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Chapter One 

 

Description of the Schools, Their Students, and Their Staff 
Deyab Almaleki, Erica Fiekowsky, and Mustafa Yildiz 

 

In this chapter, we provide a general description of the Delaware charter schools, their students, 

and their staff. The first section examines specific demographic characteristics of the students, 

not only in aggregate, but also in comparison of each charter school to the three closest public 

schools. Section 1.2 describes the teaching staff in charter schools based on certain demographic 

characteristics, and then makes a comparison to the demographic characteristics of public school 

teachers. The final section, 1.3 covers the educational background, years of experience, and 

salary for teachers at charter schools compared to those at public schools. Most of the data in this 

chapter were derived from databases maintained by Delaware Department of Education (DOE). 

The most current data at the time the data were collected for this report are from the 2011-12 

school year.  

 

1.1 Students Enrolled in Delaware Charter Schools 
 

This section analyzes the composition of students in Delaware charter schools compared with 

public schools. The variables studied are ethnicity, English Language Learners (ELL), low 

income (as measured by qualification for free and reduced price lunch), and special education. In 

addition to comparing the charter schools in aggregate with the public schools in aggregate, we 

also discuss how individual charter schools compare with the three public schools located closest 

to them geographically. Data about school proximity came from GreatSchools.org. All data 

about student characteristics came from the DOE website. 

Overall, charter schools in aggregate look very similar to public schools in aggregate. 

The differences that exist are usually slight. When analyzed in local comparison groups however, 

the picture changes dramatically. In terms of each student demographic characteristic we 

observed, charter schools tend to look very different from the schools closest to them. 

 

Race and Ethnicity 

 

Overall, there are no major ethnic differences between charter and non-charter schools when 

taken in aggregate (see Table 1.1). If you compare locally, each charter has a higher 

concentration of one ethnic group than any of the comparison schools, except Moyer (see 

Appendix A). Charter schools that have a majority of African American students have a much 

higher proportion of African American students than the local public school population (87.74 

percent compared to 63.1 percent). Charter schools with a majority of white students have a 

considerably higher proportion of white students than the surrounding school population (67.89 

percent compared to 45.53 percent). Las Americas Aspira Academy is the only charter school 

with a majority of Hispanic/Latino students. It has a much larger proportion of Hispanic students 

than the local population (55.92 percent compared to 3.35 percent). 
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In each charter school area, the charter schools have stronger concentrations of a single 

ethnicity than the local population. It seems that part of the appeal of sending students to charter 

schools is to keep students with peers of the same ethnicity. 

 

Other Student Characteristics: ELL, Low Income, Special Education 

 

Overall, charter schools did not differ widely from non-charter schools in the proportion of 

students who are classified as ELL. Charter schools averaged 3 percent ELL students, while 

public schools had an average of 7 percent (see Table 1.1). However, the charter school average 

is superficially high because of an outlier: Las Americas Aspira Academy has 35.5 percent ELL 

students. The real difference between charter and public school proportions of ELL students is 

even greater. 

 

Table 1.1 

Comparing Charter School Means to Non-Charter School Means on Student Characteristics  

 Charter 

(M) 

Non- 

Charter (M) 

Mean 

Difference 

% Within 

Charter 

% Within 

Non-charter 

p-value* 

ELL 13 39 -26   3%   7% 0.10 

Special Education 36 82 -46 18% 25% 0.001 

Low Income  202 335 -133 62% 62% 0.007 

White 202 284 -82 41% 47% 00.15 

African-American 168 179 -11 51% 32% 0.00 

Learning Disability 22.55 44.50 -22   9%   8% 0.001 

Other Disability 14.6 42.2 -27.6 10% 17% 0.01 

ADHD 8.88 10.50 -1.60   6%   3% 0.48 

White% 39 32 7 39% 32%  

African-American% 48 49 -1 48% 49%  

Hispanic% 8 14 -6   8% 14%  

Asian% 3 2 1   3%  2%  

Mild Behavior Prob    25% 18%  

Mild Learning Prob    70% 70%  

Serious Learning/  

 Behavior Prob 

     3%   7%  

Hear/Sight/Sensory 

 Prob 

     2%   3%  

Special Education    13% 22%  

 

 

 Out of the 21 charter schools, 15 have a lower proportion of ELL students than the 

schools closest to them. Fourteen of the charter schools (66.67 percent) have less than 1 percent 

ELL students, compared to 15 of the 63 (23.81 percent) comparison public schools. Aside from 

Aspira Academy, which draws a high Hispanic/Latino student population and has 35.5 percent 

ELL students, no charter school has higher than 2.8 percent ELL students. 

Taken in aggregate, the average low-income levels between charter and public schools 

are equal. In both school types, 62 percent of students were classified as low-income (see Figure 

1.1). However, when charter schools are compared with the public schools closest to them, their 
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low-income levels tend to be either much higher or much lower than average.Four of the charter 

schools have considerably higher proportions of low-income students than their local comparison 

public schools (see Table 1). We have grouped these four (Academy of Dover, Positive 

Outcomes, Moyer Academy, and Reach Academy) together under the label “Charter” and 

grouped all of the corresponding 12 comparison schools together under “Public.” 

Nine charter schools had noticeably lower proportions of low-income students than their 

comparison public schools. In Figure 1.2 below, these nine schools (Charter School of 

Wilmington, Campus Community, Delaware Academy of Public Safety, Delaware Military 

Academy, Gateway Charter, MOT, Newark Charter, Odyssey Charter, and Sussex Academy) are 

grouped together under “Charter,” and the corresponding 27 comparison schools are grouped 

under “Public”. 

 

 
 Figure 1.1. Comparison of Charter and Public Schools in Aggregate on Percentages of 

 Students Classified as Low-Income (Poverty)
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 Figure 1.2. Comparison of Charter Schools with Notably Lower Levels of Low-Income 

 Students and Their Comparison Public Schools on Percentages of Students Classified as 

 Low-Income (Poverty) 

 

 

The remaining eight charter schools (Providence Creek, Delaware College Prep, Aspira 

Academy, East Side, Family Foundations, Kuumba, Prestige Academy, and Thomas Edison) 

have roughly equal proportions of low-income students as their 24 comparison public schools 

(see Figure 1.3). 

 

 
Figure 1.3. Comparison of Remaining Charter Schools and Their Comparison Public 

Schools on Percentages of Students Classified as Low-Income (Poverty)
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The data for special education is divided into fifteen categories. To simplify analysis, we 

have grouped those categories into four main groups (see Figure 1.4 for a breakdown of 

proportion of each category for Charter and Public schools):  

 

1. Hearing/Sight/Sensory Problems, which contains Blind, Deaf and Blind, Hard of  

  Hearing—Partially Deaf, Partially Sighted, and Sensory Impairment;  

2. Mild Behavioral Problems, which contains Attention Deficit/Hyperactivity  

  Disorder and Autistic;  

3. Mild Learning Problems, which contains Learning Disability, Educable Mentally  

  Handicapped, Pre-School Speech Delayed, and Developmentally Delayed; and  

4. Serious Learning/Behavior Problems, which contains Seriously Emotionally  

  Disturbed, Severely Mentally Handicapped, Trainable Mentally Handicapped, and 

  Traumatic Brain Injury.  

 

To conduct our analysis, we analyzed aggregate data to see how the charter schools 

compare with public schools in terms of the percentage of students that qualify for special 

education. Then, we looked at how charter schools compare to their three comparison public 

schools. Finally, we broke the information down by type of disability. 

Overall, we found that 13 percent of charter school students qualify for special education, 

which is considerably lower than public schools where 22 percent of students qualify for special 

education. When examining the students who qualify for special education, there is a higher 

proportion of students with mild behavioral issues in charter schools than in public schools—25 

percent compared to 18 percent. In both charter and public schools, 70 percent of students 

classified in special education have mild learning disabilities. Charter schools have a lower 

percentage of students in special education that are classified as having serious learning or 

behavioral disabilities (3% compared to 7% in public schools) or with hearing/sight/sensory 

disabilities (2% compared to 3% in public schools) (see Table 1.1). 

 

 
Figure 1.4. Comparison of Charter and Public Schools on Proportion of Students in Each 

Disability Classifications
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We found that most charter schools (13 out of 21) have substantially lower proportions of 

special education students than their comparison public schools. The exceptions are (see 

Appendix B for all comparisons and breakdown of proportions by disability type):  

 

• Academy of Dover - only higher than B.T. Washington Elementary by 3.5 percent 

• Positive Outcomes – substantially higher than all 3 comparison schools with 61.8 percent 

of students qualifying for special education 

• Delaware Academy of Public Safety - only higher than Howard HS of Tech by 2.1 

percent 

• East Side - higher than all 3 comparison public schools by 0.5 to 7.8 percent.  

• Gateway Charter  - substantially higher than all 3 comparison schools with 56 percent of 

students qualifying for special education  

• Moyer Academy – substantially higher than all 3 comparison schools with 31.9 percent 

of students qualifying for special education 

• Odyssey Charter  - only higher than Calloway School for the Arts by 1.4 percent 

• Prestige Academy - higher than all 3 comparison schools by 4.9 to 9.9 percent 

 

For those schools that have a higher proportion of special education students than their 

comparison schools, those students are typically classified with mild behavioral or mild learning 

disabilities. Positive Outcomes Charter school is an alternative school, and the proportion of 

special education students is much higher than most.  

 

1.2 Description of Charter School Teachers and Staff 
 

The Delaware Department of Education collects and reports official certification and teacher 

data. Their documented data is the source of information used to generate the findings reported 

in this section.  

 

Gender 

 

At both charter and public schools, there are more female than male teachers, with 70 percent of 

charter school teachers being female, and public schools having females account for 75 percent 

of their full-time teachers. However, the ratio of female to male teachers is similar between 

school types. Using the most recent, 2011-12 data, charter schools have a slightly higher 

proportion of male teachers with 30 percent, than public schools with 25 percent 

 

Race/Ethnicity  

 

In both charter and public schools, there are many more white teachers than teachers with 

different ethnicities, 87 percent and 77 percent respectively. Public schools have a lower 

proportion of white teachers compared to African American with 17 percent and other ethnicities 

with 6 percent compared to 9 percent and 2 percent in charter schools. Overall, public schools 

have greater diversity than charter schools.
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1.3 Educational Background, Years of Experience and Yearly 

Salary of Delaware Charter School Teachers and Staff 
 

This section examines the characteristics of teachers in public and charter schools 

including education level, years of experience, and yearly salary. On average, charter school 

teachers earn less money, have less experience, and have lower levels of education compared to 

their public school counterparts. 

 

Educational Background of Charter School Staff 

 

Charter schools have a greater proportion of teachers that have lower level degrees than public 

schools. For 27 percent of teachers in charter schools, the highest degree is a High School 

Diploma, whereas more than half of the teachers (57 percent) in public schools report a M.A. 

degree as the highest level of education. See Figure 1.5 for educational levels by school type.  

 

Years of Experience 

 

The difference in years of experience between public and charter school teachers is significant 

using an alpha level of 0.05. Charter school teachers have an average 6.7 years of experience, 

while public school teachers have an average of 10.6 years. This suggests that charter schools are 

more likely to hire inexperienced teachers than public schools, or that the turnover rate for 

teachers is greater in charter schools.  

 

Salary 

 

Salaries for teachers are significantly higher in public schools than charter schools. At 

each level of experience, the difference between the salaries of public school and charter school 

teachers is significant using and alpha level of 0.05 level. Overall, charter school salaries average 

$44,587 and public school salaries average $57,425. (See Figure 1.6) 

 Due to the limitations in the way that the datasets were established, we were not able to 

conduct an in-depth analysis. However, our findings with the current data indicated, in regards to 

salary, teachers are not as attracted to teach in a charter school. In this sample, teachers in charter 

schools earn an average of $10,000 less per year than their peers in public schools. 

 Furthermore, although we see that there are quite a few teachers in public schools who 

make over $60,000 per year (see Figure 1.6), there are very few in charter schools.
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Figure 1.5. Staff Education Levels by School Type  

 

 

 
Figure 1.6. Teacher Salary by Number of Years of Experience for Charter and Public Schools 
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1.4 Discussion and Summary of Findings  
 

In this chapter, we described the students and teachers within the charter system in Delaware. On 

average, aggregate charter schools are very similar to aggregate public schools when examining 

demographic details. When dissected further, comparing individual charter schools to their three 

closest, in proximity, public school counterparts, provides stronger evidence for a difference.  

 The uniqueness of some charter schools, such as being an alternative school serving a 

population of students that are classified as having a disability, or a school that serves a 

predominately-Hispanic population, is the explanation for aggregate differences between charter 

and public schools. This is also an explanation for why some charter schools look so vastly 

different from their three comparison public schools.  
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Chapter Two 

 

Comparison of Finance Data for Charter Schools and 

Traditional Public Schools 
Kari Brown, Yu Du, Xiaojie Hu, and William Maddix 

 

The debate rages on regarding the effectiveness of charter schools compared to traditional public 

schools. In Delaware, the Department of Education requires in-depth reporting measures from 

both public and charter schools in an effort to ensure that schools meet a minimum acceptable 

level of performance. On the surface, these required reporting standards allow for some analysis, 

yet comparisons are problematic due to structural differences in financial matters. For instance, 

the required financial reporting measures the revenue provided by Federal, State, and Local 

government sources without consideration to other sources. Charter schools can collect 

additional private funds in the form of grants, gifts, and contributions.  

 These extra sources of revenue are difficult to trace as many have the operational charter 

organization associated to the charter school with other contributing organizations providing 

additional funding. For instance, East Side Charter School of Wilmington Inc., according to its 

990 Return of Organization Exempt from Income Tax form, operates as an urban public charter 

school. Interestingly, there is also an East Side Community Learning Center Foundation under a 

separate organization with a stated mission of “public charter school supporting organization.”  

The revenue listed in 2011 is noteworthy with $591,128 revenue or approximately 10 percent of 

total revenue reported under the original charter organization. In addition, some organizations 

incur expenses to the benefit of the charter, with some absorbing the salaries of charter school 

administrative staff. It’s unclear if full administrator and executive salaries are included in state 

reports if also listed in supported organizations. Not all affiliated or operational organizations are 

easy to locate. A search of charter school organizations in Delaware netted 29 such organizations 

with several of the charter schools within this report yet to be located, possibly designated by a 

different organization name all together. Most charters have an audit statement posted to the 

organization website in an effort to provide further transparency. 

