonpublic schools ignited efforts to amend the state
constitution to prohibit that support.  The “Parochiaid
Amendment” was the first initiated proposal under
the 1963 constitution, and was a direct response to
legislative efforts to provide direct financial aid to
nonpublic schools.  The second paragraph of Article
VIII, Section 2, of the 1963 Michigan Constitution,

which prohibits school tuition vouchers, was added
by Proposition 3 on the November, 1970 ballot.

No public monies or property shall be appropri-
ated or paid or any public credit utilized, by the
legislature or any other political subdivision or
agency of the state directly or indirectly to aid or
maintain any private, denominational or other
nonpublic, preelementary, elementary, or second-

ary school.  No payment, credit,
tax benefit, exemption or deduc-
tions, tuition voucher, subsidy,
grant or loan of public monies  or
property shall be provided, di-
rectly or indirectly, to support the
attendance of any student or the
employment of any person at any
such nonpublic school or at any
location or institution where in-
struction is offered in whole or in
part to such nonpublic school stu-
dents.  The legislature may pro-
vide for the transportation of stu-
dents to and from any school.

According to the ballot instructions,
the constitutional amendment
would accomplish the following:

A. Prohibit use of public funds to aid any
nonpublic elementary or secondary school.

B. Prohibit use of public funds, except for trans-
portation, to support the attendance of any
students or the employment of any person at
nonpublic schools or at any location or institu-
tion where instruction is offered in whole or in
part to nonpublic school students.

C. Prohibit any payment, credit, tax benefit, exemp-
tion or deductions, tuition voucher, subsidy, grant
or loan of public monies or property, directly or
indirectly, for the above purposes.

At the time of that proposal, which passed by a 57
to 43 percent margin, nearly all of the estimated
270,000 students who attended nonpublic schools
in Michigan were in parochial schools affiliated with
the Roman Catholic, Lutheran, or Christian Reformed
churches.

Public Funding for Nonpublic Schools

The success of supporters of
public funding for nonpublic
schools ignited efforts to
amend the state constitution
to prohibit that support.  The
“Parochiaid Amendment”
was the first initiated pro-
posal under the 1963 con-
stitution, and was a direct
response to legislative ef-
forts to provide direct finan-
cial aid to nonpublic schools.
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In 1971, in Traverse City School District v Attorney
General (384 Mich.390, 185 NW2d 9), the Michigan
Supreme Court determined that the language “or at
any location where instruction is offered in whole or
in part to such nonpublic school students” is uncon-
stitutional and unenforceable, but the remainder of
the constitutional amendment was valid.

Indirect Funding

In 1929, direct support of parochial schools was
expressly prohibited in Michigan law:  Section 7 of
PA 302 of 1921 provides that “Nothing in this act
contained shall be construed so as to permit any
parochial, denominational, or private school to par-
ticipate in the distribution of the primary school fund.”
Currently, however, public school districts may be
required to make services, including bus transporta-
tion services and auxiliary services, available to
nonpublic school students.

Elective Courses in Public
Schools
Nonpublic school and homeschool
students have the right to enroll in
non-essential elective courses such
as band, drama, art, physical edu-
cation, music, computer, advanced
placement, and drivers education,
in public schools (this includes pub-
lic school academies).  Nonpublic
and homeschool students may take
online courses offered through the
Michigan Virtual School.

Auxiliary Services
PA 341 of 1965 and PA 343 of 1965 required that
any auxiliary services provided by a school district
or local health department to resident children at-
tending public schools had to be provided on an equal
basis to children attending private schools.  If par-
ticular ancillary services are provided to public school
students in a district, the Revised School Code re-
quires that those services also be made available to
students in nonpublic schools located in that dis-
trict.  The United States Supreme Court ruled in
Agostini v Felton (117 S Ct 1997) that intermediate

and local school districts must make auxiliary ser-
vices available on site at all nonpublic schools.

Students who attend nonpublic schools, including
homeschools, that complete the Nonpublic School
Membership Report each year, may be eligible for
publicly funded auxiliary services.  These services
are generally related to special education and in-
clude the following:

• Health and nursing services and examinations
• National Defense Education Act testing
• Speech and language services
• Social work services
• School psychological services
• Teacher consultant services for children with

disabilities
• Remedial reading
• Other ancillary services for students with dis-

abilities
• Other services determined by
the legislature

Transportation Funding

In 1939, indirect support, in the
form of transportation for students
in private and parochial schools,
was authorized.  In 1963, the
school bus law was amended to
require publicly funded transpor-
tation for nonpublic school stu-
dents if the district provides trans-
portation for public school students
in the elementary level, middle or

junior high school level, or high school level, as de-
fined by the local school board, in which the nonpublic
school pupil is enrolled, and if other conditions are
met.   If a school district provides public transporta-
tion for public school students, it must provide trans-
portation to resident and nonresident nonpublic
school students to and from the site where auxiliary
services are provided to those nonpublic school stu-
dents “to the extent the reasonable costs of trans-
portation of nonspecial education pupils are paid for
by the state...”81

Nonpublic school and
homeschool students have
the right to enroll in non-es-
sential elective courses such
as band, drama, art, physi-
cal education, music, com-
puter, advanced placement,
and drivers education, in
public schools (this includes
public school academies).
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Special Education
In order to receive publicly funded special education
services, a student in a nonpublic school must be
found to have a qualifying impairment and be in need
of one or more special education services by an In-
dividualized Educational Program Team (IEP Team).
The nonpublic school makes the referral to the local
school district; the IEP Team and evaluation is pro-
vided by the local school district.   If a special edu-
cation eligible student in a
nonpublic school needs a special
education service, it must be pro-
vided, even if it is not currently
being provided to any of the stu-
dents in the public school district.

The intermediate school district
plan for special education describes
how these services are provided
within that ISD, whether by the
ISD itself or by local districts.82

Federal Programs

Federally funded programs may be
available to students in nonpublic
schools that choose to participate.
Funding for services to nonpublic school students is
based on the number of children who live in Title I
school attendance areas and meet the eligibility re-
quirements for free or reduced price school meals.
Students in nonpublic schools may also qualify for
IDEA grants (special education funding under the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act).

School Voucher Programs

Background
School vouchers, which may be publicly or privately
funded, are certificates that can be redeemed at
private schools to fully or partially pay tuition costs.
School vouchers that are publicly funded have been
very controversial, based on charges that they vio-
late the separation of church and state and that they
threaten public education.

In the 1950s, economist Milton Friedman supported
the idea of publicly funded school vouchers as a free
market means to improve schools.  In the Friedman

plan, the public funding per pupil would be modest,
and parents could add private spending if they chose
to do so.  Schools could set tuition based on the
program offered and clientele desired.  There would
be few restrictions on, and little regulation of, schools,
but there would be a large choice of schools at dif-
ferent tuition levels.

A different voucher strategy developed in the 1970s
to address equity issues included compensatory

vouchers, i.e. larger vouchers for
the poor, and prohibited adding
private funds to the voucher.  This
plan called for providing transpor-
tation and support services, regu-
lating admissions and curriculum,
and requiring standardized tests
and reporting.  In 2002, in a five
to four decision, the U.S. Supreme
Court ruled in Zelman, Superinten-
dent of Public Instruction of Ohio,
et al, v. Simmons-Harris et al. that
vouchers did not violate the Estab-
lishment Clause.  This reinvigo-
rated the voucher movement in
various regions of the country.

