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Measuring Up to the Model:
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This report is based on a comparison of each state's

charter laws and regulations against the Alliance's

modelcharter school law. The modeldescribes 2O

essential components of a strong charter school laq
and these components are listed in Table 1.

Table l:Iha 2tl Esseofiaf Compmenb of a

Storq RrUh CharlerSc-hml taw
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For each of these components, the model law

working group developed sub-components. Each

state's laws and regulations were examined to find

out if and how they explicitly address the components

and sub-components. These analyses then under

went a scoring process. The highest score possible

was 208. See Appendlx A: Methodological Details for
more information.

It is important to note this report's focus is to assess

whether and how state laws and regulations address

the components of the modellaw not whether

and how state laws and regulations address the

components and sub-components, not whether and

how current practices in the state address them.

The purpose of the anatyses is to encourage state

laws and regulations to require best practices and

to guarantee charter school rights and freedoms.

Having quallty practices in place by some authorizers

and schools within a given state is a good start, but

our goal is to ensure qualrty practices across alf such

entities. The best way to do that is by enaciing strong

laws and regulations.

However. there were three notable exceptions to
this rule: caps, multiple authorizers and funding.

For thqse components, the analysis incorporated

what was happening in practice because we felt it

was necessary to do so in order to fairly capture the

strength of the law.

It is also important to note the criteria and rubric

for three of the model law's 20 components (10,

1 1 and 20) have been refined. Access to new data

about funding also impacted the analysis of two

components (18 and 19) in this year's report.
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Performance-Based Charter Contracts Required
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, and Data Collection Processes
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