 In order to ensure sustainability, operational leverage is a critical measure; revenues must 

grow at a faster rate than expenses. It is important for the organization to carry a positive 

operating advantage forward by retaining balances. Therefore, this report will analyze revenues, 

expenditures, and balances in an effort to understand ongoing viability and to attempt to make 

meaningful comparisons. In the previous report 2004-05, charter schools had average per-pupil 

net revenue of $1,217 increasing to $1,765 in 2011-12. This is compared to public school 

districts in 2004-05 with per-pupil net revenue of $562 decreasing to $465 in 2011-12. While 

both charter and traditional public schools show positive operating advantage, the gap between 

the two appears to be widening. It is important to look closer into each of the expenditure and 

revenue categories as well as how each is maintaining balances year over year.
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2.1 Revenues 
 

The average per-pupil revenue reported for charter schools in 2011-12 was $12,309, while the 

per-pupil revenue for comparison district schools was $12,780 (see Figure 2.1 and Table 2.1,) On 

average, district schools receive $471 more yearly than charter schools. However, there were 

some exceptions including Positive Outcomes, which has the highest per-pupil revenue with the 

average reaching $ 4,559 more than the school districts since it receives extra funding for its high 

proportion of students with mild or moderate disabilities. In addition, Getaway school received 

$2,031 more per-pupil than the average for school districts. 

 Total per-pupil revenue ranged from $ 9,034 to $ 28,403 among the 22 charters schools 

analyzed in this study and from $ 10,844 to $ 18,491 among 16 public school districts. In other 

words, the public school with the lowest level of funding received $1,810 more than its charter 

school counterpart. However, charter schools with the highest level of funding received $9,912 

more than the public school district with the greatest revenue. Some of these funding differences 

can be explained by the differences in services offered and the concentrations of low-income 

students.  

 Twenty-two charter schools were analyzed in this study, among which, Marion T. 

Academy phased out of the charter school list. Instead, another ten charter schools are shown on 

the per-pupil list. Charter schools receive most revenues from state sources. State funding for 

charter schools ranged from 48 to 77 percent. The second highest contributor to revenue receipts 

came from local revenue sources. Federal funds provided the smallest contribution to total 

revenue receipts for these schools. Private sources of funding are supposed to be reported under 

“local revenue". In terms of the amount and sources of revenues the differences among the 

charter schools varies extensively. 

 Sixteen traditional public school districts were analyzed in this study. Seven districts 

were from New Castel County, 5 were from Kent County and 6 were from Sussex County. For 

traditional public schools, state funding represented the highest contributor to total revenue 

receipts, followed by local and federal sources. The highest level of state funding received 

contributed to total revenue by 79 percent, and the lowest provided 51 percent. The proportion of 

state funding for public schools was 3 percent higher than the proportion received by charter 

schools. The highest proportion of local revenue received by public schools was 43 percent, 

while the lowest proportion was 14 percent. All school districts received less than 15 percent of 

their total revenue from federal funds except for Seaford school district (equal to 15 percent). 
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Table 2.1 

Comparison of Per-Pupil Revenues by Source for Charter Schools and Traditional Public 

Schools for School Year 2011-12 

            Enrollment State Federal Net Local Total 

Wilmington 970 $6,231 65% $125 1% $3,174 33% $9,530 

Positive Outcomes 125 16,637 58% 8,994 32% 2,772 10% 28,403 

East Side CS 401 8,236 58% 1,333 9% 4,705 33% 14,274 

Campus Community 582 8,272 78% 1,047 10% 1,222 12% 10,542 

Thomas A. Edison 729 6,045 49% 2,886 23% 3,532 28% 12,464 

Sussex Academy 335 7,353 77% 526 5% 1,855 18% 9,735 

Delaware Military 559 6,341 60% 355 3% 3,909 37% 10,605 

Kuumba Academy 260 6,472 53% 1,487 12% 4,290 35% 12,249 

Providence Creek  688 6,865 76% 827 9% 1,343 15% 9,034 

MOT Charter Sch. 677 7,437 53% 511 4% 5,918 43% 13,866 

Newark Charter Sch. 1,344 6,951 63% 371 4% 3,658 33% 10,979 

Academy of Dover 256 8,299 69% 2,269 19% 1,409 12% 11,977 

Odyssey 500 6,604 63% 481 5% 3,344 32% 10,429 

Fam Found Acad 751 6,375 66% 459 5% 2,811 29% 9,645 

Pencader Charter 507 6,857 67% 604 6% 2,820 27% 10,281 

Moyer Academy 192 6,377 48% 3,117 24% 3,762 28% 13,256 

Del Coll Prep 276 6,089 59% 715 7% 3,448 34% 10,252 

Prestige 300 6,939 65% 456 4% 3,298 31% 10,693 

REACH - Girls 266 6,516 60% 940 27% 3,440 33% 10,896 

Public Safety 117 6,888 53% 2,918 22% 3,309 25% 13,114 

Aspira 304 6,255 58% 1,211 11% 3,246 31% 10,713 

Gateway 183 10,252 57% 1,368 8% 6,240 35% 17,861 

Charter School   

 Average* (n=10,322)    

 Public School  

 Average**  (n=110,734) 

7,468 61% 1,500 12% 3,341 27% 
 

12,309 

8,221 64% 1,283 10% 3,276 26% 12,780 

Source:  School Districts’ Annual Financial Statement to DOE Finance Section. Note that the 

percentages are rounded to nearest whole number. * Enrollment is based on September 2011 

Enrollment. ** Public school average per pupil is based on 18 public school districts. Average 

excludes county vocational/technical schools, separate special education schools, charter schools, 

state board of education, and Dover Air Base School.
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Figure 2.1. Total Revenue from Different Sources for Charter and Public Schools 

 

 

Trends in Revenue for Charter Schools 

 

Per-pupil revenue remained static for traditional public schools between 2009-10 and 2010-11 

and there was an increase of 4 percent in 2011-12. Per-pupil revenue for charter schools 

continued increasing over the three-year period. There was an increase of 6 percent between 

2009-10 and 2010-11 and then as substantial as a 12-percentage increase from 2010-11 to 2011-

12. Per-pupil revenue for charter schools was $10,127 during 2009-10, $10,367 during 2010-11 

and $12,309 during 2011-12 respectively. Especially, 2011-12 brought an increase for charter 

school; per-pupil revenue increased 22 percent. State funding levels for traditional public schools 

experienced a 3 percent decline between 2009-10 and 2010-11 and then a 5 percent increase 

during 2011-12. During the same period, state-funding levels for charter schools had increased 7-

percentage point from 2009-10 to 2010-11 and an 8-percentage point increase from 2010-11 to 

2011-12. Federal funding levels for charter schools remain stable from 2009-10 to 2010-11 and 

then had a substantial increase of 18 percent from 2010-11 to 2011-12.
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Findings Regarding Revenues 

 

Public schools receive more revenue from state sources whereas charter schools received 

more revenue from federal and local sources. Although this research has shed light on the 

differences in funding between charter schools and traditional public schools, there is still 

confusion as to why these differences exist. The big unknown is the nature and scope of private 

donation, which likely increase revenue levels at a few charter schools up to the net level of 

traditional public schools. This conclusion comes even after removing costly vocational, 

technical, and separate special education schools from the mix of traditional public schools. It is 

clear that further investigation is needed to determine the exact amount of revenue for charter 

schools. 

 

2.2 Expenditures 
 

Expenditures for charter schools and traditional public schools are listed in Table 2.1. 

Expenditures were divided into 3 broad categories: instructional, non-instructional, and school 

services. During year 2011-12, Net Current Expenditure for charter schools was lower than 

public schools. Expenses such as the spending on Net Instruction, Instructional Staff, School 

Administration, Student Transportation, and Food Service of charter schools were lower than 

public schools. On the other hand, expenses of Student, General Administration, Operation and 

Maintenance, and Other Support of charter schools were higher than public schools. 

Charter schools and public schools both had a high proportion of expenses on Net Instruction 

compared to Operation and Maintenance, which were 58 percent and 17 percent for charter 

schools and 66 percent and 11 percent for public schools of the Net Current Expenditure. Both 

charter and public schools had low spending on General Administration, School administration, 

Student Transportation and Other Support, which was less than 10 percent of the Net Current 

Expenditure. However, the difference in amount of spending per-pupil between charter and 

public schools was substantial. 

There was an unreliable comparison caught during the data collection procedure. It seems 

that the Student Transportation expenses for charter schools were much less than public schools. 

Upon further review, there were only two charter schools that had any transportation costs listed 

during year 2011-12. Therefore, this is a non-equivalent comparison between charter and public 

schools. 

 

Instructional. Included in this category are the expenditures listed for Net Instruction, Student 

Support Services, and Instructional Staff support. The variation in expenditures reported in each 

category among the charter schools is noteworthy, although it is fairly in line with the percentage 

of expenditures reported for public schools (see Table 2.2) 

 

Noninstructional. Included in this category are the expenditures listed for General 

Administration, School Administration, Student Transportation, and Operation and Maintenance. 

As stated earlier, there is a large variation in the amounts reported among the charter schools, 

and the absence of reported expenditures for transportation for all but two of the charter schools 

(see Table 2.2).
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Table 2.2 

Comparison of Per-Pupil Net Current Expenditures: Charter Schools versus Traditional Public 

Schools for School Year 2011-12 

Types of Expenses Charter Schools Public Schools                               

Net Instruction $6,087 58% $8,261 66% 

Student* $574 5% $549 4% 

Instructional Staff* $207 2% $213 2% 

General  Administration* $447 4% $170 1% 

School Administration* $308 3% $694 6% 

Operation and Maintenance* $1,799 17% $1,307 11% 

Student Transportation* $163 2% $559 5% 

Other Support* $898 8% $485 4% 

Food Service $60 1% $116 1% 

Net Current Expenditure $10,544 100% $12,355 100% 

Note.* indicates Support Services 

 

 

2.3 Capital Investments and Expenditures on Facilities 
 

Funding of capital investments is very complex and differs so greatly between traditional public 

school districts and public charter schools that it is difficult to compare the two. Traditional 

public schools receive capital funding from the state and from local taxpayers for the 

construction of new buildings, the purchase of technology and equipment, the maintenance of 

facilities, etc. For example, in 2010 Capital School District successfully passed a capital 

referendum, generating over $132 million for the district to construct a new Dover High School. 

Referenda are an essential part of how traditional public schools fund facilities. As a result, 

public school capital assets belong to the public, those very same taxpayers who paid for it. 

Charter schools, meanwhile, are nonprofit corporations. As such, the capital assets of the 

charter schools are typically the property of the managing corporation, not the public. 

Consequently, these schools do not receive state or local funding for capital investments. This 

does not indicate a lack of ability to procure capital investments. Charter schools raise funds in 

other manners, often through fund-raising and corporate donors. For example, a building donated 

by Bank of America in downtown Wilmington is now owned by the Community Education 

Building Corporation, which plans to house at least four charter schools. This includes both the 

relocation and expansion of an existing school (Kuumba Academy) as well as the birth of new 

charters (such as Academia Antonia Alonso, set to open in fall 2014). To add to this funding 

complexity, the Wilmington City Council passed $35 million in bonds to help this corporation 
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with capital funding, pursuant to last year’s House Bill #165, which enabled the conduit 

financing of charters.  

Another layer of complexity is foundation grants; Design-Lab, for example, is currently 

participating in a challenge grant for capital renovations in which it must raise $150,000 to 

trigger a $250,000 gift from the Longwood Foundation. Furthermore, it is no longer completely 

accurate to say that charter schools cannot receive state funding for capital expenditures.  In fact, 

House Bill #165 also created a Charter School Performance Fund in which state grants of up to 

$5 million are now available to the highest-performing charters. Given this complexity of 

different funding streams for capital investments and expenditures, comparisons between 

traditional public school and public charter school funding are problematic. 

 

2.4 Fiscal Balance 
 

Analyzing year-end balances and changes in year-end balances is one of the best means of 

studying the relative viability of charter schools. In this section, the year-end balances for charter 

schools and public school districts are evaluated using data from the prior ten years available at 

the time information was gathered. The data in Table 2.3 covers the years from 2010-2012, 

further detailed in per-pupil amounts, so that comparisons can be made among all schools and 

districts over time. 

 The analysis reveals substantial differences within both charter schools and traditional 

public schools. Within charter schools, there is a vast fiscal gap between Positive Outcomes with 

a $4,871 per-pupil 2012 year-end balance and Pencader’s $160 per-pupil balance. It should be 

noted, however, that Pencader has subsequently been shut down. Within the public school data, 

there is also great variance. For example, Capital School District 2012 year-end balance of 

$89,362,960 with a $14,246 per-pupil figure is a significant contrast to Delmar’s $669 per-pupil 

amount. However, the incredibly high Capital School District amount is easily explained by the 

passage of a $132 million referendum in 2010 to build a new Dover High School, which is set to 

open its doors in fall 2014. The impact of passed referenda displays very prominently. Given the 

heavily unbalanced data within both traditional public schools and public charter schools, both 

the median as well as the mean are included in Table 2.3. 

 The difference between charter schools and traditional public schools was likewise 

prominent, as it has been over the last decade (see Appendix C). At the end of the 2011-12, 

public school districts maintained a mean per-pupil year-end balance of $4,151 compared to 

$2,287 for charter schools. This gap of $1,864 in per-pupil year-end balances in 2012 is very 

similar to the $1,848 gap in 2013, and indeed a yearly analysis demonstrates that this gap has 

been present for the last decade (see Appendix C). In addition, a comparison of median per-pupil 

year-end balances shows that, though smaller, the gap is present when comparing the typical 

schools of each group, as well.
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Table 2.3 

Year-End Balances for Charter Schools and Traditional Public School Districts 

 2010 Balance    2011 Balance  2012 Balance 

Public Charter Schools Total        Per Pupil  Total      Per Pupil  Total      Per Pupil  

CS of Wilmington  $3,801,054 3,851 $4,113,100 $4,240 $3,182,777 $3,281 

Positive Outcomes  $724,194 6,190 $837,738 $7,160 $608,879 $4,871 

East Side CS $197,532 532 $218,610 $563 $433,305 $1,081 

Campus Community  $1,308,209 2,141 $1,030,591 $1,715 $915,851 $1,574 

Thomas Edison  $2,184,659 2,762 $1,512,347 $2,003 $1,331,465 $1,826 

Sussex Academy  $1,411,474 4,356 $1,514,475 $4,603 $1,507,366 $4,500 

Delaware Military 

Acad.  