There are now about 171,000 students in 18 pub-
licly funded voucher programs in 10 states (not in-
cluding Michigan) and the District of Columbia.  Most
of these programs offer vouchers to students in low
income families, low performing schools, or special
education programs.

Arguments Pro and Con
Parents who support vouchers want the choice of
selecting the public or private school that best suits
a particular student and best reflects the preferences
of the parent, and want public funding to support
that choice.  Ideologically, advocates of vouchers
may support the transfer of the power to make edu-
cational decisions from government to parents.
Some supporters of vouchers note a fairness issue,
in that parents who elect to send their children to
private schools nevertheless are still obligated to pay
taxes to support public schools.   For some support-
ers, vouchers offer immediate opportunities for poor
children who are in bad schools (especially those in
dangerous, failing, inner city schools) to go to good

There are now about
171,000 students in 18 pub-
licly funded voucher pro-
grams in 10 states (not in-
cluding Michigan) and the
District of Columbia.  Most
of these programs offer
vouchers to students in low
income families, low per-
forming schools, or special
education programs.
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schools.  Some voucher supporters object to the
“values free” and multicultural curriculum in public
schools and extol the spiritual and traditional moral
values taught in parochial schools.

Opponents of vouchers, including teachers’ unions,
argue that vouchers weaken public schools by si-
phoning off funds, that money for vouchers supports
students who would attend private school even with-
out vouchers, that public funds should not support
private schools that can exercise selectivity over
admissions, that public funding will lead to increased
government control of religious
schools, that private schools lack
accountability.  Opponents believe
that using public funds to support
attendance at religious schools is
a violation of the Constitutional
separation of church and state.
Opponents claim that generally
higher levels of academic perfor-
mance in private schools are a re-
sult of selection bias, and that as-
sumptions that vouchers would
improve student achievement for
disadvantaged students have
proven to be untrue.

Vouchers in Michigan
An initiated constitutional amend-
ment on the November, 1978 bal-
lot would have established a
voucher system applicable at state
approved public and nonpublic
schools and required the legislature to establish a
program of general state taxation to support the
education system.  Proposal H was defeated by a 74
to 26 percent margin.

In 2000, another voucher initiative on the statewide
ballot would have removed the general prohibition
against indirect aid to nonpublic schools including
parochial schools, and removed specific prohibitions
on payments; credits; tax benefits, exemptions, or
deductions; tuition vouchers; subsidies; grants; and
loans of public money to nonpublic schools including
parochial schools.  The constitutional amendment
would have established a voucher system in qualified
districts (those with less than two-thirds of students

graduating in four years) or approving districts (those
that choose to participate) for elementary and sec-
ondary school tuition at nonpublic schools.  The pro-
posal also required regular testing of the knowledge
in academic subjects of teachers in public schools and
in nonpublic schools that accepted vouchers.    Pro-
posal 00-1 was defeated by a 69 to 31 percent mar-
gin.83  The Michigan Education Association and local
school boards led the opposition.

Voucher Programs in Other Locations
Milwaukee

The Milwaukee Parental Choice
Program adopted in 1989 initially
allowed low-income children to at-
tend private nonsectarian schools,
and allowed those students to take
with them about 60 percent of the
money spent on financing their
public education (about $2,500 in
1989) to secular private schools.
No more than 15 percent of stu-
dents could participate in the pro-
gram in any year.  In 1995, the pro-
gram was extended to include
non-secular schools.  On June 10,
1998, the program was found to
be constitutional by the Wisconsin
Supreme Court.  In November,
1998, the U.S. Supreme Court re-
fused to hear an appeal of the state
decision, allowing the Wisconsin
Supreme Court verdict to stand.  In
2006, a number of changes were

made and the number of students participating was
capped at 22,500.  In 2009, voucher enrollment was
21,062 in 111 schools (four of the voucher schools
have more than 750 students) receiving $6,442 per
pupil.  In 2008, there were 127 voucher schools and
the payment per student was $6,607.

In June, 2009, legislation was passed that required
voucher schools to release standardized test scores,
which will allow a better comparison of student
achievement.  Results from the first two years of a
planned five-year study by the University of Arkan-
sas indicated little difference in academic achieve-
ment between students in voucher schools and those
in Milwaukee Public Schools84  (Milwaukee also has

Although the low-income
students in the city who use
public vouchers to attend
private schools are still scor-
ing about the same aca-
demically as their similarly
income-disadvantaged
peers in Milwaukee Public
Schools, the voucher
schools were considered
more efficient because they
were achieving results simi-
lar to those of the traditional
public schools for less pub-
lic money per pupil.
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charter schools; most of those in the city were char-
tered by Milwaukee Public Schools.)  The third year
results confirm “that students in the Choice program
generally are experiencing achievement rates that
are comparable to similar MPS students.”85  Although
the low-income students in the city who use public
vouchers to attend private schools are still scoring
about the same academically as their similarly in-
come-disadvantaged peers in Milwaukee Public
Schools, the voucher schools were considered more
efficient because they were achieving results similar
to those of the traditional public schools for less public
money per pupil.86

Cleveland
The Ohio legislature adopted a limited voucher pro-
gram for the City of Cleveland in
1995, and expanded the program
in subsequent years.  In a 2002 case
(Zelman v. Simmons-Harris), the
U.S. Supreme Court determined in
a five to four decision that the Cleve-
land Scholarship and Tutoring Pro-
gram was constitutional and that
the ultimate purpose of improving
elementary education was secular.
Ohio’s statewide Educational Choice
Scholarship Pilot Program, estab-
lished in 2005, targets students in
failing schools.  The Special Educa-
tion Scholarship Program for autis-
tic children allows attendance at
public or nonpublic special educa-
tion programs.

District of Columbia
Since 2004, the federal government has funded the
D.C. Opportunity Scholarship Program (OSP).  This
voucher program for low income students (those with
household income up to 185 percent of poverty) in
Washington D.C was authorized in the District of
Columbia School Choice Incentive Act of 2003.  Al-
though a lottery was used to determine awardees,
preferences were given for students attending
schools in need of improvement.  The program, which
provides grants up to $7,500 per student to attend
private schools, is administered by the nonprofit
Washington Scholarship Fund which also adminis-
ters the privately funded Signature Scholarship Pro-

gram.  More than 1,700 students participated in the
OSP in the 2007-08 school year, but only 1,319 par-
ticipated in 2008-09 because the program was closed
to new students in the spring.   While 56 percent of
participating private schools were faith based, 82
percent of OSP students attended faith based
schools.

The enabling legislation mandated an evaluation of
the program, and the fifth annual report was re-
leased in March 2009.  The findings of the Evalua-
tion of the DC Opportunity Scholarship Program:
Impacts after Three Years were derived from analy-
sis of student achievement for early applicants to
the program and are as follows:

• After three years, there was
a statistically significant positive
impact on reading test scores,
but not on math test scores.
• The OSP had a positive im-
pact overall on parents’ reports
of school satisfaction and safety,
but not on students’ reports.
• The same pattern of find-
ings holds when the analysis is
conducted to determine the im-
pact of using a scholarship
rather than being offered a
scholarship.
• The OSP improved reading
achievement for five of the ten
subgroups examined.
• No achievement impacts in

either reading or math were observed for five
other subgroups of students, including those who
entered the program with relative academic dis-
advantage.

