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SUMMARY 
 
Upon a suggestion from a member of the public, the 2013-2014 San Mateo County Civil Grand 
Jury (Grand Jury) examined whether public charter schools in San Mateo County (the County) 
were sharing information (such as teaching methodologies designed to promote better student 
outcomes) with traditional public schools in fulfilling the California Legislature’s intent of 
helping to increase learning opportunities for all pupils, regardless of enrollment in any specific 
school.  The results of this investigation lead to three major findings:  (i) charter schools in the 
County are generally not sharing information (such as teaching methodologies designed to 
promote better student outcomes) with traditional public schools, (ii) no formal avenue exists to 
foster such sharing; and (iii) the failure of charter schools to fulfill the legislative intent of the 
laws authorizing their existence may be moot, because in this county the organizational freedoms 
allowed by charter status do not seem to be a significant determinative factor in creating better 
student outcomes.2 Based on its investigation, the Grand Jury recommends that the County 
Office of Education facilitate more constructive communication between charter and traditional 
public schools. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Public3 charter schools4 were authorized in the state of California by the California charter 
schools act of 1992 (ca. Ed. Code §47600 et. Seq.) (1992 act).  The intent of the 1992 act 
included the goals of improving pupil learning, increasing learning opportunities “for all pupils” 

                                                 
1 “Frenemy” can refer to someone who really is a friend, but also a rival. The term is used to describe relationships both among 
individuals and groups or instituions. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Frenemy.  See also 
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/us/definition/american_english/frenemy.  Though popularized in recent media, the term has 
been in use since at least 1953 in both news media and comic strips. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Frenemy 
 
2 Whether charter schools provide better, worse or similar “pupil outcomes” is outside of the focus of this report.  (See Ca. Ed. 
Code §§47605(b)(5)(B) and (C), and §45604.5(d) for a discussion of “pupil outcomes”.) 
 
3 Unless otherwise indicated, any reference to a “charter school” or “charter” shall mean a public charter school.  See Ca. Ed. 
Code §47615, which provides in part “The Legislature finds and declares … Charter schools are part of the Public School System 
as defined in Article IX of the California Constitution [and] Charter schools are under the jurisdiction of the Public School 
System and the exclusive control of the offices of public schools… .” 
 
4 This report does not draw a distinction between “dependent” and “independent” charter schools.  For further information, see 
http://www.lao.ca.gov/1997/121197_charter_schools/sri_charter_schools_1297-part2.html, and 
http://www.scusd.edu/dependentcharters.   
 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Frenemy
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and stimulating improvements “in all public schools”5  to help achieve these goals, the 1992 act 
freed charter schools from the constraints of nearly every provision of the California education 
code – provisions which continue to govern the operation of traditional public schools in the 
state.6  Charter schools in San Mateo County do not report to, and are not operated under the 
auspices of the county office of education.  Instead, charter schools answer to the governing 
board of the school district which granted the charter establishing each such school.7 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Documents 

• The Grand Jury reviewed the documentation set forth in Appendix A including but not 
limited to: 

o  the websites, mission statements, charters, pending charter renewal applications, 
and strategic plans of charter schools and non-charter schools and school districts 
in the county; 

o relevant studies conducted by public and private entities; and 
o articles appearing in the general press applicable to the inquiry. 

 
Interviews 

• As part of its inquiry for this report, the Grand Jury interviewed: 
o Superintendents, Assistant Superintendents and former Superintendents of 

representative school districts across the County, educating students from 
kindergarten through 12th grade, and including both large and small districts, as 
well as districts with and without charter schools;  

o Leaders of charter schools or charter school organizations with schools in the 
County;  

o Multiple current or former political representatives knowledgeable about charter 
schools, including persons with experience advising the United States Senate and 
United States House of Representatives Committees on Education, serving in the 
California Department of Education and serving on education committees in the 
California State Assembly; 

o Representatives from the County Office of Education; 
o Representatives from private entities focused on the study of education, and of 

charter schools in particular; 
o Representatives from labor unions representing teachers in the County and 

teachers throughout California; and 
o Other individual third parties studying education and charter schools in 

California. 
 