$1,049,092 1,943 $1,194,059 $2,148 $1,569,916 $2,808 

Kuumba Academy $453,681 1,793 $456,479 $1,804 $586,390 $2,255 

Providence Creek  $2,145,432 3,109 $2,319,793 $3,333 $2,242,381 $3,259 

MOT Charter School $4,232,015 6,260 $3,107,952 $4,604 $3,293,993 $4,866 

Newark Charter  

School 

$5,880,420 4,573 $6,790,263 $5,083 $6,503,901 $4,839 

Academy of Dover  $149,957 586 $73,214 $278 $152,160 $594 

Odyssey $382,744 1,018 $560,495 $1,280 $722,687 $1,445 

Fam Foundations 

 Acad 

$643,649 1,463 $857,014 $1,378 $1,676,751 $2,233 

Pencader Charter  

High 

$57,037 92 $62,340 $101 $81,162 $160 

Moyer Academy $423,424 875 $156,127 $773 $257,711 $1,342 

Del Coll Prep $113,088 632 $275,962 $1,131 $42,744 $155 

Prestige $54,874 310 $52,305 $215 $239,588 $799 

REACH – Girls $268 - $49,582 $224 $483,740 $1,819 

Public Safety $263 - $35,185 - $133,403 $1,140 

Aspira - - $19,538 - $477,550 $1,571 

Gateway - - $39,507 - $712,645 $3,894 

       

Mean charter schools $1,319,128 $2,360 $1,326,990 $2,244 $1,234,380 $2,287 

Median charter 

schools  

 

$683,922 $1,868 $837,738 $1,715 $660,762 $1,822 
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 2010 Balance    2011 Balance  2012 Balance 

Public School Districts Total        Per Pupil  Total      Per Pupil  Total      Per Pupil  

Appoquinimink $26,649,448 $2,957 $38,097,132 $4,113 $28,316,641 $3,002 

Brandywine $32,882,950 $3,207 $23,606,188 $2,239 $9,903,240 $917 

Christina $42,964,359 $2,647 $46,980,952 $2,877 $40,089,970 $2,487 

Colonial $42,166,985 $4,205 $38,997,260 $3,997 $36,139,290 $3,702 

Red Clay $39,510,819 $2,605 $48,504,676 $3,160 $44,251,626 $2,858 

Caesar Rodney $14,344,028 $2,155 $33,499,744 $4,958 $16,476,140 $2,392 

Capital $24,053,750 $3,849 $57,607,096 $9,116 $89,362,960 $14,246 

Lake Forest $16,160,110 $4,195 $11,652,353 $3,031 $9,277,338 $2,374 

Milford $31,870,003 $7,817 $18,681,800 $4,490 $12,992,319 $3,127 

Smyrna $36,794,268 $7,582 $42,656,336 $8,633 $22,906,751 $4,477 

Cape Henlopen $30,983,049 $6,795 $25,621,566 $5,569 $22,630,976 $4,671 

Delmar $2,484,624 $2,179 $1,460,095 $1,139 $876,078 $669 

Indian River $29,805,428 $3,473 $26,091,770 $3,035 $26,376,206 $3,014 

Laurel $873,432 $405 $495,744 $228 $14,800,227 $6,817 

Seaford $7,965,003 $2,297 $11,883,164 $3,428 $16,420,986 $4,746 

Woodbridge $4,260,628 $2,094 $5,092,010 $2,364 $15,623,427 $6,913 

       

Mean for all districts $23,985,628 $3,654 $26,932,993 $3,898 $25,402,761 $4,151 

Median for all 

districts 

$28,227,438 $3,082 $25,856,668 $3,294 $19,553,558 $3,070 

 

 

2.5 Conclusions 
 

In this chapter, we attempted to provide a fair and balanced description of the finances of charter 

school finance in Delaware. There are several limitations to not only gathering, but also 

analyzing the data needed to provide this description. The topic of charter school finance itself 

has a highly contentious nature, which adds to the limitations of this report. Even though most 

limitations are clearly stated in this chapter, caution should be used when interpreting and using 

the results reported here. 
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Chapter Three 

 

Accomplishment of Mission and Performance 

Accountability 
Jennifer DeWaard, Najibullah Ziar, and Tancara Huanca Juan Jose 

 

Charter schools were established to offer programs that are not traditionally offered through 

public schools. There is a perceived gap in the offerings of the traditional public school system, 

and charter schools are expected to have unique missions and corresponding educational 

approaches to fill in this gap. As part of their performance contracts, charter schools must 

provide information to determine if they are accomplishing their missions and meeting their 

performance goals. Unfortunately, it has often been the case that objectives are not well defined 

or are not measureable, and therefore charter schools cannot demonstrate that they are meeting 

goals set forth in their mission statements.  

 In this chapter, we provide rubrics for determining if a charter school has met their 

measurable objectives in their mission statement. Examination of the annual reports provided the 

information needed to determine if a charter school had met or partially met their objectives.  

 

3.1 Findings Regarding Performance Accountability 
 

A study of the mission statements of 21 Delaware Charter schools was done in order to 

determine if the schools were fulfilling their unique and individual missions. Mission statements 

were retrieved from school websites and 2012-13 annual reports. These mission statements were 

studied and measurable objectives were pulled and categorized as Academic, Financial, 

Organizational/Student Retention, or Innovative/Unique goal statements. These categories were 

chosen and established from the standardized annual report sections. Rubrics were created to 

gage the measurability of the goal statements, fulfillment of the goal statements, and the presence 

of collected/reported evidence from goal statements in the annual reports. The rubrics covered 

the following topics (See Appendix D for the actual rubrics): 

 

 Does the school have measurable objectives that cover the scope of its mission? 

RUBRIC A   

 

 Is the school fulfilling their unique mission?  

RUBRIC B 

- Is the schools’ mission and educational program innovative or at least unique within 

the local school market place? 

 

 Is the school collecting and reporting evidence relevant to its mission? 

RUBRIC C 

- Providing evidence to whether or not the objective has been met
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Our general findings start with academics. Almost twenty percent of schools are meeting 

state academic standards. Seventeen of the charter schools have academic goal statements set 

forth in their mission. None of the schools had financial goals in their mission statement. That 

factor was not measured even though all schools reported findings in their annual report. Twelve 

of the charter schools had Organizational/Student Retention goal statements from their mission. 

Nineteen of the charter schools listed Innovative/Unique goals in their mission statements. Table 

3.1 shows the ranks of schools according to percentage of goals from the mission statement met 

or partially met as reported in each individual school’s 2012-13 annual report.  

 

Table 3.1 

Percentage of Mission Goals Met or Partially Met for Each Charter School 

 

School Percentage of goals from mission 

statement that are met or partially met 

Academy of Dover 70% 

Campus Community Charter School 80% 

Charter School of Wilmington 100% 

Delaware Academy of Public Safety and 

Security 

65% 

Delaware College Preparatory Academy 50% 

Delaware Military Academy 85% 

East Side Charter School 75% 

Family Foundation 58% 

Gateway 33% 

Kuumba 71% 

Las Americas 50% 

The New Maurice 50% 

MOT Charter School 56% 

Newark Charter School 86% 

Odyssey 100% 

Positive Outcomes 100% 

Thomas A. Edison 100% 

Reach 60% 

Providence 50% 

Sussex 33% 

Prestige 0% 
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It is safe to say that all the goals pulled from all the mission statements are measurable in 

some way. Most are not specific but they are measureable. We can do one of three things with 

this: 

1) Develop a general statement covering all goal statements 

2) Rate the goal statements according to “Measureable”, “Somewhat measurable”, or     

     “not measureable”  

3) Complete a combination of both previously listed options 

 

After extensive consideration, there seems to be a bit of a mismatch between the term 

“measureable” and “mission statement”. This explains the fact that the annual reports do not 

match up to what we are trying to do. This could be clarified with a short narrative explanation. 

 

A mission statement, or simply a mission, is a public declaration that a school or other 

educational organization uses to describe its founding purpose and major organizational 

commitments—what the school does and why it does it. A mission statement may 

describe a school’s day-to-day operational objectives, its instructional values, or its 

public commitments to its students and community. A vision statement, or simply a 

vision, is a public declaration that a school or other educational organization uses to 

describe its high-level goals for the future—what it hopes to achieve if it successfully 

fulfills its organizational purpose or mission. A vision statement may describe a school’s 

loftiest ideals, its core organizational values, its long-term objectives, or what it hopes its 

students will learn or be capable of doing after graduating. 

The terms mission statement and vision statement often used interchangeably. While 

some educators and schools may loosely define the two terms, or even blur the traditional 

lines that have separated them, there appears to be general agreement in the education 

community on the major distinctions between a “mission” and a “vision.” Generally 

speaking, a vision statement expresses a hoped-for future reality, while a mission 

statement declares the practical commitments and actions that a school believes are 

needed to achieve its vision. While a vision statement describes the end goal—the change 

sought by a school—a mission statement may describe its broad academic and 

operational assurances, as well as its commitment to its students and community. 

(Mission and Vision, 2015).  
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Chapter Four 

 

Student Performance on Delaware Student Testing Program 
Mustafa Yildiz and Xiaojie Hu 

 

The DCAS replaced the Delaware Student Testing Program (1998-2010). The DCAS reading 

and mathematics assessment was administered three times in the 2010-11, 2011-12, 2012-13 

school years in grade 3-10. Tests results for trend analysis in this report are based on the spring 

test window.  The DCAS scores reported in this summary are Accountability Scores and the 

Performance Levels for the state and for the charter schools. The Accountability Scores for 

reading and mathematics are reported on a developmental scale for grade 3 through 10 

approximately 200-1200. Nineteen charters schools are included in this report. 

 The score interpretation guide that was published by Delaware State testing program 

established four levels achievement used when interpreting the scores achieved by the testing 

program. The levels are as follows: ‘well below the standard’, ‘below standard’, ‘meets 

standard’, and ‘advanced’. Students who scored in the level meet the standard or above, meet the 

following criteria: “frequently, accurately, and satisfactorily apply the knowledge and skills 

outlined in the state content standards for reading or mathematics”. The absolute criteria was 

determined using the methods of item response theory. More specifically, a one-parameter item 

response model, the Rasch Model was employed in scoring student achievement. 

The content areas covered by the reading assessment are reading comprehension and 

literary text for all of the grades from 3 to 10. For mathematics, the content areas assessed are 

numerical reasoning, algebraic reasoning, geometric reasoning, and quantitative reasoning for all 

of the grades from 3 to 10. 

 

4.1 Summary of Findings from 3-Year Analyses 
 

Figures representing subject score by grade for each charter school are presented in Appendix E.  

 

Reading score – Grade 3 

 

Figure E1 presents the reading scaled scores for Grade 3. The reading proficiency of state level 

was 711.84, 734.68 and 725.38 in 2010-2013. As one can see from the pattern, the reading 

proficiency level for Newark Charter School, Kuumba Academy and Odyssey Charter School 

was above the state level. Specifically, Newark Charter School ranked 1st place (768.43 in 2010-

11, 794.80 in 2011-12 and 785.16 in 2012-13) among all the charter schools. 

Generally, the reading performance level in Grade 3has increased over the last 3 years for 

Odyssey Charter School, Delaware College Preparatory School, East Side Charter School and 

MOT Charter School. The reading performance in other schools maintained an upward trend 

from 2010-11 to 2011-12whereas decreased by the third year.  
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Math Score – Grade 3 

 

As displayed in Figure E2, math proficiency for 3rd graders of state level was 695.55, 712.69 

and 704.80 from 2010-11 through 2012-13 respectively. As with previous analysis in reading, 

math performance for Newark Charter School was above the state level, coming the first place 

among all the schools (766.13, 779.23 and 771.67 from 2010-11 through 2012-13. Math 

performance level for Odyssey Charter School, MOT Charter School, together with Kummba 

Academy surpassed the state level.  

Graphically, math performance level for some schools such as Academy of Dover, 

Family Foundation Charter School, and Providence Creek Charter Schools displayed a 

fluctuating trend in 3 years. Half of schools including Kummba Academy, East Side Charter, 

MOT Charter School, Odyssey Charter School, Delaware College Preparatory and Thomas 

Charter Schools saw a slightly increasing trend over the past three years. Math performance level 

for the rest schools showed a decreasing trend. 

 

Reading score – Grade 4 

 

As shown in Figure E3, the reading proficiency for 4th graders of state level was 735.77, 757.67 

and 757.85 in 2010-2013 respectively. As one can see from the pattern, the reading proficiency 

level for Newark Charter School, Kuumba Academy, Odyssey Charter School and MOT Charter 

School was above the state level. Specifically, Newark Charter School ranked 1st place (797.84 

in 2010-11, 807.78 in 2011-12 and 817.31 in 2012-13) among all the charter schools.  

Generally, the reading performance level in Grade 4 has kept slightly increasing over the 

last 3 years for a majority of the charter schools, with the exception that the reading performance 

level for Delaware College Preparatory and Providence Creek Charter Schools maintained static 

in 2010-2013. It is worth noting that although reading performance for both Kummba Academy 

and Odyssey Charter Schools stayed far above the state level, it revealed a downward trend in 3 

years. 

 

Math Score – Grade 4 

 

As displayed in Figure E4, math proficiency for 5th graders of state level was 733.30, 752.00 and 

744.62 from 2010-11 through 2012-13 respectively. As with previous analysis in math for Grade 

4, performance for Newark Charter School was above the state level, coming the first place 

among all the schools (814.84, 831.61 and 824.81 from 2010-11 through 2012-13. Math 

performance level for Odyssey Charter School, MOT Charter School, together with Kummba 

Academy surpassed the state level (positions also in ranking order). Graphically, the line 

representing performance level for Providence Greek Charter School nearly overlapping with 

that of state level, indicating the math performance in Grade 5 for Providence Creek Charter 

School nearly reached close to the state level. 