On March 16, 2010, the Senate rejected a measure
that would have reopened the program to new stu-
dents.  Funding will continue for students now par-
ticipating in the program until those students gradu-
ate.  During the Senate debate, Senator Tom Harkin,
the chairman of the Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions Committee, noted that the 60 charter
schools now operating in the District provided D.C.
parents with school choice.87

Since 2004, the federal gov-
ernment has funded the
D.C. Opportunity Scholar-
ship Program (OSP).

More than 1,700 students
participated in the OSP in
the 2007-08 school year,
but only 1,319 participated
in 2008-09 because the pro-
gram was closed to new
students in the spring.
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Florida
While some programs target low income students,
another approach is to provide publicly funded vouch-
ers to students in failing public schools.  A Florida
plan would have allowed students in failing schools
to attend another public school or to receive a
voucher to attend a private school.  In 2006, in Bush
v. Holmes, the Florida Supreme Court struck down
legislation that would have established that voucher
system for students in failing school districts because
the law violated the state consti-
tution.  A scholarship program for
students with disabilities was es-
tablished in 2001 and amended in
2006 to provide for fiscal and aca-
demic accountability.

Utah
In 2005, Utah created the Carson
Smith Special Needs Scholarship
program for students with disabili-
ties to attend secular or non-secular schools.  In
2007, Utah enacted the Parent Choice in Education
Act, a universal voucher program that allows tuition
scholarships for all of the state’s public school stu-
dents to attend a sectarian or secular private school.
The amount of the voucher is based on income cri-
teria, and public school districts that lose students
receive mitigation payments.88

Other States’ Programs
Arizona offers voucher programs for students in fos-
ter care and for students with disabilities.  Maine
and Vermont have programs whereby school dis-
tricts provide vouchers for children in towns that do
not have their own public schools, allowing those
children to attend public schools in neighboring towns
or to attend approved nonsectarian private schools.

In Owens, Colorado Governor v. Colorado Congress
of Parents, Teachers and Students, a Colorado plan
targeted at low income students in poorly rated dis-
tricts was found unconstitutional by the Colorado
Supreme Court.

Florida, Pennsylvania, Illinois, Indiana, Arizona,
Rhode Island, and Minnesota have programs that

grant tax credits to individuals and corporations that
contribute to a foundation that provides private
school scholarships to students from low income
families.

Effect of Vouchers on Student Achievement
A 2008 study by Cecilia Elena Rouse and Lisa Bar-
row in the Annual Review of Economics reviewed
evidence on the effect of vouchers on student
achievement:  “The best research to date finds rela-
tively small achievement gains for students offered

education vouchers, most of which
are not statistically different from
zero.  Further, what little evidence
exists regarding the potential for
public schools to respond to in-
creased competitive pressure gen-
erated by vouchers suggests that
one should remain wary that large
improvements would result from a

more comprehensive voucher system. The evidence
from other forms of school choice is also consistent
with this conclusion.  Many questions remain unan-
swered, however, including whether vouchers have
longer-run impacts on outcomes such as graduation
rates, college enrollment, or even future wages, and
whether vouchers might nevertheless provide a cost-
neutral alternative to our current system of public
education provision at the elementary and second-
ary level.”89

Tuition Tax Credits

Tax credits for private school tuition are an alterna-
tive to education vouchers that accomplish much the
same purpose.  Six states provide tuition tax cred-
its, generally at modest levels, although proponents
continue to urge increasing the amounts.  Some
states, including Minnesota, provide tuition tax de-
ductions for educational expenses.

Tuition tax credits appeal to those who fear that
vouchers could result in increased public regulation
of participating private schools.

Tuition tax credits appeal to
those who fear that vouch-
ers could result in increased
public regulation of partici-
pating private schools.
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Every state in the U.S. has established a system of
primary and secondary public education and com-
pulsory education laws, based on the understand-
ing that it is government’s responsibility to educate
citizens and the desire to create educated and in-
formed citizens who can vote and stand for election.
Harvard economist Claudia Goldin notes that “For
much of its history U.S. education was spurred by a
set of ‘virtues,’ the most important
of which were public provision by
small fiscally independent districts,
public funding, secular control, gen-
der neutrality, open access, a for-
giving system, and an academic
curriculum.” These virtues resulted
in an enormous diffusion of educa-
tional institutions and the early
spread of mass education.  They
also resulted in a tremendous eco-
nomic expansion and in the creation
of a large middle class.90

There is a sense (though not uni-
versal agreement) that in the new
economy, prosperity is tied to the
attraction of knowledge workers,
and that systems of education are
crucially important in creating and
attracting the workforce that can
create prosperity.  Recognition of
the importance of education to the
economic success of regions, states, and the nation
has concentrated attention on strategies to improve
the provision of public education.

There is also a strong desire on the part of some
parents to choose a nontraditional school that bet-
ter meets the needs of their children and better re-
flects their own values.  Parents seeking a choice
other than the traditional assigned public school,
often prefer that choice to be supported by public
funding.

For these and other reasons, including the failure of
some traditional schools to produce graduates who
are career or college ready, traditional educational
systems designed during and for the old manufac-

turing economy are being reevaluated, the historic
“virtues” of the U.S. system of public education are
being challenged, and new forms of delivering edu-
cation are being examined.

Public education, which was a purely local affair at
the turn of the twentieth century, is increasingly being
funded by, and being subjected to requirements es-

tablished by, the state and federal
governments.  Federal policy for
improving traditional public
schools includes closing the worst
performing of those schools and
allowing local officials four options,
one of which is replacement of the
failed school with a newly consti-
tuted charter school.

Charter schools, called public
school academies in Michigan, are
publicly funded schools organized
under a charter, freed from some
of the rules imposed by school dis-
tricts, but required to operate un-
der requirements contained in the
charter and in state law.  In Michi-
gan, special categories of public
school academies have been de-
veloped to respond to needs for
strict discipline environments, to
offers by philanthropists, to poten-

tial federal funding, and to Internet based opportu-
nities.  The state has sought to ensure experimen-
tation and innovation by allowing multiple authorizers
and to ensure educational quality by defining and
encouraging replication of successful models, and
by requiring certified teachers, standardized testing
and reporting, and board independence.

Evaluations of charter school student academic
achievement have been challenged by insufficient
data and have produced mixed results.  There are
some outstanding charter schools, but in general,
overall, charter school students in Michigan are per-
forming academically somewhat better than students

Conclusion

There is a sense (though not
universal agreement) that in
the new economy, prosper-
ity is tied to the attraction of
knowledge workers, and that
systems of education are cru-
cially important in creating
and attracting the workforce
that can create prosperity.
Recognition of the impor-
tance of education to the
economic success of regions,
states, and the nation has
concentrated attention on
strategies to improve the
provision of public education.
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in the districts where PSAs are clustered, but not as
well as the statewide average.