                                                 
5 Ca. Ed. Code §47601.  Emphasis added. 
 
6 See, e.g., Ca. Ed. Code §47610 and 47605(l).  
 
7 See, e.g., Ca. Ed. Code §47604 through 47604.33.  Charter schools are required to file certain annual financial reports with the 
County Office of Education.  Charter schools are generally established by a petition signed by a minimum number of parents and 
or teachers, and which is normally submitted to and approved by the governing board of the local school district.  (See Ca. Ed. 
Code § 47605(a).)  
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DISCUSSION 
 
Charter schools have been granted freedom from most provisions of the California Education 
Code.8  This freedom has been cited as a key factor in the success9 of charter schools.  But is it?   
 
Certain freedoms which charter schools enjoy have a basis in state law including the ability of 
charters to utilize certain non-certificated instructors (including the ability to hire non-
certificated physical education associates and computer/technical associates, and to use 
community members as instructors), to utilize off-site learning opportunities, and to have more 
flexibility in how they count instructional minutes.10  Charter status may also give a school more 
flexibility in managing its budget.   Some of the key factors cited (by previous researchers and by 
persons interviewed by the Grand Jury) as differentiators between charter and non-charter 
schools, however, seem to be more smoke than fire. 
 
Education codes (in California and elsewhere) have repeatedly been blamed by researchers,11 
administrators of both charter and traditional public schools,12 and county-level education 
officials for preventing traditional public schools from implementing programs or procedures 
which might improve student outcomes.  In that same vein, the new Strategic Plan of the San 
Carlos School District (a district with nearly all charter schools) states that “The District’s status 
of having mostly charter schools allows it more flexibility to implement many of the changes 
envisioned in this plan… .”13  The Grand Jury’s conclusions in this regard, however, stand in 
direct contrast to this seemingly broadly accepted (or at least regularly repeated) view.  In 
particular, the Grand Jury finds that blame placed on the California Education code in this regard 
is misdirected. 
 
One of the most commonly cited hurdles to better student outcomes is the supposed inability of 
non-charter schools to offer longer school days or longer school years.  Longer teaching cycles 

                                                 
 
8 See note 5, supra. 
 
9 See note 1, supra.   
 
10 I.e., alternatives to traditional “seat time” requirements otherwise enforced by the Legislature. 
 
11 See, e.g., Booker, K., Gilpatric, S., Gronberg, T. & Jansen, D.  The Effect of Charter Schools on Traditional Public School 
Students in Texas:  Are Children Who Stay Behind Left Behind?”  (September 2005), finding that charters benefit by having 
“greater degrees of freedom in dealing with certain regulations” and the ability to “differentiate their product from that offered by 
traditional public schools”.  See also, Alexander, K. Can Traditional Schools Learn a Lesson From Charters’ Efficiency? (August 
18, 2012).  http://www.statesman.com/news/news/state-regional-govt-politics/can-traditional-schools-learn-a-lesson-from-char-
1/nRNcH/. 
 
12 Educational leaders interviewed by the Grand Jury referred to the Education Code as “very important” in the success of 
charter schools, claimed that the Education Code “restricts creativity” in non-charter schools, and cited leaders of non-charter 
schools as having a near-mantra of “If I didn’t have all these regulations…”.   
 
13 San Carlos School District Strategic Plan 2013-2018. 
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have been repeatedly cited as contributing to better student outcomes in research studies,14 by 
local education officials,15 and even by union representatives.16  The Education Code, however, 
does not prevent school boards, school districts and county offices of education in California 
from having longer school days or longer school years.  The applicable provisions of the 
Education Code set only a minimum number of school hours and school days.  It is within the 
purview of each district – irrespective of the charter or non-charter status of individual schools – 
to determine whether to extend the length of their school day and their school year.17  In fact, 
some school districts in California have already lengthened, or considered lengthening, their 
school year beyond 180 days.18 
 
The Education Code also has been blamed for “restricting creativity”19 of non-charter schools, in 
particular by forcing such schools to adopt curriculum from a list approved by the state,20 
(though any such a requirement, at least for the time being, does not exist).21  Officials from non-
charter schools also repeatedly indicated envy at the ability of charter schools to offer more 
professional development to their teaching staff.22  This, too, is an issue not generally arising 
from any restriction in the Education Code.23   

                                                 
 
14 See, e.g., DiCarlo, M.  The Evidence on Charter Schools and Test Scores.  The Albert Shanker Institute. (December 2011). 
Researchers concluded that longer school days and longer school years are a key factor in better student outcomes. The Shanker 
study reached its conclusion in part based on previous research efforts, including Hoxby, C.M., J.L. Kang, and S. Murarka. 2009. 
 