Generally, the lines in the graph slightly smooth compared with the previous graphs, 

indicating less fluctuation in math performance among all the schools.
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Reading score – Grade 5 

 

Over the past 3 years, as displayed in Figure E5, the reading proficiency for 5th graders of state 

level was 735.77, 757.67 and 757.85 in 2010-2013 respectively. As one can see from the pattern, 

the reading proficiency level for Newark Charter School, Kuumba Academy, Odyssey Charter 

School and MOT Charter School was above the state level. Specifically, Newark Charter School 

ranked 1st place (797.84 in 2010-11, 807.78 in 2011-12 and 817.31 in 2012-13) among all the 

charter schools.  

Generally, the reading performance level in Grade 5reveals fluctuations and difference. A 

number of schools has kept slightly increasing over the last 3 years. Whereas reading 

performance level for Delaware College Preparatory and Providence Creek Charter Schools 

maintained static in 2010-2013. The largest gains seen in East Side Charter Schools, 89.91 scale 

score points in the past three years. By contrast, reading performance for Campus Community 

School dipped in the past three years.  

 

Math Score – Grade 5 

 

As displayed in Figure E6, math proficiency for 6th graders of state level and 765.62, 775.66, 

771.13 from 2010-11 through 2012-13 respectively. As with previous analysis in math for Grade 

4, performance for Newark Charter School was above the state level, coming the first place 

among all the schools (833.90, 831.75 and 833.27 from 2010-11 through 2012-13. Math 

performance level for Odyssey Charter School, MOT Charter School, together with Kummba 

Academy surpassed the state level (positions also in ranking order).  

Graphically, one can see that math performance for Reach Academy dipped from 735.10 

to 696.76. By contrast, the largest gain was for East Side Charter School, reaching 60.83 scale 

score point. 

 

Reading score – Grade 6 

 

Over the past 3 years, as displayed in Figure E7, the reading proficiency for 6th graders of state 

level was 778.02, 790.41 and 795.18 in 2010-13 respectively. As one can see the reading 

proficiency level for Newark Charter School ranked 1st place in elementary school level as 

above- mentioned as well as in high school level (855.59, 847.20, 857.26 in 2010-13). The 

reading performance for Sussex Academy (843.97, 844.28, and 842.74 in 2010-13) together with 

MOT Charter School (811.19, 838.23, 828.89 in 2010-13) stayed above the state level. Kuumba 

Academy and Odyssey Charter no longer showed in the tables. The explanation is that these two 

schools have no upper grade level setting. 

In general, the reading performance level in Grade 6 kept slightly increasing over the last 

3 years for a few of the charter schools, with the exception that the reading performance level for 

Reach Academy and Thomas Edison Charter Schools maintained static in 2010-2013. Also, 

reading performance in Grade 6 for Campus Community and Prestige Academy displayed 

decreasing trend. 
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Math Score – Grade 6 

 

As displayed in Figure E8, math proficiency for 6th graders of state level and 776.68, 794.98, 

790.59 from 2010-11 through 2012-13 respectively. Again, math performance for Newark 

Charter School was above the state level, ranking first among all the schools (833.90, 831.75 and 

833.27 from 2010-11 through 2012-13. Math performance level for Sussex, MOT Charter 

School, surpassed the state level (positions also in ranking order).  

Generally, the majority of the charter schools displayed a fluctuating pattern, the math 

performance kept increasing from 2010-11 until 2011-12, then back down in 2012-13with 

exception that Family Foundation Charter School and East Side School displayed an upward 

trend. 

 

Reading score – Grade 7 

 

As displayed in Figure E9, the reading proficiency for 7th graders of state level was 789.35, 

806.87 and 808.61 in 2010-13 respectively. In the first year, Sussex Academy fell short of 5.77 

scale score points compared with Newark Charter School in reading in 2010-11. However, 

reading performance for Sussex Academy excelled that in Newark Charter School from 2011-12 

to 2o12-13. Again, MOT Charter School (849.24, 837.54, and 840.73 in 2010-13) stayed above 

the state level.  

In general, majority of the schools showed a fluctuation trend, that is, these schools kept 

increasing until 2011-12, and then dipped in 2012-13 with the exception that Moyer Academy 

saw the largest gain of 52.63 scaled score point in 3 years. 

 

Math Score – Grade 7 

 

As displayed in Figure E10, math proficiency for 7th graders of state level and 802.66, 812.64, 

807.85 from 2010-11 through 2012-13 respectively. Again, math performance for Newark 

Charter School was above the state level, ranking first among all the schools (880.19, 874.76 and 

877.39 from 2010-11 through 2012-13. Math performance level for Sussex, MOT Charter 

School, surpassed the state level (positions also in ranking order). In addition, math performance 

level for Tomas Edison School stayed close to state level. 

Generally, the majority of the charter schools displayed a fluctuating pattern, the math 

performance kept increasing from 2010-11 until 2011-12, then back down in 2012-13with 

exception that Moyer Academy displayed an upward trend in 3 years. 

 

Reading score – Grade 8 

 

As displayed in Figure E11, the reading proficiency for 8th graders of state level was 818.22, 

830.21 and 835.10 in 2010-13 respectively. Reading performance for Sussex Academy (896.15, 

897.15 and 897.06) stayed above the state level and ranked 1st among all the charter schools in 3 

years, displaying a stable trend. As always, reading performance for both Newark Charter School 

and MOT Charter School surpassed the state level. In addition, Providence Creek School and 

Thomas Edison School also showed excellence compared with the state level.  

In general, majority of the schools showed a slightly increasing trend. The largest gain 

seen in reading for Providence Creek School was 48.91.
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Math Score – Grade 8 

 

As displayed in Figure E12, math proficiency for 8th graders of state level and 826.80, 839.47, 

837.07 from 2010-11 through 2012-13 respectively. Again, math performance for Newark 

Charter School was above the state level, ranking first among all the schools (912.47, 917.19 and 

909.87 from 2010-11 through 2012-13. Math performance level for Sussex, Thomas Edison 

School and MOT Charter School, surpassed the state level (positions also in ranking order). As 

one can see that Thomas Edison School achieved better results compared to math performance 

level in Grade 7.  

Generally, the majority of the charter schools displayed a stable pattern compared with 

math performance in elementary level with the exception that again Moyer Academy saw largest 

gain in math performance in 3 years. 

 

 Reading score – Grade 9 

 

As displayed in Figure E13, the reading proficiency for 9th graders of state level was 825.39, 

831.86 and 835.03 from 2010-11 through 2012-13 respectively. Reading performance for 

Charter School of Willington was above the state level, coming the first place among all the 

schools (936.40, 918.98 and 907.09 from 2010-11 through 2012-13.Reading performance for 

Delaware Military Academy also excelled the state level. Sussex Academy, Newark Charter and 

MOT Charter School no longer showed on the list an account of not having upper grade level 

setting. 

Overall, almost all the schools showed an increasing trend except that reading proficiency 

level for Positive Outcome Charter School presented a fluctuating trend. In addition, although 

Charter School of Willington saw excellence in reading proficiency, it saw decreasing trend from 

2010 to most recent years. 

 

Math Score – Grade 9 

 

As displayed in Figure E14, math proficiency for 9th graders of state level and 836.10, 846.87, 

845.86 from 2010-11 through 2012-13 respectively. As one can see that math performance level 

for Charter School of Willington excelled above the state level by a substantially comfortable 

margin (965.99, 967.66 and 965.40) compared with that of state level in corresponding school 

year. Delaware Academy of Military came as second above state level. 

Generally, the majority of the charter schools displayed a stable pattern compared with 

math performance in elementary level with the exception that Pencader Business School 

presented an increasing trend in math performance in 3 years. 

 

 Reading score – Grade 10 

 

As displayed in Figure E15, reading proficiency for 10th graders of state level was 825.39, 

831.86 and 835.03 from 2010-11 through 2012-13 respectively. Again, reading performance for 

Charter School of Willington was above the state level, coming the first place among all the 

schools (905.35, 901.83 and 934.02 from 2010-11 through 2012-13.Reading performance for 

Delaware Military Academy also excelled the state level. 
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Overall, almost all the schools showed an increasing trend except that reading proficiency 

level for Positive Outcome Charter School presented a fluctuating trend. In addition, although 

Charter School of Willington saw excellence in reading proficiency, it saw decreasing trend from 

2010 to most recent years. 

 

Math Score – Grade 10 

 

As displayed in Figure E16, math proficiency for 10th graders of state level and 848.78, 862.46, 

858.56 from 2010-11 through 2012-13 respectively. Again, Charter School of Willington 

excelled above the state level and Delaware Academy of Military surpassed the state level in 

math performance.  

Generally, the majority of the charter schools displayed a stable pattern compared with 

math performance in elementary level with the exception that Positive Outcome School 

presented an increasing trend in math performance in 3 years. 

 

 

4.2 Conclusion 
 

In general, one can see that an increasing trend with grade level, as seen (see Appendix E for 

tables) in math and reading were expected since these scores are vertically scaled. Over the past 

three years, both performance patterns in reading and math at different grade level revealed 

fluctuations and differences. See Table 4.1 and 4.2 for a list of reading and math cut scores by 

grade.   

Based on the above analysis, one can conclude that in Grade 3-5, Newark Charter School, 

Kummba Academy, and Odyssey Charter School and MOT Charter School maintained above 

state level in reading and math performance. East Side Charter School, although fell below the 

state level, however, had the largest gains in both subjects in Grade 5. Providence Creek School 

also made efforts to meet the state proficiency level in Grade 4 math.  

In Grade 6-8, Newark Charter School, Kummba Academy, and Odyssey Charter School, 

MOT Charter and Sussex Academy maintained above state level in reading and math 

performance. Schools such as Moyer Academy, Thomas Edison School and Providence Creek, 

although fell below the state level in reading and math performance, made remarkable progress 

in either reading or math subject. In Grade 9-10, the School of Willington and Delaware 

Academy of Military both saw excellence in reading and math (See Table 4.3). 

Given the fact that less than 30 percent of charter schools in Delaware met the state 

proficiency level in reading and math across 3-10 grades in the past three years since the 

implementation of DCAS system. This report just provides a snapshot of the performance of 

reading and math for charter schools. We hope it provides reference for relevant educators, 

policymakers, school leaders, teachers continue to help our students learn better and perform 

better.
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Table 4.1 

Cut Scores for Reading, by Grade 

Grade  Below Standard Meets Standard Advanced 

2 587 623 682 

3 651 690 737 

4 682 721 772 

5 700 739 798 

6 725 758 818 

7 744 776 827 

8 764 800 844 

9 767 811 853 

10 775 820 859 

 

 

 

Table 4.2 

Cut Scores for Mathematics, by Grade 

Grade  Below Standard Meets Standard Advanced 

2 503 577 688 

3 593 659 750 

4 649 700 793 

5 690 732 811 

6 716 757 836 

7 740 779 850 

8 767 800 862 

9 775 812 872 

10 792 830 897 
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Table 4.3 

Charter Schools Above State Level  

 Schools  

   Grade Reading Math 

3 Newark Charter School,  

Kummba Charter School,  

Odyssey Charter School. 

Newark Charter School,  

Kummba Charter School,  

Odyssey Charter School. 

 

4 Newark Charter School,  

Kummba Charter School,  

Odyssey Charter School, 

MOT Academy 

Newark Charter School,  

Kummba Charter School,  

Odyssey Charter School, 

MOT Academy, 

Typical case: Providence Creek 

close to the state level 

5 Newark Charter School,  

Kummba Charter School,  

Odyssey Charter School, 

MOT Academy,  

Typical case: East Side had 

largest gain 

Newark Charter School,  

Kummba Charter School,  

Odyssey Charter School, 

MOT Academy,  

Typical case: East Side had largest 

gain 

6 Newark Charter School,  

Kummba Charter School,  

MOT Academy,  

Sussex 

Newark Charter School,  

Kummba Charter School,  

MOT Academy,  

Sussex 

 

7 Newark Charter School,  

MOT Academy,  

Sussex 

Typical case: Moyer had 

largest gain 

Newark Charter School,  

MOT Academy,  

Sussex 

Typical case: Thomas Edison close 

to the state level 

8 Newark Charter School,  

MOT Academy,  

Sussex 

Typical case: Providence 

Creek School close to the 

state level 

Newark Charter School,  

MOT Academy,  

Sussex 

Thomas 

9 Delaware School of 

Willington, 

Delaware Academy of 

Military 

Delaware School of Willington, 

Delaware Academy of Military 

10 Delaware School of 

Willington, 

Delaware Academy of 

Military 

Delaware School of Willington, 

Delaware Academy of Military 
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Chapter Five 

Dilemmas and Issues Related to Overseeing a Successful 

Charter School Reform 
Kathryn Wilson 

 

5.1 Oversight of Delaware Charter Schools 
 

Since the 2007 report by the Delaware Charter School Reform (EDCSR) the number of public 

charter schools has increased to over 5,300 schools as of 2011, and from 0.3 million students in 

2000, to 1.8 million students attending public charter schools in 2011 as reported through the 

U.S. Census. This created an increase from 2 percent to 5 percent of all public schools being 

charter schools.  Delaware enacted their charter school legislation in September 2006 and is one 

of 42 states that attempt to provide students a means to be taught without the stringent rules and 

regulations that are often implemented within the state public school system. Thus, allowing 

unique or specialized teaching methods in the attempt to provide higher achievement and an 

advance preparation for college admission. Only 8 states remain without legislature for charter 

school programs since the inclusion of Washington state in 2012, these include: Alabama, 

Kentucky, Montana, Nebraska, North and South Dakota, Vermont, and West Virginia, most of 

these are attempting to find a balance between the parents, educators and those who remain in 

control of the legislation system.  

Census materials, which contain information on charter schools, is gathered in four 

regions according to Grady (2010): Northeast, South, Midwest and West. Delaware falls into the 

south region along with Alabama, Arkansas, the District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, 

Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, 

Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia. 

 

Legislature 

 

Delaware has continued to review and reform their legislation, which was authorized by Del. C., 

Title 14, Chapter 5, and was enacted in 1995, and although it was further revised in 2004 as 

reported in the EDCSR, the legislation has been reviewed and alterations made in 2008, 2011, 

2012 and 2013. During 2013, legislation was added allowing the State to, “created performance 

frameworks as part of charter contracts, created charter renewal processes, and provided facilities 

support” (NAPCS, 2013). Other improvements have been made since the last report of the 

EDCSR due in part to these legislature changes; “General Assembly passed House Bill 205 in 

August 2011 to ensure successful conditions for high-performing charter schools and other 

innovative schools” (USDE, 2012). Although this does take away some of the freedom of the 

charter school, the intent is to improve accountability and oversight of the charter schools. 