Arguments for charter schools include the impor-
tance of parental choice, the desirability of focusing
on educational outcomes, and the desirability of
schools free of restrictions imposed by traditional
districts and unions.  Proponents assert that charter
schools promote innovation and competition, not just
in the charter schools themselves,
but also in traditional schools that
find themselves in a newly com-
petitive environment.   However,
available research on the effect of
school choice on traditional public
schools in Michigan has found that
charter competition had a negative
impact on the traditional districts
that faced the most competition.

Successful charter schools tend to
be small, have extended school
days and hours, and offer inten-
sive student support including tu-
toring and character education.
This is a model that traditional schools with union
contracts have had difficulty adopting.  While the
goal of innovation is constrained by requirements
that charters abide by many of the same rules as
traditional school in terms of teacher qualifications,
attendance requirements, curriculum, testing and
reporting, it is true that there is generally more ad-
ministrative flexibility in charter schools.

One of the common arguments against charter
schools is that they divert students and resources
from traditional public schools, especially struggling
traditional schools that need increased, not reduced,
resources.  Opponents argue that charters have dis-
tracted the education community from the neces-
sary focus on improving traditional schools, but it
can also be argued that in distressed cities with fail-
ing schools, a robust system of high performing char-
ter schools can enhance opportunities for disadvan-
taged but motivated students and can be part of a
strategy to attract families back to the city.

Opponents of charters note that many traditional
public schools perform very well.  These advocates
of traditional public schools discount the importance
of parental choice and stress the fact that average
charters nationally are producing student achieve-
ment that is similar to the traditional public school
districts in which they are located.   They also note
the funding imbalances and class disruptions that
can result from the flow of students from traditional
to charter schools, and back from charter to tradi-

tional schools.

Another argument against charter
schools is that they will stratify stu-
dents by ethnicity or socioeco-
nomic status, increasing racial and/
or economic segregation; this
tends to be true.  (In urban and
suburban districts, defining school
attendance on a geographic basis
tends to have the same effect:
many families who can afford to,
move to the school districts of their
choice.)   Indeed, a number of
charter schools have been devel-

oped specifically for minority or at-risk students, in
an effort to meet their special needs and interests.
At the same time, concerns that PSAs would skim
the most motivated students have, in large part, been
replaced by concerns that PSAs skim the students
who are the least expensive to educate.

In spite of the fact that nationally, students in charter
schools generally perform academically at about the
same level as students in the host district, the federal
government has actively promoted the expansion of
charter schools.  Federal Race to the Top funding com-
petition has prompted many states, including Michi-
gan, to amend state laws to, among other things,
increase the allowable number of charter schools.
Recent legislative changes in this state are aimed at
replicating successful charter models, concentrating
them in the areas of greatest need (where traditional
public schools are struggling, and are most at risk
from the loss of per pupil revenues), and closing
underperforming public school academies.

It can also be argued that
in distressed cities with fail-
ing schools, a robust sys-
tem of high performing
charter schools can en-
hance opportunities for dis-
advantaged but motivated
students and can be part of
a strategy to attract fami-
lies back to the city.
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Ironically, the existing concentration of PSAs in low
performing districts, and the policy of concentrating
new charter schools in districts that are struggling with
high drop out rates, may in fact increase the negative
impacts on those host districts.  Some recent studies
of the Michigan experience have found that increased
school choice results in increased social stratification
and negative effects on students who remain in tradi-
tional public schools, as well as increased financial pres-
sure on those traditional districts.

Better tracking of individual student achievement
over time, and more definitive research on the ef-
fects of public school academies on their students
(including graduation rates and subsequent educa-
tion), on the host districts and PSA students’ home
districts (to determine how these districts respond
to competition), and on the host community (where
the availability of charter schools may retain or at-
tract population and economic activity) is desper-
ately needed to determine whether the benefits of
choice are overwhelmed by the unintended nega-
tive consequences of that choice.  When results are
available, the state policy on charter schools should
be revisited.

There are numerous other public policy issues re-
lated to nontraditional schools, not the least of which
is the appropriate relationship between public fund-
ing and accountability.  State legislation seeks to find
the best balance between imposing the same re-
quirements on charter schools as on traditional
schools and the desire to promote innovation and
experimentation that can lead to development of new
best practices and more effective ways of engaging
high needs students.  In Michigan, the policy dis-
cussion has focused on the statutory cap on the
number of charters that may be granted by public
universities, the effect of charter schools on tradi-
tional districts in terms of the number and attributes
of students remaining in the traditional system, and
reductions in funding that can affect traditional school
offerings.  Other policy questions concern reporting
requirements and the criteria by which charter
schools are measured, the required content of char-
ter documents, the degree and quality of oversight
provided by authorizers, the role and influence of
management organizations, whether public funds
should be more readily available for charter school

facility costs, the definition of standards of account-
ability and transparency, the desirability and pos-
sible form of community involvement, and union rep-
resentation for charter school teachers.

One of the most promising, new, nontraditional edu-
cational models is the virtual classroom.  For re-
source-deprived schools, and for students who need
or want an Internet-based learning experience, this
approach offers great possibilities.   As education
officials determine the optimal balance of virtual and
“bricks and mortar” classes, and learn how that bal-
ance varies by student age, aptitude, and attitude,
they must also determine what proportion of public
resources should be diverted to virtual teaching.  The
virtual model may allow access to the best teachers
and to specialized classes that schools cannot oth-
erwise afford, but much work remains to realize the
full potential of this approach.

Privately funded schools, both parochial and non-
sectarian, provide an alternate to traditional public
schools and public school academies.   Non-sectar-
ian private schools generally emphasize academic
achievement; parochial schools incorporate religious
teachings.   Although the number of parochial schools
has been declining, tuition supported schools may
better reflect the values of particular parents.  These
schools can be selective in their admission policies
and can therefore provide a more consistent and
predictable educational experience.   A 1970 amend-
ment to the Michigan Constitutional outlaws voucher
programs, which allow public funds to be used to
wholly or partially pay tuition at private schools.

Michigan law permits homeschooling, and allows
homeschooled students to participate in some pub-
lic school classes and programs.   Data on
homeschooled students is limited, but policy ques-
tions include the following:  Should Michigan’s le-
nient homeschooling laws be strengthened to re-
quire notification of local school boards, curriculum
standards, l iteracy testing of parents who
homeschool their children, and/or testing of
homeschooled children?  And, if more control is ex-
ercised, should public resources be made available?

Charter schools, private schools, and homeschooling
reach a relatively small percentage of students.  The
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vast majority of students remain in traditional public
schools, which are not unaffected by competing sys-
tems, especially if those systems attract the more
motivated students with the most engaged parents.
While it is hoped that traditional school staff become
more open to innovative approaches and seek best
practices from all sources, the re-
ality may be that traditional school
teachers and administrators per-
ceive nontraditional models as
threats and become more defen-
sive and closed to new ap-
proaches.  There is evidence that
traditional public schools do re-
spond to competition, though not
necessarily by increasing resources
for instructional services.

Government has an essential in-
terest in ensuring an educated
electorate and a productive citi-
zenry.  Schools are the primary
means by which these goals are
met.  An ideal public school sys-
tem would successfully meet the
needs and preferences of all stu-
dents and all parents.  Those needs and preferences
are so different, and in some cases so opposed, that
such a system cannot be realized.  There are, how-
ever, policy recommendations that can be realized:
The first is that the state must set high academic

achievement standards and require annual testing
for all students in publicly funded schools to deter-
mine whether standards are being met and to allow
school effectiveness to be measured.  The second is
that timely and relevant information about all indi-
vidual schools should be available to parents to en-

able them to make informed
choices among schools.  The
third is that underperforming
public school academies should
be closed.