15 Leaders of both charter and non-charter schools and districts across the County cited longer school days and longer school 
years as key factors leading to student success (including but not limited to offering the ability to provide “more differentiated 
support” to students).  See also, the San Carlos School District’s Strategic Plan 2013-2018 (which calls for “extending and 
redefining the school day”) and the Ravenswood City School District Ravenswood 2009 response to the Final Report of the San 
Mateo County Civil Grand Jury, citing “the advantage of creating a longer day without additional compensation to staff as 
allowing charter schools to systematically offer families longer instructional days and an enriched curriculum”). 
 
16 Representatives of both local and state unions claimed that “The Legislature has set the school year at 180 days.” 
 
17 See California Education Code Section 46200 et. seq.; California Education Code Section 41420 et. seq.; and California 
Education Code Section 46112 et. seq.  See also the website of the California Department of Education.  
http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/eo/is/fap.asp. 
 
18 See http://www.ocregister.com/articles/districts-355225-school-plans.html?data=1 and 
http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:A6G77Hhd9Z4J:edsource.org/today/2013/lausd-discussing-200-day-
school-year/39426+&cd=2&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us#.UxVlzvldWSo. 
 
19 See further discussion, infra, regarding the importance of creativity by education leaders in creating better student outcomes. 
 
20 (See:  California Board of Education, State Board Adopted Instruction Materials; 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/im/rlaadoptedlist.asp.   
 
21 In 2013, California Education Code Section 60210 was added via AB 1246 (Brownley), which allows schools in California to 
use “instructional materials that have not been adopted by the state board pursuant to Section 60200.”  
 
22 Educational leaders interviewed by the Grand Jury indicated that teaching staff at charter schools in the County receive 
anywhere from 20-40 more days of professional development each school year than do their counterparts at non-charter schools. 
 
23 To the extent that some charter schools can offer additional staff professional development by temporarily replacing regular 
teachers with non-certificated instructors, restrictions in the Education Code may come into play. 
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The Grand Jury recognizes that hurdles exist in the road to longer instruction days or years, and 
potentially to more professional development for teaching staff.  But the hurdles for the most part 
are not embodied in the law; they more frequently live in the relationships between school 
districts and local, state and national teachers’ unions.24 
 
Both publicly25 and privately,26 charter school organizations in the County claim to be fulfilling 
– or trying to fulfill – the California Legislature’s intent that charter schools increase learning 
opportunities for all pupils and stimulate improvements in all public schools.27  Yet the Grand 
Jury’s investigation and interviews with such organizations revealed that real evidence of sharing 
lessons learned is scant at best.28 Charter schools in California are required to include in their 
charters both (i) their goals and (ii) planned annual actions to achieve those goals.29  Yet only 
one of the charters and mission statements reviewed as a part of the inquiry for this report 
directly stated any goal related to communicating or sharing information in any manner with 
traditional public schools in the county for the betterment of pupils.30  Furthermore, despite the 
claims of charter schools related to their missions and goals, the Grand Jury found no evidence 
of any actual communication between charter and non-charter schools in the County.  No 
administrator of any school district or traditional public school interviewed by the Grand Jury 
could cite any memory of being contacted by any charter school or charter school organization in 
the County in the context of sharing lessons learned by the charter.31  This is consistent with the 
findings of the 2008-2009 San Mateo County Grand Jury.32 

                                                 
24 See further discussion, infra, regarding the influence of unions vis-à-vis adopting new strategies and practices to create better 
student outcomes. 
 
25 James Gallagher, Aspire Public School’s director of instruction was quoted as stating that Aspire wants to “catalyze change in 
public education”, serve as a “beacon of innovation” and “pull some traditional districts with us.” See Tucker, J.  Charter Schools 
at Core of Teacher-Rating Debate.  (December 6, 2013). San Francisco Chronicle, page A1.  Aspire’s mission statement calls for 
its organization to “catalyze change in public education not just by opening and operating schools, but also by sharing the 
successful practices we’ve developed and honed along the way. … We don’t presume to have all the answers, but we do believe 
in the importance of sharing.” See Mission Statement of Aspire East Palo Alto Charter School, contained in Aspire East Palo 
Alto Charter School Renewal Charter for the term July 1, 2009 through June 20, 2014.  Summit Preparatory Charter High 
School’s charter material revision expressly quotes the legislative intent, and their mission statement states (in part) that “The 
school aspires to serve as a model for high schools endeavoring to prepare all students for post-secondary academic pursuits.” A 
charter school leader also cited their organization’s goal to “take our original mission as incubator of innovation and spread it far 
and wide.” 
 