Further constraint is added by the requirement to disclose financial information on an ongoing 

basis, allowing the state a quicker response time should problems exist. Although this causes 

more restrictions to the charter school, it also reduces the time between new charter school 
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application submissions and the date that they now can open the school, which was restricted to 

18 months; this is seen as an improvement for quicker implementation.



31      

 

One of the reasons that the charter schools, as well as public schools, may be having 

difficulty keeping up with current state standards is due to Delaware’s award of a Race to the 

Top (RTTT) grant, although the state implementing new rules may seem strict it is intended to 

provide quality education for all students within the State. The 2010 acceptance of Race to the 

Top, through the U.S Department of Education, a federal program enacted in 2009 from the 

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (AARA), which awarded a portion of $4.35 billion to 

11 States for comprehensive statewide reform grants. Delaware awarded 38 Local Education 

Agencies which included 19 Charter Schools, a portion of the $119.122.128 funds. The Charter 

schools were included within the educational agency summaries (U.S. Department of Education, 

2012), and the Charter School Office coordinated the monitoring and support of all 19 charter 

schools which participated in the Race to the Top agreement. Although the State still has 

improvements to make in order to achieve the targeted higher achievement, RTTT has helped by 

improving the implementation of the State administered SAT for improved college preparation 

of its 11th grade students. Actual implementation has increased from 36 percent in 2009-10 to 95 

percent in 2010-11, and has continued to raise to 98 percent in 2011-12. Although this required 

the Charter schools to agree to specific rules, and consequently reduced a bit of freedom in the 

operation of the Charter schools in the end, RTTT has helped insure quality teachers and 

provided a state database of 33 data sets available for State and local student performance. Also 

implemented is a program for improved college and career-ready support and assessments, 

support for teachers and data coaches, awards for quality teachers, school leaders and school 

Academic Achievement Awards. The improvements extended outside of just the students 

however, by bringing in programs for family and community engagement through 

implementation of new family resource programs within the schools. It is not known whether 

these standards will remain in effect after the completion of the Race to the Top grant. What is 

known is that this provides one more means to recognize, create interventions or remove schools 

which are not meeting the State’s high standards; a definite plus for keeping charter schools 

competitive and at high standards.  

The EDCSR study compared Delaware’s neighboring states of Connecticut, District of 

Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey, North Carolina, and Pennsylvania, and for the purpose of this 

report, these same states will be retained as a comparison. Delaware placed first in the Race to 

the Top competition to receive their funding, and the comparison states of North Carolina, which 

placed 12th and Pennsylvania which placed 7th also received funding. District of Columbia was 

awarded funding in phase 2 (placed 16th in phase 1) as well as Maryland which did not place in 

phase 1, and North Carolina received funding in both phases 1 and 2. Only New Jersey and 

Connecticut did not receive any funding for the Race to the Top thus far. 

 

Charter School Development and Start-Up 

 

The National Conference of State Legislatures states that there are 5 types of caps or restrictions 

implemented on various states; the number of schools in the state, new schools within a 

designated amount of time; the number of schools overseen by each authorizer, number of 

students in schools; restrictions by geography, performance level, or funding level. Because of 

the potential Race to the Top awards, which required states to ensure successful conditions for 

charter schools, the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) reported that 15 states 

took legislative action for removal of Charter school caps. At the time of their 2011 report, 17 

states had retained caps on schools, and currently 7 states retain caps on the number of students 
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in their schools, while only 3 states (Idaho, Missouri, and Oklahoma) retain other caps on 

districts or city charter schools. Delaware remains free of caps, although the state Department of 

Education, with the approval of the State Board, may impose a moratorium. Of the surrounding 

comparison states, Maryland, New Jersey and North Carolina also have no caps, and although 

Pennsylvania also has no caps, some of Pennsylvania’s school districts enact restrictions on their 

growth. Both Connecticut and District of Columbia have a cap for the number of schools. 

Connecticut also implements a cap on the students within the charter schools, but only provides 

limited growth potential and the District of Columbia while having a cap allows for ample 

growth.  

As mentioned in the EDCSR “The absence of a cap on the number of charter schools in 

Delaware is seen by the charter school supporters as an advantage” (2007). The NCSL further 

suggests, “caps can stifle innovation and discourage risk-taking by encouraging a more familiar 

model of charters to be approved” (2011). The State Department of Education or local board 

remains in control of the applications in a strict manner, however, that has not guaranteed that 

the charter schools will remain open and active.  

The Institute of Education Sciences reports data from the US government census and 

reports this information, which shows a progression in additional charter schools for Delaware:   

 

 1999-2000 Delaware reported 1 charter school servicing 115 students 

 2005-06 Delaware reported 13 charter schools serviced 6,566 students 

 2009-10 Delaware reported 18 charter schools servicing 9,173 students 

 2010-11 Delaware reported 19 charter schools servicing 9,525 students.  

 2012-13 Delaware reported 22 charter schools servicing 10,370 students  

 

Concurrently the charter school percentage of total public schools has increased in 1999-

2000 from 0.5 percent, to 5.9 percent in 2005-06, to 8.3 percent in 2009-10, and finally to 8.9 

percent in 2010-11. The charter school enrollment as a percent of total public school enrollment 

has also increased proportionately:  

 

 1999-2000 Delaware had 0.1 percent of the students 

 2005-06 Delaware had 5.4 percent of the students 

 2009-10 Delaware had 7.3 percent of the students 

 2010-11 Delaware had 7.4 percent of the students 

 2012-13 Delaware had 9.5 percent in the students 

During 2011, three schools closed, and as of 2013 reporting by WDDE 91.1 FM three new 

charter schools were proposed to open in August 2013 and are awaiting the approval process. 
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Eligible chartering authorities, appeals and eligibility 

 

No change has occurred within the Delaware charter schools legislation for chartering 

authorities, and currently a board of directors manages charter schools. Either the State Board of 

Education or a Consolidated School District oversees the charter schools. At this time, the 

majority of authorizing activity is done through the State Board of Education. The comparison 

states of Connecticut, District of Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey, North Carolina, and 

Pennsylvania allow only one authorizing option. The NAPCS stated that only 12 of the 43 states 

that they reported on were in high standings for multi-school charter contacts and/or multi-

charter contract boards being allowed. Delaware was included as one of these 12, while none of 

the surrounding comparison states received this high rank. This option of utilizing two 

authorizing agencies is seen as a positive factor for Delaware. 

Although there is no cap by the state department of education, the legislature does allow 

local school boards the option to refuse to accept applications in any given year. According to 

the NAPCS Delaware allows new start-up charter schools, but does not allow virtual schools. 

The first renewal is in four years, and then every five years thereafter. There remains no appeals 

process for application acceptance, and the full application must be revised and resubmitted the 

next year should there be the desire to apply again.  

Delaware, as well as all of the comparison states, allows new start-up and public school 

conversions, however Delaware does not allow virtual schools. The use of virtual schools is also 

not allowed in the comparison states of Maryland and New Jersey, though Connecticut, District 

of Columbia, North Carolina, and Pennsylvania do allow virtual charter schools. 

 

Fiscal Issues, start-up funds and fiscal autonomy 

 

Delaware, as well as the 5 of the neighboring states, have clear fiscal and legal autonomous 

schools with independent public charter school boards, with only Maryland not yet achieving this 

high rating. Charter schools receive state funding calculated the same as traditional school 

districts. However, their local funding is based on a percentage rate from the year before based 

on the student’s district of residence, which is less than a student in a traditional school. Federal 

grants are another means of funding for charter schools, especially for start-up costs. The 

downside here is that Delaware Charter Schools do not receive capital for the purchase of a 

building or for construction. Like Delaware, the comparison states of Connecticut, New Jersey, 

and Pennsylvania do not have a model law provision for adequate authorizer funding. Only 

District of Columbia and North Carolina have a few legal provisions for adequate authorizer 

funding. 

 

Student Enrollment 

 

According to Title 14, an increase or decrease in enrollment of up to 5 percent does not require 

modification in the school’s charter. Because of the drastic increase in students from 6,549 in the 

2004-05 year to 10,370 in 2013-14, it is not surprising that the number of schools have increased 

from 13 to 21 during this time. Yet tight reigns continue to be held by Delaware to ensure that 

these schools are of high quality, and those who do not meet those requirements either have to 

adjust or be removed. If there were too many students requesting application for entry then a 

lottery would be required to select new students.
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Staffing and Collective Bargaining for Charter Schools 

 

Staffing, Labor Relations, teacher certification, and staff rights and privileges have all come 

under careful review since the initiation of Race to the Top to ensure better and high quality 

teachers, and support for faculty and staff for all Delaware schools, which includes the Charter 

Schools. Staff rights and privileges remains highly controlled and implemented by the State. 

Access to relevant employee retirement systems was only found to be in high standards through 

the NAPCS for Delaware and the surrounding states of North Carolina and Pennsylvania. One of 

the privileges for charter school staff or teachers is that preference may be given for enrollment 

to their children, as well as other children within the district or within 5 miles of the charter 

school, or to families who have other siblings at the charter school. Delaware, as well as the 

neighboring states of North Carolina, Pennsylvania and the District of Columbia received high 

ratings from the NAPCS in the area of collective bargaining. 

 

Accountability and Reporting Requirements 

 

Delaware requires an application of state standards and assessments to charter schools. 

According to the National Alliance for Public Charter Schools (NCPCS) Delaware passes 

quality-control measures during 2013 to ensure the growth of high-quality charter schools, this 

was not done in our comparison states. Also required, as mentioned earlier in the Race to the 

Top, is the disclosure of ongoing financial information insuring swift processing when problems 

arise, and decreasing lag-time between new application for charter schools and the process of 

opening their doors. Delaware continues to have a clear process for the Charter School’s 

renewal, nonrenewal, and revocation decisions, and has strengthened this process during the past 

two years with the enactment of the Race to the Top. Of the surrounding states, Delaware has no 

strong comparison and remains ahead of the game and is only one of 6 states with the high-level 

distinction. 

 

5.2 Summary of Research That Rate and Rank Charter School Laws 
 

Center for Education Reform (CER) 

 

When comparing the CER rankings, in 2002 Delaware received a rank of A and ranked in 4th 

place, and in 2006 Delaware ranked at an A, and was in 3rd place. The CER reported that 

Delaware scores decreased to 14th in 2011 and to 18th place in 2012 with a high grade of C. 

Those scoring in the low C, D or E include states that have schools that are “teaching to the test”, 

which “require schools to abide robotic processes, lack of rigor and lots of bureaucracy.” States 

scoring an A or B are reported to have “exceptional delivery”, however no mention is made of 

those who received a high or mid-range C score. A discrepancy exists between the CER and the 

NAPCS in their interpretation of the law and how it matches to the model law. Out of 15 

possible points for Independent and/or Multiple Authorizers, Delaware received 3 points for 

having multiple authorizers, however received nothing for the lack of an appeal process. Out of 

10 possible points for the Number of Schools Allowed Delaware received 9 points. Of 15 

possible points for Operational Autonomy, 3 for state autonomy, 4 for limited local autonomy, 

and 5 for teacher freedom, for a total of 12 points. Out of a possible 15 points for Equity 

Delaware received 6 due to the non-existence of faculty funding. The other grading, which 
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influenced Delaware’s score, was the potential increase or decrease in points for improvements 

in practice of quality and quantity, above what was required by law, in this case Delaware 

received a -2, because the CER views the Delaware cap as “a de facto cap by not encouraging or 

working to improve charter environment”. Utilizing the scaling of the CER, the work 

implemented by Delaware during the past two years of Race to the Top has not been recognized.  

Of the comparison states, only the District of Columbia (rated 1st) and Pennsylvania (rated 13th) 

were rated better than Delaware at 18th place.     

 

National Alliance for Public Charter Schools (NAPCS) 

 

Of the 43 states within the NAPCS report of 2013 Delaware moved up from 21st placement to 

17th. The major reason for this improvement was due to their leading involvement in the 

following categories: no caps, fiscally and legally autonomous schools with independent public 

charter school boards, automatic collective bargaining exemptions, multi-school charter contracts 

and/or multi-charter contract boards, and access to relevant employee retirement systems. Their 

improvement in clear processes for renewal, nonrenewal, and revocation decisions to high 

standing also helped their improved standings. Receiving an improved rating from below 

average to average in authorizer and overall program accountability system requirement, in 

required performance-based charter contracts, and in equitable access to capital funding and 

facilities all helped to improve their standings considerably as well.  

In addition to the impressive improved standings in these areas, Delaware is above 

average in how they provide comprehensive public charter school monitoring and data collection 

processes, providing clear student recruitment, enrollment and lottery procedures, and the 

automatic exemptions that are still available from many state and district laws and regulations. 

Of the comparable states only District of Columbia (rated 10th), and Pennsylvania (rated 13th) 

received higher ratings than Delaware’s 17th place rating. 

 

5.3 Discussion of Key Policy Issues Relevant to Oversight 
 

Overviews Strengths and weaknesses 

 

Since the 2007 Evaluation of the Delaware Charter School Reform (EDCSR) was conducted, 

Delaware has made many good attempts in providing quality education for its students, resulting 

in several changes, most of which have resulted in positive feedback. The most visual change is 

the dramatic increase reported in the EDCSR from 13 schools and 6,549 students in 2004-05 to 

the NAPCS reported 21 charter schools and 10,370 students in 2013-14. Although new 

admission paperwork is currently filed for new charter schools, Delaware continues to be 

selective and accepts only high-quality schools, which will make a major impact to the students 

under their care. 
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At the time of the NAPCS 2013 report Delaware had four areas that fell below average, 

which included having adequate authorizer funding, a lack of educational service providers being 

allowed, extra-curricular and interscholastic activities eligibility and access, and equitable 

operational funding and equal access to all state and federal categorical funding. These were 

deemed areas that were in need of improvement. It is important to point out however, that 

Delaware has been making an attempt at the latter two areas with the inclusion of Race to the 

Top and has only completed the second year of their four year model plan at this time, 

consequently it is not yet known if the other two areas of weakness will be included in this 

process.  