As we continue to search for a
strategy that will guarantee
that every child receives the
best possible education, tradi-
tional schools, charter schools,
private schools, and
homeschools can all play a vi-
tal role.  Virtual classes and vir-
tual schools can be expected
to play an increasingly impor-
tant role.  The challenge for
parents and educators will be
to find the right educational
environment for each student

to allow that student to reach his or her fullest po-
tential.  The challenge for public officials will be not
only to ensure that the right educational environ-
ment exists for each student, but that those facili-
ties are accessible and effective.

Government has an essential in-
terest in ensuring an educated
electorate and a productive citi-
zenry.  Schools are the primary
means by which these goals are
met.  An ideal public school sys-
tem would successfully meet the
needs and preferences of all stu-
dents and all parents.  Those
needs and preferences are so
different, and in some cases so
opposed, that such a system
cannot be realized.
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Appendix I
Special Categories of Public School Academies in Michigan

tors must include representation from the local com-
munity.  Like PSAs, schools of excellence must com-
ply with the Open Meetings Act, Freedom of Infor-
mation Act, and other applicable state laws.

A school of excellence may be located in all or part
of an existing public school building, and may oper-
ate only one location for any grade or configuration
of grades.  Like PSAs, schools of excellence may not
discriminate in pupil admissions on the basis of in-
tellectual or athletic ability, measures of achievement
or aptitude, disability, or any other basis that would

be illegal if used by a traditional
school district.

A school of excellence may use any
teaching technique that may be
used by a school district and is au-
thorized to develop and implement
new teaching techniques or meth-
ods.  New or revised teaching tech-
niques are to be reported to the
authorizer and state board to be
made available to the public.

Authorizers of schools of excellence are responsible
for oversight and act as fiduciary.  If the superinten-
dent of public instruction determines that a school
of excellence that has been open for at least four
years, and is in at least the second year of restruc-
turing, is among the lowest achieving five percent
of all public schools, the authorizer must revoke the
school’s charter.

Conversion to Schools of Excellence
The board of an existing PSA that meets specified
quality criteria may, with the approval of its autho-
rizer, adopt a resolution to convert to a school of
excellence.  Those quality criteria are:

• For grades K to 8, on average over a three-year
period, at least 90 percent of students achieved
a score of proficient or better on the Michigan
education assessment program math and read-
ing tests, or, if at least 50 percent of students
qualify for free or reduced price lunches, at least

Schools of Excellence

On January 4, 2010, Governor Granholm signed SB
981, which became PA 205 of 2009.  This bill was
part of a package of five bills designed to make
Michigan’s application for Race to the Top funds more
competitive.  In an effort to increase the number of
high quality charter schools and to concentrate them
in high needs districts, the act established a new
category of PSA called “schools of excellence.”

A total of ten new charter “schools of excellence”
may be authorized by local and intermediate school
districts, community colleges, and
universities, in addition to the two
cyber K-12 schools aimed at high
school dropouts. The first five new
schools of excellence must serve
high school students. In addition
to the ten new schools, an unlim-
ited number of high quality char-
ter schools may convert to schools
of excellence, with the authorizer
allowed to open a new PSA for each
of its schools that convert.  Because there is no cap
on the number of high quality charter schools that
may convert to schools of excellence, there is the
potential for unlimited charter expansion, based on
quality performance.  However, schools of excellence
may only be located in school districts that had an
average graduation rate of less than 75 percent in
the past three years for which data are available.

Contract requirements for schools of excellence are
more stringent than for PSAs, and include compli-
ance certifications; prohibited relationships between
members of the board of directors, owners, officers
or employees of the educational management orga-
nization, and school employees; public disclosure of
aspects of operation and management including the
contract, board members, policies, budget, copies
of bills over $10,000 that were paid, quarterly finan-
cial reports, teachers’ and administrators’ names and
salaries, facility leases, management contracts,
health and safety reports, and other information con-
cerning the school’s operation.  The board of direc-

The board of an existing PSA
that meets specified quality
criteria may, with the ap-
proval of its authorizer, adopt
a resolution to convert to a
school of excellence.
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70 percent of students achieved a score of pro-
ficient or better.

• For grades 9 through 12, at least 80 percent of
students graduate or are on track to graduate,
the school has at least 80 percent average at-
tendance, and the school has at least an 80 per-
cent postsecondary enrollment rate.

The school seeking to convert must negotiate a new
contract, which may be granted by the governing
board of a state public university,
the board of a community college,
an intermediate school board, or
the board of a K-12 school district
with the same geographical con-
straints as imposed on charterers
for PSAs.  The old contract ends
at the time the conversion occurs.
If the original authorizing body
was a university (there is a limit
of 150 PSA charters that may be
granted by universities collec-
tively), then for a period of 12
months, that university is the only
one that may issue a new contract
to fill the availability created by
the conversion.  That replacement
PSA must be located in a school
district that has an average gradu-
ation rate of less than 75.5 per-
cent for the past three years for
which data are available.

As with the application for a PSA, if a school district
denies an application for a contract to organize a
school of excellence, the applicant may petition the
school board to place the question on the ballot.
The petition must contain all the information required
to be in the application and must be signed by at
least 15 percent of the electors in the school dis-
trict.  The district must place the issue on the next
regular school election held at least 60 days after
receiving the petition.

Strict Discipline Academies

Michigan law requires a public school to permanently
expel a student who possesses a dangerous weapon,

commits arson or criminal sexual conduct, or com-
mits physical assault against an employee or a volun-
teer at a public school.91  A student who is expelled
from, and not reinstated to, a public school in Michi-
gan may not be admitted to another regular public
school, but may be admitted to an appropriate alter-
native education program if the district operates such
a program, may be admitted to a strict discipline acad-
emy (SDA), or the intermediate school district may
provide homebound educational services to the stu-

dent.  It is the responsibility of the
expelled student and his or her fam-
ily to find an educational alternative.

According to state law, strict disci-
pline academies are a form of char-
ter school that is designed for the
following types of pupils:

• Pupils placed in the strict dis-
cipline academy by a court or by
the department of human services
or a county juvenile agency under
the direction of a court.

• Pupils who have been ex-
pelled for bringing a weapon to
school, or committing arson or
criminal sexual conduct in a school
building or on school grounds.

• Pupils who have been ex-
pelled for assaulting a school em-

ployee or volunteer or making a bomb threat to
school property or a school event.

• Other pupils who have been expelled from
school, or pupils who have been suspended from
school for more than 10 school days, and who
are referred to the strict discipline academy by
that pupil’s school and placed in the strict disci-
pline academy by the pupil’s parent or legal
guardian. A suspended pupil may only attend
the strict discipline academy for the duration of
the suspension.

• Special education pupils whose individualized
education program team recommends that the
special education pupil be placed in the strict
discipline public school academy.