26 Charter school leaders in the County spoke of sending “teams” of personnel out to “share information”, and of hosting 
educational and information sharing events to which they invited school leaders across the County. 
 
27 See note 3, supra. 
 
28 Leaders of charter organizations interviewed by the Grand Jury admitted that “far too little” sharing goes on, and that 
communication “could be better.”  While one charter school leader spoke proudly of sharing lessons learned across their own 
internal charter organization, they could provide no examples of sharing with non-charter schools in the County. 
 
29 Ca. Ed. Code §§47605(b)(5)A), 47605.6(b)(5)(a) and 47606.5. 
 
30 See note 25, supra. 
 
31 One charter school provided the Grand Jury with an extensive mailing list, but could provide no evidence of when or to what 
extent that list was actually used.  And no leader of any non-charter school district could remember ever being contacted.  Non-
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The 2013-2014 Grand Jury also found that greater assistance in fostering such information 
sharing could be provided by the County Office of Education (COE).  Although the COE 
sponsors regular meetings of educational leaders in this county (e.g., monthly meetings of district 
superintendents), representatives of charter schools are routinely not included in those 
meetings.33 While representatives of charter and non-charter schools do occasionally meet, those 
meetings generally are ad hoc and do not address the sharing of lessons related to better student 
outcomes.34  In addition, it appears that the charter schools in the County do not as a rule meet 
with each other in any organized fashion.35 
 
The COE is the logical entity to promote improved communication between charter and non-
charter schools in the County. While representatives from the COE have stated that the office is 
“trying to shepherd along more opportunities for information sharing,”36 this assertion was not 
validated by persons interviewed by the Grand Jury.37  In addition, certain education leaders 
expressed concern that meetings hosted by COE focused too infrequently on curriculum and best 
practices in teaching.38  
 
Furthermore, whether or not the COE focuses more closely on the relationship between charter 
and non-charter schools, the Grand Jury determined that (despite any mission statements or goals 

                                                                                                                                                             
charter educational leaders across the County cited “not a lot of conversation” about charter schools, a lack of any visits to charter 
sites, a complete absence of conversation with leaders of charter schools, no examples of information sharing between charter 
and non-charter schools, and no knowledge of whether charter schools were operating as incubators of change. While charter 
leaders were referred to as “gracious when we go to them”, multiple education leaders cited a lack of “reaching out” by charter 
schools in the County. As one leader summed it up:  “Real communication doesn’t actually exist.” 
 
32 See, What Grades are the Charter Schools in East Palo Alto Earning? San Mateo Grand Jury Final Report.  2009, which found 
a lack of communication between charter and non-charter schools.   
 
33 Representatives of charter schools indicated almost universally that they do not attend, and are not invited to attend, the 
monthly COE meetings.  (The exception is the San Carlos School District, with six charter schools and one non-charter school.) 
The Grand Jury found that charter organizations in our county are also notably absent from other educational conferences often 
attended by leaders of non-charter schools and districts (such as Education and Community Leadership conferences, annual 
superintendents’ symposiums, conferences, of school boards, Association of California School Administrator conferences, etc.).   
 
34 Charter leaders are likely to meet with non-charter educational leaders in their home district “if requested”, or “if there’s an 
agenda item related” to the charter, or “when necessary” (such as in those rare years where a charter is up for renewal).   
 
35 As stated by one charter leader, there is “no regular communication” between the various charter organizations in this county. 
 
36 The COE specifically cited an effort over the last 18 months to try “to do more outreach to charter schools.” 
 
37 Leaders of school districts in this county stated that the COE has not tried to communicate successes and/or failures of charter 
schools, that the COE is not shepherding opportunities for communication, that there is “not a lot of incentive” for the sectors to 
communicate, and that the COE does not provide “structure” to help foster communication.  As stated by one educational leader:  
“No one ever developed a mechanism to allow charters to share information.” At the same time, several charter leaders indicated 
that no one from the COE has tried to communicate with them, and that they have “no real relationship” with the COE.  One 
charter leader did not even recognize the name “Anne Campbell” (Ms. Campbell is the Superintendent of the COE.) 
 