 

5.4 Conclusion 
 

It is unfortunate that the agencies that report how the state charter schools rank do not agree on 

their scaling and measurement techniques, which limits state to state comparison considerably. 

However, this researcher agrees that Delaware has made great strides toward their attempt to 

provide quality education for all students in Delaware. It is unfortunate that local funding of 

charter schools is not based at the same rate as traditional schools, and that capital is not 

available for the purchase of building or construction at school startup, which makes the process 

of a new school start up more difficult than traditional schools. Although Delaware still falls 

short in their attempt to achieve the targeted achievement set within their Race to the Top, the 

attempt is nonetheless in motion. Delaware has however improved considerably since the 2007 

EDCSR report and now provides career readiness and support, college preparation, and the 

improved use of the SAT for the majority of all 11th grade students. Furthermore, steps are now 

in place to insure quality teachers and school improvement and with needed help to maintain 

these areas through training and teacher, staff and school awards. Delaware is reported to be one 

of only 12 states in high standing for multiple-school charter contract boards and has clear fiscal 

and legal autonomous schools. The increase of reporting for financial information may seem as a 

negative to the independent charter schools, however its overall result both expedites the new 

charter school application implementation process and helps to consequently expedite the 

opening of these school doors, thus it is has a positive result in the Delaware charter school 

process. 
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Appendix A 

School Level Comparison on Student Race 

 
Aggregate results on student race for all charter schools and their corresponding 3 comparison 

public schools for school year 2011-12. 

 

School Name White African 

American 

Asian Hispanic Total 

Students 

ACADEMY OF 

DOVER 

11.70 84.04 0.71 3.19 282 

WILLIAM HENRY 

MIDDLE 

31.20 55.25 2.84 8.09 952 

KENT COUNTY 

COMMUNITY 

48.88 43.26 2.25 2.81 178 

B T 

WASHINGTON 

ELEMENTARY 

SCH 

28.77 60.62 0.68 6.16 292 

CAMPUS 

COMMUNITY 

47.79 34.50 1.63 9.56 429 

CENTRAL 

MIDDLE 

31.14 56.14 3.18 8.64 880 

KENT COUNTY 

ALTERNATIVE 

29.07 68.60 0.00 2.33 86 

KENT COUNTY 

COMMUNITY 

48.88 43.26 2.25 2.81 178 

POSITIVE 

OUTCOMES 

69.11 23.58 0.81 4.88 123 

STAR HILL 

ELEMENTARY 

64.62 20.36 1.38 8.10 506 

CAESAR 

RODNEY HIGH 

57.62 32.96 3.60 5.00 2,081 

FIFER MIDDLE 56.52 33.91 2.42 5.19 867 

PROVIDENCE 

CREEK 

64.03 27.91 1.73 3.88 695 

CLAYTON 

ELEMENTARY 

81.71 9.73 0.58 5.06 514 

SMYRNA HIGH 62.29 31.29 1.51 4.69 1,387 

SMYRNA 

MIDDLE 

64.60 28.04 1.40 4.56 856 

ASPIRA 

ACADEMY 

28.99 11.83 2.66 55.92 338 

SPRINGER 

MIDDLE 

62.45 28.80 4.62 2.67 823 

BUSH SCHOOL 47.80 20.13 3.14 3.14 159 



  

 

LOMBARDY 

ELEMENTARY 

64.81 20.56 6.30 4.44 540 

CHARTER 

SCHOOL OF 

WILMINGTON 

63.61 6.19 26.60 3.09 970 

CALLOWAY 

SCHOOL OF THE 

ARTS 

67.22 15.38 8.58 8.25 897 

BALTZ 

ELEMENTARY 

24.84 21.73 0.65 52.12 612 

A I DUPONT 

MIDDLE 

13.65 43.28 0.85 41.79 469 

DELAWARE 

ACADEMY 

PUBLIC 

SAFETY 

55.21 28.13 1.56 13.54 192 

HOWARD HS OF 

TECHNOLOGY 

13.28 74.97 0.59 10.58 851 

FIRST STATE 

SCHOOL 

38.89 38.89 5.56 11.11 18.00 

BANCROFT 

ELEMENTARY 

10.06 78.49 2.23 6.70 358 

DELAWARE 

COLLEGE PREP 

0.43 96.12 0.00 2.59 232 

A I DUPONT 

MIDDLE 

13.65 43.28 0.85 41.79 469 

HARLAN 

ELEMENTARY 

6.07 83.11 1.32 7.65 379 

WARNER 

ELEMENTARY 

3.14 77.08 0.37 16.64 541 

DELAWARE 

MILITARY 

ACADEMY 

83.81 6.47 2.16 5.04 556 

RICHEY 

ELEMENTARY 

59.45 14.43 1.99 19.90 402 

CONRAD 

SCHOOLS OF 

SCIENCE 

65.99 10.35 2.68 20.33 1,082 

DELCASTLE 

TECH HIGH 

37.07 37.20 0.88 23.90 1,481 

EAST SIDE 0.00 98.47 0.00 1.53 392 

HARLAN 

ELEMENTARY 

6.07 83.11 1.32 7.65 379 

STUBBS 

ELEMENTARY 

2.35 88.86 0.00 7.62 341 



  

 

A I DUPONT 

MIDDLE 

13.65 43.28 0.85 41.79 469 

FAMILY 

FOUNDATION 

4.61 72.46 1.98 19.76 759 

DOWNIE 

ELEMENTARY 

30.34 36.83 1.15 26.72 524 

NEW CASTLE 

SCHOOL 

25.56 60.15 0.00 12.78 133 

PENN HIGH 27.88 49.30 2.85 18.96 2,073 

GATEWAY 

CHARTER 

68.89 25.78 1.33 2.67 225 

READ MIDDLE 34.40 41.68 2.47 20.35 811 

PLEASANTVILLE 

ELEMENTARY 

38.39 42.03 1.34 17.47 521 

WILMINGTON 

MANOR 

ELEMENTARY 

38.11 23.56 0.69 35.57 433 

KUUMBA 0.00 94.68 0.76 4.18 263 

REACH 30.41 49.32 3.38 15.54 148 

BANCROFT 

ELEMENTARY 

10.06 78.49 2.23 6.70 358 

HOWARD HS OF 

TECH 

13.28 74.97 0.59 10.58 851 

MOT 73.82 12.50 8.09 5.29 680 

MEREDITH 

MIDDLE 

57.81 31.08 2.11 6.61 711 

APPOQUINIMIN

K ECC 

57.38 23.50 3.28 8.74 183 

BUNKER HILL 62.37 25.64 2.85 6.45 667 

MOYER 

ACADEMY 

1.65 89.56 0.00 8.24 182 

STUBBS 

ELEMENTARY 

2.35 88.86 0.00 7.62 341 

HOWARD HS OF 

TECH 

13.28 74.97 0.59 10.58 851 

SHORTLIDGE 

ELEMENTARY 

1.58 94.95 0.00 2.52 317 

NEWARK 

CHARTER 

66.00 11.21 12.55 4.16 1,347 

STUBBS 

ELEMENTARY 

2.35 88.86 0.00 7.62 341 

HOWARD HS OF 

TECH 

13.28 74.97 0.59 10.58 851 

MCVEY 

ELEMENTARY 

44.44 30.79 3.24 17.82 432 



  

 

ODYSSEY 

CHARTER 

69.20 16.41 5.08 7.28 591 

DOUGLASS 

SCHOOL 

17.86 73.81 0.00 8.33 84 

CALLOWAY 

SCHOOL OF THE 

ARTS 

67.22 15.38 8.58 8.25 897 

PULASKI 

ELEMENTARY 

4.17 38.16 0.22 56.80 456 

PRESTIGE 

ACADEMY 

2.01 95.30 0.00 2.01 298 

STUBBS 

ELEMENTARY 

2.35 88.86 0.00 7.62 341 

HOWARD HS OF 

TECH 

13.28 74.97 0.59 10.58 851 

BANCROFT 

ELEMENTARY 

10.06 78.49 2.23 6.70 358 

REACH 

ACADEMY 

19.74 75.90 1.03 3.08 390 

CLAYMONT 

ELEMENTARY 

45.74 33.29 9.40 8.26 787 

MAPLE LANE 

ELEMENTARY 

43.95 34.75 3.14 16.59 446 

TALLEY MIDDLE 47.62 40.23 6.64 4.89 798 

THOMAS 

EDISON 

0.54 96.77 0.13 2.56 743 

STUBBS 

ELEMENTARY 

2.35 88.86 0.00 7.62 341 

HOWARD HS OF 

TECH 

13.28 74.97 0.59 10.58 851 

SHORTLIDGE 

ELEMENTARY 

1.58 94.95 0.00 2.52 317 

SUSSEX 

ACADEMY 

86.76 1.76 2.65 4.71 340 

GEORGETOWN 

ELEMENTARY 

30.37 17.51 0.96 47.06 731 

GEORGETOWN 

MIDDLE 

31.46 15.83 1.80 43.89 499 

ENNIS 48.36 17.21 0.00 27.05 122 

 



  

 

Appendix B 

School Comparison of Disability Classification Proportions 
 

Aggregate results on percentage of students with disabilities, and disability classification for all 

charter schools, and their corresponding 3 comparison public schools for school year 2011-12. 

 

  

% Mild 

Behavior 

% Mild 

Learning 

% Serious 

Learning/ 

Behavior 

% Hearing/ 

Sight/ 

Sensory  

% Special 

Education 
Total 

Students 

ACADEMY OF 

DOVER 31.03 62.07 3.45 3.45 10.28 282 

WILLIAM HENRY 

MIDDLE 14.18 78.01 5.67 2.13 14.81 952 

KENT COUNTY 

COMMUNITY 65.17 8.99 9.55 16.29 100.00 178 

B T WASHINGTON 

ELEM SCH 13.79 75.86 3.45 6.90 9.93 292 

CAMPUS COMM 36.36 61.36 2.27 0.00 10.26 429 

CENTRAL MIDDLE 17.21 77.05 3.28 2.46 13.86 880 

KENT COUNTY 

ALTERNATIVE 11.63 48.84 38.37 1.16 100.00 86 

KENT COUNTY 

COMMUNITY 65.17 8.99 9.55 16.29 100.00 178 

POSITIVE 

OUTCOMES 43.42 47.37 9.21 0.00 61.79 123 

STAR HILL ELEM 10.87 86.96 2.17 0.00 9.09 506 

CAESAR RODNEY 

HIGH 18.73 73.31 5.58 2.39 12.06 2,081 

FIFER MIDDLE 20.87 73.91 4.35 0.87 13.26 867 

PROVIDENCE 

CREEK 33.33 66.67 0.00 0.00 4.75 695 

CLAYTON ELEM 5.13 89.74 2.56 2.56 7.59 514 



  

 

SMYRNA HIGH 16.15 76.56 4.17 3.13 13.84 1,387 

SMYRNA MIDDLE 21.77 66.13 6.45 5.65 14.49 856 

ASPIRA ACADEMY 12.50 75.00 12.50 0.00 2.37 338 

SPRINGER MIDDLE 20.21 67.02 7.45 5.32 11.42 823 

BUSH SCHOOL 22.15 75.32 0.00 2.53 99.37 159 

LOMBARDY ELEM 18.18 69.70 10.61 1.52 12.22 540 

CHRT SCH WILM 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.21 970 

CALLOWAY SCH OF 

THE ARTS 31.82 59.09 0.00 9.09 2.45 897 

BALTZ ELEM 1.92 90.38 5.77 1.92 8.50 612 

A I DUPONT 

MIDDLE 14.12 83.53 1.18 1.18 18.12 469 

DEL ACAD PUBLIC 

SAFETY 13.04 82.61 4.35 0.00 11.98 192 

HOWARD HS OF 

TECH 11.39 84.81 0.00 3.80 9.28 851 

FIRST STATE 

SCHOOL 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 18 

BANCROFT ELEM 9.80 80.39 9.80 0.00 14.25 358 

DEL COLLEGE 

PREP 12.50 87.50 0.00 0.00 3.45 232 

A I DUPONT 

MIDDLE 14.12 83.53 1.18 1.18 18.12 469 

HARLAN ELEM 36.36 49.09 12.73 1.82 14.51 379 

WARNER ELEM 7.92 81.19 9.90 0.99 18.67 541 

DELAWARE 

MILITARY 

ACADEMY 20.00 60.00 0.00 20.00 0.90 556 

RICHEY ELEM 20.00 75.00 2.50 2.50 9.95 402 

CONRAD SCHOOLS 

OF SCIENCE 15.15 72.73 3.03 9.09 3.05 1,082 



  

 

DELCASTLE TECH 

HIGH 17.01 80.95 0.68 1.36 9.93 1,481 

EAST SIDE 6.85 89.04 4.11 0.00 18.62 392 

HARLAN ELEM 36.36 49.09 12.73 1.82 14.51 379 

STUBBS ELEM 8.11 86.49 5.41 0.00 10.85 341 

A I DUPONT 

MIDDLE 14.12 83.53 1.18 1.18 18.12 469 

FAMILY 

FOUNDATION 15.91 81.82 0.00 2.27 5.80 759 

DOWNIE ELEM 13.64 84.09 2.27 0.00 8.40 524 

NEW CASTLE 

SCHOOL 24.73 43.01 31.18 1.08 69.92 133 

PENN HIGH 11.81 79.34 6.27 2.58 13.07 2,073 

GATEWAY 

CHARTER 44.44 51.59 3.17 0.79 56.00 225 

READ MIDDLE 12.26 75.48 8.39 3.87 19.11 811 

PLEASANTVILLE 

ELEM 18.60 76.74 0.00 4.65 8.25 521 

WILMINGTON 

MANOR ELEM 9.68 90.32 0.00 0.00 7.16 433 

KUUMBA 0.00 92.86 0.00 7.14 5.32 263 

REACH 9.46 22.30 53.38 14.86 100.00 148 

BANCROFT ELEM 9.80 80.39 9.80 0.00 14.25 358 

HOWARD HS OF 

TECH 11.39 84.81 0.00 3.80 9.28 851 

MOT 22.22 72.22 5.56 0.00 5.29 680 

MEREDITH 

MIDDLE 15.58 75.32 6.49 2.60 10.83 711 

APPOQUINIMINK 

ECC 10.00 80.00 0.00 10.00 10.93 183 

BUNKER HILL 15.38 76.92 5.13 2.56 5.85 667 



  