A student who is expelled
from, and not reinstated to,
a public school in Michigan
may not be admitted to an-
other regular public school,
but may be admitted to an
appropriate alternative edu-
cation program if the district
operates such a program,
may be admitted to a strict
discipline academy (SDA), or
the intermediate school dis-
trict may provide home-
bound educational services
to the student.
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Strict discipline academies may be authorized by
universities, community colleges, intermediate school
districts, or school districts. An authorizing body con-
sidering an application for a strict discipline acad-
emy must take into consideration the resources avail-
able to a strict discipline academy, the population to
be served, and the educational goals.  An applicant
for a strict discipline academy who is rejected by a
school district may petition to place the issue on the
ballot using the same procedure available to a school
of excellence applicant.

When an expelled pupil is enrolled in a strict disci-
pline academy, that academy becomes eligible for
the prorated share of either that
PSA’s or the expelling school
district’s foundation allowance,
whichever is higher.  Strict disci-
pline academies are not intended
for individuals who are committed
to a high-security or medium-se-
curity juvenile facility.  If the De-
partment of Corrections or a state
agency other than the Department
of Human Services has custody of, or jurisdiction
over, a child, that state department or agency has
the financial responsibility for educating the child.

A strict discipline academy may be located in all or
part of an existing public school building, but in situ-
ations where a building is shared, strict discipline
academy students must be physically separated from
the general student population. A strict discipline
academy may not charge tuition, and may not dis-
criminate in admissions based on intellectual or ath-
letic ability, measures of achievement or aptitude,
status as a student with a disability, or any other
basis that would be illegal if used by a school dis-
trict. However, a strict discipline academy may limit
admission to pupils who are within a particular age
range or grade level or on any other basis that would
be legal if used by a school district. A strict discipline
academy may include any grade up to grade 12 or
any configuration of grades, including kindergarten
and early childhood education, as specified in its
contract. The authorizing body may approve amend-
ment of a contract with respect to ages of pupils or
grades offered.

Except for a foreign exchange student who is not a
United States citizen, a strict discipline academy may
not enroll a pupil who is not a resident of Michigan.
Generally, enrollment in a strict discipline academy
is open to qualifying pupils who live within the geo-
graphic boundaries of the authorizing public school
district, intermediate school district, or community
college.  For a strict discipline academy authorized
by a state public university, enrollment is open to all
qualifying pupils who live anywhere in the state.  If
there are more applicants than there are spaces
available, a random selection process must be used.
However, a strict discipline academy may give en-
rollment priority to a sibling of a pupil enrolled in the
strict discipline academy. Except for a suspended

pupil who is attending the strict
discipline academy for the duration
of the suspension, a strict discipline
academy must allow any pupil who
was enrolled in the strict discipline
academy in the immediately pre-
ceding school year to enroll in the
strict discipline academy in the ap-
propriate grade unless the appro-

priate grade is not offered at that strict discipline
academy.

Strict discipline academies, which include the Out-
look Strict Discipline Academy in Allegan, Lighthouse
Academy in Grand Rapids, Frontier Learning Center
in Fenton, Blanche Kelso Bruce Academy which has
six sites in Detroit, and McGivney School in Detroit,
may offer the last best chance for students who have
not been successful in traditional schools.

Urban High School Academies

Philanthropist Bob Thompson used $100 million from
the proceeds of the 1999 sale of Thompson-McCully
Co., a road paving company, to establish The Th-
ompson Foundation.  In 2003, Mr. Thompson offered
$200 million to establish 15 new, small, charter high
schools in Detroit, with the requirement that 90 per-
cent of students graduate and 90 percent of gradu-
ates attend college.  Mr. Thompson did not want the
Detroit Public Schools (DPS), which was then oper-
ating under special state supervision, as the char-
tering authority for these new PSAs.

Strict discipline academies
may offer the last best
chance for students who
have not been successful in
traditional schools.
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The state legislature responded with Public Act 179
of 2003, which authorizes urban high school acad-
emies, and which was passed in an unusual manner.
Senate Bill 393 was enrolled on August 13, 2003,
and presented to the Governor on September 8.  On
September 18, the Senate requested that the bill be
returned, which the Governor did.  The Senate then
made and passed a motion to vacate the enrollment.
On September 23 (15 days after the bill had been
sent to the Governor), the House approved a mo-
tion agreeing with the Senate’s request to return
the bill.

On September 25, 2003, an estimated 3,000 Detroit
teachers demonstrated outside the state capitol in
Lansing in opposition to the expansion of charter
schools, shutting the Detroit school district down for
the day.  Political leaders in Detroit, and some in
Lansing, supported the Detroit Federation of Teach-
ers (DFT).   DFT later threatened legal action against
any university that chartered an urban academy
under PA 179.

On October 2, 2003, the Attorney General deter-
mined that the Governor did not veto the bill within
the 14 day period allowed, and the bill was not con-
currently recalled by both the Senate and House
within the 14 day period.  SB 393 therefore became
PA 179 of 2003.

No more than 15 contracts may be issued for urban
high school academies.  The governing body of a
state public university is authorized to issue such a
contract; three urban high school academies have
been chartered by Grand Valley State University.  The
contract must be for an initial period of ten years
and if educational goals are met, the authorizing body
must automatically renew the contract for an addi-
tional ten-year term.  These schools may operate
only in counties with a population of over 1 million
(Wayne and Oakland).

According to the law, criteria to be considered by an
authorizing entity considering an applicant for an
urban high school academy include the following:

• The proposed school will operate at least all of
grades 9 through 12 within three years after
opening.

• The proposed school will occupy a building or
buildings that are newly constructed or renovated
after January 1, 2003.

• The proposed school has a stated goal of increas-
ing high school graduation rates.

• The proposed school has received commitments
for financial and educational support from the
entity applying for the contract.

• The entity that submits the application for a con-
tract has net assets of at least $50,000,000.

Mr. Thompson withdrew his plan in reaction to po-
litical and public opposition (coincidentally on the
same day that the Attorney General opined that the
charter school bill presented to the Governor was
law), but his foundation subsequently provided fund-
ing for construction or renovation of seven schools
in Detroit, including University Prep Academy, the
Henry Ford Academy: School for Creative Studies,
and University Prep Science and Math Middle School.
In 2009 the Thompson Educational Foundation gave
$13.5 million for the development of the new Uni-
versity Prep Science and Math High School, sched-
uled to open in September, 2010.

Urban high school academies may have more than
one site per charter and board of directors. This
means they can operate a system of K-8 feeder el-
ementary schools leading into the same high school
under the same charter and board.
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Unlike traditional public schools that are structured
by school districts to accommodate the number of
resident students in a particular grade cluster, pub-
lic school academies are founded by individuals and
groups with a particular educational vision, to serve
those students who choose to enroll.  Founders may
be parents, community members, teachers, or ad-
ministrators.