 

MOYER ACADEMY 17.24 77.59 3.45 1.72 31.87 182 

STUBBS ELEM 8.11 86.49 5.41 0.00 10.85 341 

HOWARD HS OF 

TECH 11.39 84.81 0.00 3.80 9.28 851 

SHORTLIDGE 

ELEM 13.33 82.22 4.44 0.00 14.20 317 

NEWARK 

CHARTER 18.68 74.73 2.20 4.40 6.76 1,347 

STUBBS ELEM 8.11 86.49 5.41 0.00 10.85 341 

HOWARD HS OF 

TECH 11.39 84.81 0.00 3.80 9.28 851 

MCVEY ELEM 17.14 82.86 0.00 0.00 8.10 432 

ODYSSEY 

CHARTER 8.70 91.30 0.00 0.00 3.89 591 

DOUGLASS 

SCHOOL 27.27 31.82 40.91 0.00 26.19 84 

CALLOWAY SCH OF 

THE ARTS 31.82 59.09 0.00 9.09 2.45 897 

PULASKI ELEM 13.16 84.21 2.63 0.00 8.33 456 

PRESTIGE 

ACADEMY 28.07 63.16 8.77 0.00 19.13 298 

STUBBS ELEM 8.11 86.49 5.41 0.00 10.85 341 

HOWARD HS OF 

TECH 11.39 84.81 0.00 3.80 9.28 851 

BANCROFT ELEM 9.80 80.39 9.80 0.00 14.25 358 

REACH ACADEMY 0.00 95.00 0.00 5.00 5.13 390 

CLAYMONT ELEM 45.79 43.93 7.48 2.80 13.60 787 

MAPLE LANE ELEM 8.70 76.09 4.35 10.87 10.31 446 

TALLEY MIDDLE 16.19 77.14 6.67 0.00 13.16 798 

THOMAS EDISON 16.00 84.00 0.00 0.00 6.73 743 



  

 

STUBBS ELEM 8.11 86.49 5.41 0.00 10.85 341 

HOWARD HS OF 

TECH 11.39 84.81 0.00 3.80 9.28 851 

SHORTLIDGE 

ELEM 13.33 82.22 4.44 0.00 14.20 317 

SUSSEX ACADEMY 50.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 4.12 340 

GEORGETOWN 

ELEM 27.87 72.13 0.00 0.00 16.69 731 

GEORGETOWN 

MIDDLE 15.07 80.82 4.11 0.00 14.63 499 

ENNIS 0.00 1.64 68.03 30.33 100.00 122 

 



  

 

Appendix C 

Mean Differences in Year-end Fiscal Balances Between Charter and 

Public Schools 

 

 



  

 

 

 



  

 

Appendix D 

Rubrics for Measuring Mission Accomplishment 

 
Delaware Charter Schools Missions’ Evaluation 2012/2013 

RUBRIC A 

 

 

School name and 

Missions 

Academic Financial Organizational/Student 

Retention 

Innovative or 

Unique 

Academy of Dover 

 

Open portals of 

opportunity for 

children and adults 

in the community 

through excellence 

in public education 

Improve pupil 

performance 

in Math  

 

2/2 Partially 

met - Not very 

specific and 

measureable. 

Improve 

Mosica to 

ensure 

economic 

viability 

Improve attendance. 

AOD has a 200-day 

school, which is higher 

than the state standard. 

 

Improve services to 

special needs students. 

Improved math 

program. In doing so, 

the school replicated 

the Singaporean 

model. 

 

Trainings and 

incentives to quality 

instructors and parent 

involvement 

programs. 

 

Partially met 

Campus 

Community 

Charter School 

 

To create and 

maintain an 

environment for 

learning that allows 

each student to 

maximize his or 

her potential in 

developing habits 

of mind, acquiring 

knowledge and 

skills, and 

demonstrating 

individual and 

social 

responsibility 

through the use of a 

social 

constructivist 

model. 

Improve 

Academic 

performance 

of students 

especially in 

Math and 

other DCAS 

targets. 

Reduce 

performance 

gap between 

CCCS and the 

state average. 

Conduct 

formative 

assessment. 

Provide 

algebra and 

pre-algebra 

classes. 

 

Partially met 

Expand 

school's 

financial 

resources base 

 

Financial 

Audit report 

had positive 

ratings 

Board development is 

the main target including 

hiring 5-7 new members. 

 

Improve behavior of at 

risk students and provide 

instructors with further 

trainings in this area. 

 

Develop an instrumental 

music club. 

 

 Partially met 

Student led 

Conferences 

 

After school and 

summer enrichment 

programs 

 

Recruit behavior 

coach. 

 

And mentoring 

 

Partially met 



  

 

Charter School of 

Wilmington 

 

The mission of The 

Charter School of 

Wilmington (CSW) 

is to engage highly 

motivated high 

school students 

with an interest in 

math and science 

by providing a 

challenging college 

preparatory 

curriculum in a 

safe, friendly and 

nurturing 

environment that 

integrates practical 

learning 

opportunities, sets 

high expectations, 

develops social 

responsibility and 

promotes a global 

perspective. 

Maintain 

academic 

excellence by 

providing 

instructors up 

to date 

trainings. 

 

Met - Not 

specific, 

though based 

on its 

performance it 

meets its 

mission goals. 

Become 

financially 

viable by 

using cost-

saving 

methods 

Meet the 970 peak of 

student enrolment 

Provide opportunities 

for children to learn 

technology, develop 

problem solving skills 

and critical thinking. 

Student grouping 

Junior Research 

Program and Science 

Fair 

The buddy program 

Science Ambassadors 

Science Expo 

 

Met 

Delaware 

Academy of 

Public Safety and 

Security 

 

The mission of the 

Delaware Academy 

of Public Safety 

and Security 

Charter School is 

to provide an 

optimum setting for 

cadets to graduate 

from high school 

and be prepared to 

succeed as they 

enter college or a 

career track by 

focusing on careers 

and skills in the 

Proficiency in 

Math and 

Reading by 

65%. 

 

Growth target 

met for the 

lowest 25%. 

 

Partially met 

Financial 

viability in 

spite of loss of 

a major source 

of state 

funding 

The goal is to meet two 

of the remaining 13 

standard requirements. 

Improve attendance 

from that of 92% to 

reach the reach the state 

average of 95%.  

 

Partially met- 

attendance still to reach 

state average 

 



  

 

first responder 

field. 

Delaware College 

Preparatory 

Academy 

 

Go to college. Your 

ultimate goal is to 

gain acceptance 

into a competitive 

college or 

university. Stay 

focused and Be the 

Dream. 

Reading and 

math 

proficiency 

lag behind 

state average. 

Closing the 

gap on reading 

and math is 

the main 

objective. 

 

2/2 Partially 

met 

 

Financially 

become viable 

with a positive 

cash flow 

Meet 80% of enrollment 

target. 

Improve students 

attendance of 95% 

 

Partially met 

Curriculum geared 

towards preparing 

cadets succeed in 

entering college. 

 

 

 

Delaware Military 

Academy 

 

The mission of the 

Delaware Military 

Academy is to 

prepare young men 

and women for 

their next level of 

education and to 

provide them with 

a foundation that 

leads to good 

citizenship. In 

addition, we will 

furnish them with a 

healthy mental and 

physical 

environment with 

military training as 

a requisite for a 

better 

understanding of 

the obligations of 

citizenship and 

self-discipline and 

to afford them 

opportunities for 

proper social 

activities and 

Improve 

cadets 

performance 

on SAT from 

that of 32% to 

100% 

Improve 

curriculum to 

help cadets 

ensure long- 

term academic 

proficiency by 

10th grade.  

 

Partially met 

 

Improve 

transparency, 

accountability, 

strong internal 

control and 

compliance. 

 Curriculum expansion 

to European history 

New instructional 

strategies 

School culture and 

Climate 

Parent and 

Community 

Engagement 

 

Met 

 



  

 

exposure to moral 

ideas 

East Side Charter 

School 

 

The mission of 

EastSide Charter 

School is to 

educate children in 

a safe, caring and 

nurturing 

environment so that 

they can excel 

academically and 

socially. We 

believe that all 

children are 

capable of 

mastering content 

standards and 

meeting social 

expectations when 

they have thorough 

understanding, 

adequate time and 

appropriate 

support. Students 

are viewed as 

individuals and 

every effort is 

made to 

accommodate each 

child’s unique gifts 

and talents. 

Meet the state 

standard in 

academic 

proficiency of 

65%. 

Pre-

kindergarten 

classes, 

Expansion of 

the summer 

enrichment 

program, 

Improved 

middle school 

math and ELA 

curriculum, 

And improved 

interim 

assessment 

 

Partially met 

Make the 

school 

financially 

more viable 

and reduce its 

reliance on 

philanthropy. 

Further improve 

attendance, right now, 

only 0.1% short of 

meeting state standard. 

 

 

Partially met 

The Teaching 

Excellence 

Framework is the new 

evaluation program 

developed. 

 

 

Met 

Family 

Foundations 

Academy  

 

To acknowledge 

the learning 

differences of each 

individual child 

and nurture the 

uniqueness of each 

family structure. 

 

Low 

socioeconomic 

students 

exceed the 

state average 

in ELA 

64.4 % 

 

Partially met 

 

 Meets 

standards  

Although 

paying a long 

term debt 

 

Met 

Improved attendance 

97.4% 

Virtual technology 

Implemented 

Interactive classes 

with iPads- Junior 

Honor societies to 

work with the 

community, and 

summer camps. 

Focus on academic 

programs 

Data team to make 

decision 



  

 

Gateway Lab 

School 

 

To provide an 

extraordinary 

educational 

opportunity for 

children who are 

struggling to 

achieve academic 

success in a 

traditional 

school 

environment, 

utilizing research-

based intervention 

strategies and a 

highly 

tailored, arts-based 

learning 

environment that 

seeks to identify 

and capitalize on a 

student's strengths 

and interests. 

To become a 

resource to the 

community as a 

center for the 

professional 

development 

and education of 

teachers, parents 

and students by 

providing access to 

the latest 

research-based 

curriculum, 

technology and 

training. 

Standards of 

Academic 

performance 

measured by 

the DCASS is 

still for bellow 

the standards 

 

Did Not Meet 

(Teachers 

work longer 

hours for less 

pay while 

teaching a 

challenging 

population 

Financial 

future is 

secure) 

 

Did not meet 

Does not meet standards  

 Attendance was 92.4% 

below the required 95% 

 

20 students withdraw  

Academic clubs 

incorporate art, music, 

drama use of 

technology  

Monthly parents; 

meetings engage 

parent s involvement 

 

Summer programs 

Kuumba 

Academy Charter 

  

To be Delaware’s 

premier arts-

integrated charter 

Meets 

standards, 

proficient in 

all areas 

  Meets 

standards 

Not Available  

Integrates visual and 

performing arts in the 

curriculum 

Adequate Parent 

involvement  



  

 

school committed  

to provide a 

rigorous high-

quality academic 

program in an 

environment that 

values parents - 

honors the 

individuality and 

unique learning 

style of each 

student, utilizes the 

arts as a tool for 

academic learning.  

Based on the 

Nguza Saba 

Priciples. 

 

Research based 

Singapore Math 

program 

 

Las Americas 

Aspira Academy 

 

To provide a world 

class education that 

prepares students 

through a dual 

language project-

based learning 

curriculum, to 

become healthy 

productive 

community 

members and 

leaders, with an 

expectation that 

every child, 

regardless of race, 

gender, ethnicity or 

socio economic 

level is college 

bound. 

Consistent 

growth ELA 

exceeding the 

state average 

Math 69.7% 

ELA 80.6% 

However its 

rate is still 

below the state 

standards 

Meets 

standards 

Does not meet 

Limited description 

33 students withdraw 

Dual language 

immersion program 

English & Spanish. 

21st century skills; 

collaboration, 

communication, 

critical thinking 

Academic  awards for 

students best 

performance 

The New Maurice 

J. Moyer 

Academy 

 

Does not have a 

mission. Web page 

(Low 

performing 

students  meet 

the fall to 

spring 

standards) 

Met (Attendance 82%  

Meet the standards 

Enrollment 50% from 

previous year) 

 

Did not meet 

Online learning 

platform 

-Recovery courses 

-Web design, 

Entrepreneurship, 



  

 

shows -It has a 

bilingual approach 

(English/Spanish). 

-Student learn by 

doing -Curriculum 

aligned with the 

Delaware standards 

-Welcome diverse 

ethnic, racial, 

language, and 

socioeconomic 

backgrounds 

Partially met green design 

technology  

 

 

 

 

MOT Charter 

School 

 

To provide a 

challenging 

curriculum in a 

safe and nurturing 

environment where 

all children learn 

and flourish. By 

utilizing diverse 

teaching strategies 

and exposing to 

student to a wide 

variety of 

educational 

experiences. We 

ensure that all 

children participate 

in and enjoy 

learning Develop 

personal 

responsibility -

Invite active 

participations of 

parents. 

Met Financially 

stable 

 

Met 

 It does not meet health 

and safety  

-15 students withdraw 

the school 

Attendance 97.3% 

 

Partially meet   

-Parents involvement 

-Community 

involvement 

-Student leadership 

development through 

programs 

-Foster research 

spaces  

Newark Charter 

School 

 

To promote high 

levels of student 

effort, achievement 

and decorum for 

children in grades 

Academic 

excellence  

All groups 

meet standards 

 

Met 

Met Ti meets 13 measures. 

38 students withdraw at 

the end of the school 

year 

It kept 99.3% of enrolled 

students during the 

academic year 

 

-Interdisciplinary 

curriculum, building 

knowledge from 

previous knowledge 

-Safe school 

Promote leadership 

Parent involvement 

survey 100% 



  

 

K12 in the greater 

Newark 

community by 

providing 

continuous, 

engaging and 

rigorous academic 

challenges 

grounded in a 

sequential core of 

common 

knowledge 

delivered in a 

community of 

students, educators 

and involved 

parents who value 

scholarship and 

appropriate 

behavior. 