The process of starting a new public school acad-
emy includes the following steps:

• Applicant develops the vision/concept
• Applicant finds a chartering authority; files a

Phase One application  (used by most authoriz-
ers to screen applicants); on approval of the
Phase One application, moves to more intensive
Phase Two negotiations on a charter

• Applications require the following information:
o Name of the Applicant
o Proposed board members for consider-

ation by the authorizer
o Proposed articles of incorporation as a

Michigan nonprofit corporation
o Proposed by-laws
o Documentation meeting the authorizers

specific requirements
Governance structure of the PSA
Educational goals and assessment
methods
Admissions policy that provides
public notice and open enrollment
School calendar and day sched-
ule
Age or grade range of students
proposed to be enrolled

o Job descriptions for staff
o Identification of the local and intermedi-

ate schools districts in which the PSA will
be located

o Assurance that the PSA will comply with
applicable state and federal law

o If authorized by a local education agency
(LEA), assurance that the collective bar-
gaining agreements in place for the LEA
will be honored for PSA employees

o A description of and address of the site
where the PSA will be located

• Applicant and authorizer agree to the specifies
of the charter

• Charter requirements include the following:
o Documented evidence of need (commu-

nity analysis, parent profile and prefer-
ences)

o Academic vision (curriculum decisions,
instructional design decisions)

o Data and evaluation design (metrics, col-
lection, reporting)

o Business plan
o Facility plan
o Staffing plan
o Operational and management plan
o Equipment and furnishings plan
o Budget

• PSA and authorizer negotiate a contract that
contains greater detail about how the authorizer
will hold the PSA accountable for performance

• PSA secures a facility that meets state school
code requirements and can get a certificate of
occupancy.  While charter schools receive oper-
ating funds from the state, they do not have ac-
cess to capital funds for the construction or reno-
vation of suitable facilities in the same way that
traditional schools do.  There are state and fed-
eral programs that assist charter schools to ac-
cess low interest loans for facilities development.

• PSA negotiates contract with an education ser-
vice provider and/or establishes administrative
and other structures for the PSA

• PSA hires highly qualified teachers.  Charter
school teachers must be certified by the state,
just like traditional school teachers.

Appendix II
The Process of Starting a New PSA
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• PSA attracts students; admits anyone who ap-
plies, including those with special needs; holds
a lottery if applicants exceed spaces.

The Michigan Association of Public School Academies
and the National Charter School Institute provide
technical assistance to charter teams.  In addition,
for-profit and nonprofit educational management
companies offer consultation and other assistance
to entities attempting to establish a new charter
school.

A PSA may provide any combination of grades pre-K
through 12 as specified in its charter.  There is no

minimum or maximum student population size speci-
fied in the enabling statute.  Many PSAs start with
one or a few grades, and add grades over time.  For
Fall 2009, 27 PSAs added or deleted grades:  three
schools deleted grades and 24 added one or more
grades.

Start up costs for a public school academy may be
expected to be between $250,000 and $500,000.  A
federally funded, state-administered grant program
is available to assist in funding start-up costs.



CRC Report

C i t i z e n s  R e s e a r c h  C o u n c i l  o f  M i c h i g a n70

Endnotes

1 Claudia Goldin and Lawrence F. Katz, National Bureau of Eco-
nomic Research, The “Virtues” of the Past: Education in the
First Hundred Years of the Republic, September 2003.

2 The Skillman Foundation, www.skillman.org/news-events/
press-release/?C=178&i=58493.

3 MCL 380.1561

4 PA 362 of 1993

5 www.uscharterschools.org/pub/uscs_docs/o/index.htm

6 Opinion No. 7234, July 20, 2009.

7 MCL 380.502(6)

8 Robin J. Lake, University of Washington, Center on Reinvent-
ing Education, National Charter School Research Project, Hold-
ing Charter School Authorizers Accountable: Why It Is Impor-
tant and How It Might Be Done, February 2006.

9 PA 451 of 1976, MCL 380.502 (4-5).

10 MCL 380.507 (1)(a-d)

11 Appendix A of the March 22, 2010 Public School Academy
Report to the Legislature.

12 The Center for Education Reform, February 2009.

13 MCL 380.502 (3)

14 www.manoogian.org/mission.htm

15 MAPSA Media Release, May 11, 2010.

16 Opinion No. 7126

17 http://opinion/datafiles/2000s/op10201.htm

18 Andrew Rotherham, Education Sector, Fair Trade: Five Deals
to Expand and Improve Charter Schools, January 2008.

19 Education Sector, Scaling Up the Nation’s Best Charter Schools,
November, 2009.

20 Michigan Public Educational Facilities Authority 2008 Annual
Report.

21 U.S. Department of Education, Credit Enhancement for Char-
ter School Facilities, www.ed.gov/programs/charterfacilities/
index.html.

22 National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, Charter School
Facilities Programs, www.publiccharters.org/node/41.

23 Randall W. Eberts and Kevin M. Hollenbeck, W. E. Upjohn
Institute for Employment Research, Impact of Charter School
Attendance on Student Achievement in Michigan, April 5, 2002.

24 Gary Miron and Brooks Applegate, Education and the Public
Interest Center, Teacher Attrition in Charter Schools, May 2007.

25 AFT; www.aft.org/topics/charters/index.htm; updated  May
6, 2008.

26 Stephanie Van Koevering and Christine Smiggen, Getting it
Done: How Michigan’s Charter Schools Survive- and Thrive-
With Less, Michigan Association of Public School Academies
website.

27 National Charter School Research Project, University of Wash-
ington, Quantity Counts: The Growth of Charter School Man-
agement Companies, August 2007.

28 Education Sector, Growing Pains: Scaling Up the Nation’s
Best Charter Schools, November 2009.

29 Comprehensive School Reform Quality Center (CSRQ) Re-
port on Education Service Providers, American Institutes for
Research (funded by a Comprehensive School Reform Quality
Initiative Grant from the U.S. Department of Education’s Office
of Elementary and Secondary Education).

30 Stephanie Strom, The New York Times, For School Company,
Issues of Money and Control, April 23, 2010.

31 Imagine Schools website, Open Letter in Response to the
New York Times, April 26, 2010.

32 Michigan Association of Charter School Academies,
w w w . c h a r t e r s c h o o l s . o r g /
index.pfp?option=com_content&view=article&id=79&Ite

33 Sarah Grady, Stacey Bielick, and Susan Aud, U.S. Depart-
ment of Education, Trends in the Use of School Choice: 1993
to 2007, April, 2010.

34 Gary Miron, Jessica Urschel, William J. Mathis, and Elana
Tornquist; Schools without Diversity: Education Management
Organizations, Charter Schools and the Demographic Stratifi-
cation of the American School System; Education and Public
Interest Center and Education Policy Research Unit; 2010.

35 MCL 380.504

36 Robin Lake, editor; National Charter School Research Project,
University of Washington; Hopes, Fears, & Reality:  A Balanced
Look at American Charter School in 2008; December 2008.

37 Yongmei Ni, Dissertation, Michigan State University, School
Efficiency, Social Stratification, and School Choice:  An Exami-
nation of Michigan’s Charter School Program, 2007.



NONTRADITIONAL K-12 SCHOOLS IN MICHIGAN

C i t i z e n s  R e s e a r c h  C o u n c i l  o f  M i c h i g a n 71

38 Gary Miron, Chris Coryn, and Dawn M. Mackety; The Great
Lakes Center for Education Research & Practice; Western Michi-
gan University; Evaluating the Impact of Charter Schools on
Student Achievement: A Longitudinal Look at the Great Lakes
State; June 2007.

39 Grover J. Whitehurst, The Brookings Institute, Don’t Forget
Curriculum, November 9, 2009.

40 Grover J. Whitehurst, The Brookings Institution, Don’t For-
get Curriculum, October 2009.

41 Grover J. Whitehurst, The Brookings Institution, Don’t For-
get Curriculum, October 2009.

42 MCL 380.1278

43 State Board of Education, 2009 Public School Academy Re-
port to the Legislature, March 22, 2010

44 Michigan Department of Education, 2009 Public school Acad-
emy Report to the Legislature.

45 Randall W. Eberts and Kevin M. Hollenbeck, W.E. Upjohn
Institute for Employment Research, Impact of Charter School
Attendance on Student Achievement in Michigan, April 5, 2002.

46 Gary Miron, Chris Coryn, and Dawn M. Mackety; The Evalu-
ation Center, Western Michigan University; June 2007; Evalu-
ating the Impact of Charter Schools on Student Achievement:
A Longitudinal Look at the Great Lakes States.

47 Stephane Laverte and John Witte, The Brookings Institution,
The Impact of Milwaukee Charter Schools on Student Achieve-
ment, March 2009.

48 The Center for Research on Educational Outcomes at Stanford
University, Multiple Choice: Charter Performance in 16 States,
June, 2009.

49 Robin Lake, editor; National Charter School Research Project,
University of Washington; Hopes, Fears, & Reality:  A Balanced
Look at American Charter Schools in 2008; December 2008.

50 The data was compiled by The Center for Charter Schools,
Central Michigan University.

51 Michigan Department of Education, Michigan Public School
Academies At a Glance, Executive Summary of the 2008 PSA
Report to the Legislature.

52 Peter Plastrick and Doug Ross, Blueprint Magazine, College
Bound, March 15, 2005.

53 Jay Greene et al, Brown Center on Education Policy at
Brookings, Expanding Choice in Elementary and Secondary
Education: A Report on Rethinking the Federal Role in Educa-
tion, February 2, 2010

54 Stephanie Van Koevering, Michigan Council of Charter School
Authorizers, The 232-Point Inspection: Examining Charter
School Quality in Michigan, 2006.

55 David Arsen and Yongmei Ni, Education Policy Research In-
stitute, The Competitive Effect of School Choice Policies on
Performance in Traditional Public Schools, March 2008.

56 Yongmei Ni, Economics of Education Review 28 (2009), pgs.
571-584, The Impact of Charter Schools on the Efficiency of
Traditional Public Schools: Evidence from Michigan.

57 David Arsen and Yongmei Ni, How Does District Resource
Allocation Change in Response to Charter School Competition?
2009.

58 Robin Lake, University of Washington, Center on Reinvent-
ing Public Education, National Charter School Research Project,
Identifying and Replicating the “DNA” of Successful Charter
Schools, May, 2007.

59 Jaime Sarrio, The Tennessean, Nashville Mayor to Create
Incubator for Charter Schools, December 8, 2009.

60 Michael Birnbaum, The Washington Post, D.C. Charter Schools
To Gain New Source of Practical Advice, December 8, 2009.

61 MCL 380.501-380.507

62 MCL 380.521-380.529

63 MCL 380.1311b-380.1311l

64 Wendy C. Chi and Kevin G. Welner; University of Colorado at
Boulder; American Journal of Education 114; February 2008;
Charter Ranking Roulette: An Analysis of Reports That Grade
States’ Charter School Laws.

65 U.S. Department of Education; The Impact of the New Title
I Requirements on Charter Schools, Non-Regulatory Guidance;
July, 2004

66 Tom Loveless, The Brookings Institution, The 2009 Brown
Center Report on American Education: How Well Are American
Students Learning?, March 22, 2010.

67 Tom Loveless, The Brookings Institution, The 2009 Brown
Center Report on American Education: How Well Are American
Students Learning?, March 22, 2010.

68 Gerald R. Ford School of Public Policy at the University of
Michigan; www.fordschool.umich.edu/news/?news_id=234.
69 U.S. Department of Education, www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/
esea02/pg62.html.

70 PA 201, PA 202, PA 203, PA 204, and PA 205, all of 2009.

71 http://edtechfuture.org/



CRC Report

C i t i z e n s  R e s e a r c h  C o u n c i l  o f  M i c h i g a n72

72 Jay Greene et al, Brown Center on Education Policy at
Brookings, Expanding Choice in Elementary and Secondary
Education: A Report on Rethinking the Federal Role in Educa-
tion, February 2, 2010.

73 John Watson et al, Keeping Pace with K-12 Online Learning:
An Annual Review of State-Level Policy and Practices, 2009.

74 Sec. 551 (1)(e)

75 National Center on Educational Statistics, Private Schools in
the United States: A Statistical Profile, 1993-94.

76 Michigan Department of Education, Information on Nonpublic
and Home Schools, August 2009.

77 Sarah Grady, Stacey Bielick, and Susan Aud, U.S. Depart-
ment of Education, Trends in the Use of School Choice: 1993
to 2007, April 2010.

78 PA 451 of 1976

79 MCLA 380.10

80 December 17, 2009:  Ron French, Lax Home-School Laws
Puts Kids at Risk; Ron French, State Goes from One of Most
Restricted to Least Regulated; Ron French, Calhoun District
Only One to Actively Monitor Parents

81 MCL 380.1232 (1)

82 Michigan Department of Education, Information on Nonpublic
and Home Schools, August 2009.

83 Please see CRC Report No. 331, Statewide Ballot Issues:
Proposal 00-1: School Choice.

84 Alan J. Borsuk, Milwaukee Journal Sentinel JSOnline, Stron-
gest Voucher Schools Thrive, December 5, 2009

85 Patrick J. Wolf, SCDP Milwaukee Evaluation, The Compre-
hensive Longitudinal Evaluation of the Milwaukee Parental
Choice Program: Summary of Third Year Reports, April 2010.

86 Erin Richards, Milwaukee Journal Sentinel JSOnline, New Data
Shows Similar Academic Results between Voucher and MPS
Students, April 7, 2010.

87 Michael Birnbaum, The Washington Post, Senate Votes Against
Reopening D.C. Voucher Program, March 17, 2010.

88 National Council of State Legislatures website, Education
Program, Publicly Funded School Voucher Programs.

89 Cecilia Elena Rouse and Lisa Barrow, Annual Review of Eco-
nomics, Volume 1, School Vouchers and Student Achievement:
Recent Evidence, Remaining Questions, Abstract, 2009.

90 Claudia Goldin and Lawrence F. Katz, National Bureau of
Economic Research, September 2003, The “Virtues” of the Past:
Education in the First Hundred Years of the New Republic.

91 MCL 380.1311 and MCL 380.1311a


	Contents
	Summary
	Introduction
	Compulsory School Attendance
	The History and Theory of Charter Schools
	Organization of Public School Academies in Michigan
	Funding for Public School Academies
	PSA Facilities
	Public School Academies’ Education Delivery Systems
	Students and Academic Achievement in PSAs
	Non-Academic Attributes of Charter Schools
	Innovation and Replication
	State Statues and Federal Laws
	Virtual Schools and Cyber Schools
	Private Schools and Public Policy
	Homeschooling
	Public Funding for Nonpublic Schools
	Conclusion
	Appendix I - Special Categories of Public School Academies in Michigan
	Appendix II - 
The Process of Starting a New PSA