Met satisfied, but no 

evidence 

Odyssey (Also has 

goal statement 

section) 

 

To prepare students 

for a lifelong 

enthusiasm for 

learning, develop a 

keen awareness of 

world citizenship 

and culture and 

establish critical 

thinking and 

problem-solving 

proficiency through 

the added learning 

of the Modern 

Greek language 

and Mathematics 

focus. 

Lifelong 

enthusiasm for 

learning 

 

Critical 

thinking and 

problem 

solving 

proficiency 

 

2/2 Partially 

met – Odyssey 

meets or 

excels in all 

academic 

areas but 

there is no 

specific 

measurement 

of these terms: 

lifelong 

enthusiasm for 

learning, 

critical 

thinking, or 

problem 

  Keen awareness of 

world citizenship and 

culture 

Partially met – 

Mention of dual 

language program 

and cultural 

connection in content 

areas.  No measure of 

growth, awareness, or 

gain 

 

Added learning of the 

Modern Greek 

language and 

Mathematics focus 

Partially met – 

Specific mention of 

additional block/class 

with “positive 

results” but no 

measurement of gain 

or learning 

 



  

 

solving.  

Report only 

describes 

current 

programs. 

 

Meets state 

standards 

 

Pencader 

No 2012-2013 

Annual Report 

 

-- 

 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

Positive Outcomes 

 

To provide an 

opportunity for 

children to learn in 

a safe, caring, 

respectful 

environment, 

where their 

individuality is 

valued and their 

individual needs 

are addressed. 

Individual 

needs are 

addressed 

Does not meet 

- School does 

not meet state 

standards for 

academics. 

 

Partially 

meets – Shows 

data for 

improvement 

in sub groups 

and 

specifically 

describes two 

programs in 

place. 

  Provide an 

opportunity for 

children to learn in a 

safe, respectful 

environment 

Meets – Testing done 

(SET) and shows 

growth in student 

attitudes and 

behaviors in safety 

and respect.  Included 

data to show decrease 

in behavioral 

referrals.  Describes 

two programs to 

specifically target this 

goal 

 

Individuality is valued 

Partially meets – 

Specifically mentions 

11 different programs 

currently running to 

individually support 

students but no direct 

measurement data. 

Prestige 

AR  

 

To prepare young 

men in grades 5-8 

for admission to 

and success in 

demanding college 

Success in 

demanding 

college 

preparatory 

high schools 

Does not meet 

– State 

  Admission to 

demanding college 

preparatory high 

schools 

Does not meet – No 

data, evidence, or 

description of 

admission rates.  



  

 

preparatory high 

schools. 

Academic 

standards 

Partially met – 

10th grade 

academic 

success 

predictions 

Partnership programs 

limited description. 

Providence 

 

Providence Creek 

is a tuition free 

alternative to a 

traditional public 

school.  At PCA 

we focus on 

academics, 

athletics, and the 

arts of kindergarten 

through 8th grade.  

This focus allows 

teachers to educate 

the whole child.  

The goal of the 

staff is not just 

teaching your child 

subject matter, it’s 

educating your 

child to become a 

better citizen inside 

and outside of the 

classroom.  We 

believe in a 

disciplined climate 

and high 

expectations for 

your child.  Our 

staff has strong 

relationships with 

students, parents, 

colleagues, and 

administration.  

This approach 

promotes helpful 

interactions that 

positively affect 

your community.  

Focus on 

academics 

Meets – 

Achieved state 

academic 

standards 

 

Teaching 

subject matter 

Partial – met 

most but not 

all state 

academic 

standards 

across groups 

and subject 

matter 

 

 Strong relationships with 

students, parents, 

colleagues and 

administration 

Does not meet – Limited 

description of “family” 

members and activities 

 

Disciplined climate 

Does not meet – No 

data, measurement or 

description 

 

Constant and evolving 

communication 

Does not meet – No 

data, measurement or 

description 

 

Collegiate-style campus 

Does not meet – No 

data, measurement or 

description 

 

Travel between 

buildings to attend 

classes 

Did not meet – No data, 

measurement or 

description 

 

Focus on arts 

Does not meet – 

Limited description of 

general program 

 

Educate whole child 

Does not meet – 

Limited description of 

general program 

 

Better citizen inside 

and outside of 

classroom 

Partially met – 

Specific mention of 

Service Learning 

programs and 

opportunities.  No 

data or measurement. 

 

High expectations 

Met – Specific data of 

only 1% of students 

who did not pass 

grade level 

 

Interactions positively 

affecting community 

Partially met – 

Specific mention of 

Service Learning 

programs and 

opportunities.  No 

data or measurement. 

 

Extension of 

classroom beyond 

four walls 



  

 

PCA is a close-knit 

family in which 

communication is 

constant and 

always evolving.  

Our collegiate-style 

campus allows for 

an extension of the 

classroom beyond 

four walls.  Our 

students travel 

between buildings 

to attend classes in 

art, music, world 

language, physical 

education, health, 

library, and 

technology.  The 

vast landscape 

allows for 

exploration and 

discovery of the 

world around us. 

Partially met – 

Specific mention of 

Service Learning 

programs and 

opportunities.  No 

data or measurement. 

 

Exploration and 

discovery of world 

around us through 

vast campus 

Partially met – 

Specific mention of 

Service Learning 

programs and 

opportunities.  No 

data or measurement. 

 

Reach 

 

Reach Academy 

for girls is a school 

that will provide a 

rigorous core 

curriculum based 

on scientific based 

research, strategies, 

and globally 

recognized best 

practice.  Our goal 

is to help all 

students in 

collaboration with 

the family and 

community, reach 

their highest 

potential and 

become leaders in 

their school, family 

and community. 

Rigorous core 

curriculum 

Partially met – 

Specific 

description of 

new 

curriculum 

 

Scientifically 

based research 

strategies and 

globally 

recognized 

best practice 

Does not meet 

– State 

standards 

were not 

satisfied 

Partially met – 

Explicit 

description of 

further testing 

 Collaborate with family 

and community 

Partially met – Specific 

description of several 

programs but no 

measurements or data 

Reach highest 

potential 

 Does not meet – no 

specific data 

 

Become leaders in 

school, family and 

community 

Partially met – 

Specific description of 

several 

programs/assessments 

(STEAM, SCM, EL) 

but no measurements 

or data 



  

 

data (DVM) 

and 

programming 

based on other 

assessments 

(DCSA, 

WIDA) 

 

Sussex 

 

 “As the school has 

evolved, it is 

evident that it has 

met the mission of 

the original 

founders.” 

The mission of the 

Sussex Academy is 

to prepare students 

for future academic 

success by 

providing an 

accelerated, 

supportive 

academic 

environment within 

a 

small school setting 

(From web page, 

Jan. 2014) 

Future 

academic 

success 

Does not meet 

– No data or 

measurement 

of HS success 

for Sussex 

students 

 

Accelerated, 

supportive 

academic 

environment 

Met – Exceeds 

all academic 

state 

standards 

 Small school setting 

Does not meet – 

Detailed demographic 

and enrollment data 

with no size 

comparisons.  Detailed 

information about 

planned growth (student 

number and facitities) 

 

Thomas A. Edison 

 

To provide a 

world-‐class 

education to 

students despite 

race, gender, and 

socioeconomic 

status. In 

compliance with 14 

Del. C.,§501, 

Thomas Edison 

Charter School 

intends “to improve 

student learning; 

encourage the use 

Improve 

student 

learning 

Partially met – 

State 

standards met 

for some of 

academic state 

standards.  

Specific 

descriptions of 

multiple 

programs 

 

Provide 

parents and 

 Provide parents and 

students with measure of 

improved school 

performance 

Partially met – State 

standards met for some 

of academic state 

standards.  Specific 

descriptions of multiple 

programs 

 

Greater opportunities in 

choosing public school 

Partially met – Explicit 

description of specific 

World class education 

Partially met – 

Explicit description of 

specific programs. No 

measurement data 

 

 

Encourage use of 

different and 

innovative or proven 

school environments 

and teaching/learning 

methods 

Partially met – 

Explicit description of 

http://www.sussexacademy.org/


  

 

of different 

and innovative or 

proven school 

environments and 

teaching and 

learning methods; 

provide parents and 

students with 

measure of 

improved school 

and student 

performance and 

greater 

opportunities in 

choosing public 

school within and 

outside of their 

school districts; 

and to provide for a 

well-educated 

community.”  

students with 

measure of 

improved 

student 

performance 

Partially met – 

State 

standards met 

for some of 

academic state 

standards.  

Specific 

descriptions of 

multiple 

programs 

 

 

programs. No 

measurement data 

 

Provide for a well-

educated community 

Partially met – Explicit 

description of specific 

programs.  No 

measurement data 

 

specific programs.  

No measurement data 

 

 

Delaware Charter Schools Missions’ Evaluation 2012/2013 

RUBRIC B 

 

Rating Code Rating description 

Met All areas of goal identified as accomplished or satisfactory in annual 

report 

For example, in the academic area, all score were green (meeting 

standard) or ELA and MATH scores were both high enough.  Also, 

all subgroups had high enough scores. 

Partially Met ANY one sub-section met in any category 

For example, in the academic area, students with low SES and 

student with disabilities did not meet standards but one subgroup 

(African American) did. 

Did Not Meet Did not meet standards in singular or all subsections of any category 

for that particular area of inquiry.   

For example, Red/pink on the academic charts and scores too low in 

both ELA & Math. 

No Evidence Goal or section of mission statement not explicitly measured or 

reported in the annual report 

 

See also EXCEL spreadsheet EMR 6520 AcadPerf Data DA Charter.  Need charts and data for 

other three sections. 

 

 



  

 

 

Delaware Charter Schools Missions’ Evaluation 2012/2013 

RUBRIC C 

 

School Category of Goal from 

Mission Statement 

(From Rubric A) 

# of Goal 

statements from 

mission 

(From Rubric A) 

#of Goal statements 

present in Annual 

Report and met or 

partially met 

Academy of Dover Academic 1 1/1 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

2 2/2  

 Innovative/Unique 4 4/4 

 TOTAL  TOTAL 7/7  

Campus 

Community 

Charter School 

   

 Academic 4 4/4  

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

3 3/3  

 Innovative/Unique 3 3/3  

 TOTAL  TOTAL 10/10 

Charter School of 

Wilmington 

Academic 1 1/1 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

0  

 Innovative/Unique 6 6/6 

 TOTAL  TOTAL 7/7 

Delaware 

Academy of Public 

Safety and 

Security 

Academic 2 2/2 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

1 1/3 

 Innovative/Unique 2 2/2 

 TOTAL  TOTAL 5/7 

Delaware College 

Preparatory 

Academy 

Academic 2 1/2 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

3 2/3  



  

 

 Innovative/Unique 2 1/2  

 TOTAL  TOTAL 4/7 

Delaware Military 

Academy 

Academic 3 2/3 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

0 0/0 

 Innovative/Unique 4 4/4 

 TOTAL  TOTAL 6/7 

East Side Charter 

School 

Academic 5 4/5 

 Financial 1 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

2 1/2  

 Innovative/Unique 1 1/1 

 TOTAL  TOTAL 6/8 

Family Foundation Academic 1 1/1 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

4 3/4 

 Innovative/Unique 2 2/2 

 TOTAL  TOTAL6/7 

Gateway  Academic 2 0/2 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

0  

 Innovative/Unique 4 2/4 

 TOTAL  TOTAL 2/6 

Kuumba Academic 2 2/2 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

0  

 Innovative/Unique 5 3/5 

 TOTAL  TOTAL 5/7 

Las Americas Academic 1 0/1  

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

0  

 Innovative/Unique 3 2/3 

 TOTAL  TOTAL 2/4 

The New Maurice Academic 1 1/1 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

0  

 Innovative/Unique 3 1/3 



  

 

 TOTAL  TOTAL 2/4 

MOT Charter 

School 

Academic 1 1/1 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

2 1/2  

 Innovative/Unique 6 3/6 

 TOTAL  TOTAL 5/9 

Newark Charter 

School 

Academic 2 2/2 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

1 1/1 

 Innovative/Unique 4 3/4 

 TOTAL  TOTAL 6/7 

Odyssey Academic 2 2/2 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

0  

 Innovative/Unique 2 2/2 

   TOTAL 4/4 

Pencader 

No 2012-2013 

Report 

 

-- 

 

 

-- 

 

-- 

Positive Outcomes Academic 1 1/1 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

0  

 Innovative/Unique 2 2/2 

 TOTAL  TOTAL 3/3 

Prestige Academic 1 0/1 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

0  

 Innovative/Unique 1 0/1 

 TOTAL  0/2 

Providence Academic 2 2/2 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

5 0/5 

 Innovative/Unique 7 5/7 

 TOTAL  TOTAL 7/14 

Reach Academic 2 1/2 

 Financial 0 -- 



  

 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

1 1/1 

 Innovative/Unique 2 1/2 

 TOTAL  TOTAL 3/5 

Sussex Academic 2 1/2 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

1 0/1 

 Innovative/Unique 0  

 TOTAL  TOTAL 1/3 

Thomas A. Edison Academic 2 2/2 

 Financial 0 -- 

 Organizational/Student 

Retention 

3 3/3 

 Innovative/Unique 2 2/2 

 TOTAL  TOTAL 7/7 

 



  

 

Appendix E 

Reading and Math Scores for Each Grade in 3 School Years for 

Each Charter School 

 

 
Figure E1.  Reading Score for Grade3 



  

 

 
Figure E2. Math Score for Grade 3 



  

 

 
Figure E3. Reading Score by Grade 4 



  

 

 

Figure E4. Math Score for Grade 4 



  

 

 

Figure E5. Reading Score for Grade 5 

 



  

 

 

Figure E6. Math Score for Grade 5 



  

 

 

Figure E7. Reading Score for Grade 6 



  

 

 

Figure E8. Math Score for Grade 6 



  

 

 

Figure E9. Reading Score for Grade 7 



  

 

 

Figure E10. Math Grade for Grade 7 



  

 

 

Figure E11. Reading Score for Grade 8 



  

 

 

Figure E12. Math Grade for Grade 8 



  

 

 

Figure E13. Reading Score for Grade 9 



  

 

 

Figure E14. Math Score for Grade 9 



  

 

 

Figure E15.  Reading Score for Grade 10 



  

 

 

Figure E16. Math Score for Grade 10 