38 As stated by one school district leader, “[e]very district has its own culture on how they serve students, curricular practices, 
etc.”  Thus while the COE meetings may focus on important topics (such as workers’ compensation, employee classifications, 
legal alerts, technology challenges, etc.) the subjects (even when discussing subjects like the transition to Common Core) are “not 
usually best practices related to teaching or student outcomes.” 
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expressed in official school documents or Grand Jury interviews) it is clear that there is not an 
easy relationship between charter and non-charter schools. The Grand Jury agrees with the 
conclusions of previous researchers who found that leaders of traditional public schools are more 
likely to make positive changes in their operations when charter schools exist nearby.39 The 
Grand Jury’s investigation revealed at least two material roadblocks which stand in the way of 
more robust avenues of communication:  an apparent underlying contentiousness between some 
members of the charter and non-charter factions, and the pure impact of the time and effort 
which cross-sector communication would require from already overworked administrators in all 
schools.  Overcoming these basic and emotional issues will require commitment by all parties. 
 
Studies across the country have cited underlying tensions between charter and non-charter 
schools.40  These adversarial feelings were regularly confirmed by leaders of both charter and 
non-charter schools in this county,41 as well as by others familiar with the relationships.42  The 
Grand Jury found that leaders of charter and non-charter schools expressed both (i) their own 
eagerness to open communication with the other “side”, while at the same time acknowledging 
(ii) a co-existing feeling that some emotional component (often blamed on the other party) 
prevented that communication from occurring.  Some tensions between the two sectors appear to 
be based on a fear by traditional public schools that charter schools are “stealing” students,43 

                                                 
39 The Manhattan Institute for Policy Research Civic Report found that district superintendents were more likely to make 
changes “to produce more appealing and effective schools” where charter schools existed.  Changes included new accountability 
for student performance, changes to budget processes, adoption of Montessori-style schools, addition of before-school and after-
school programs, and more.  That same 2000 report also concluded in part that “Principals adopt more innovations at their school 
in direct proportion to the competitive enrollment pressure that they feel.” Another study used 8 years of data to test the effect of 
charter schools on traditional public schools, and found a “positive and significant effect of charter school penetration on 
traditional public school outcomes.” Booker, et. al., note 10, supra. 
 
40 “[C]harter school advocates sometimes put forth a “we can do it better” attitude that can heighten tensions with traditional 
public schools.” Usable Knowledge: Learning from Charter Schools:  Lessons for Educators. Harvard Graduate School of 
Education. (March 2009). “Significantly, we found that there is often a fundamental hostility between traditional public schools 
and the charter schools.  Even in districts where the level of hostility is low we found little evidence that the schools in either 
sector have reached out to schools in the other sector. ….”)  Does Charter School Competition Improve Traditional Public 
Schools? Manhattan Institute for Policy Research (2000).  In 2009, the San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury described “a 
relationship lacking in trust” between charters and non-charters. What Grades are the Charter Schools in East Palo Alto Earning?  
San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury Final Report (2009). In fact, in 2009 the Summit Institute (which has run several charter 
schools in the County) sued the Sequoia Union High School District.  (See e.g. Charter School Sues High School District.  The 
Almanac.  Retrieved from http://www.almanacnews.com/news/2009/07/24/charter-school-sues-high-school-district on February 
18, 2014.) 
 
41 Various school district leaders in the County described the relationships between charters and non-charters as “inherently 
controversial”, “adversarial” and (with respect to charter schools’ authorizing bodies) even “antagonistic”.  These same leaders 
described a partnership “hurdle” fed by a feeling that charters have the attitude of “we’re better” than traditional public schools. 
And another educational leader interviewed by the Grand Jury stated that the “traditional system has seen charter schools as a 
threat.”   
 
42 The relationship between charter and non-charter schools was described by one researcher as “immediately fraught” with 
“social and financial tension.” 
 
43 See Harvard Graduate School of Education report, March 2009 discussing the issues surrounding charters taking students and 
the attendant per-pupil funding.  While charter school leaders deny any intent to “steal” students or funding, they do acknowledge 
a perception by non-charter schools that charters “pull from the top” of available students and “take away funds from bigger 
schools.”  Charter school researchers familiar with inter-school relationships in the County cited these exact perceptions as a 
basis for hostilities underlying the relationship between charter schools and traditional public schools. 
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along with the per-pupil funding dollars that follow the student.  These tensions, while perhaps 
not unique to the County, are not necessarily realized in other local counties.44 
 
Additionally, school leaders from both charter and non-charter schools cited simple lack of time 
as a hurdle to more robust communication.  As stated by one district leader, it “takes a lot of 
work… and it’s all on top of what is already a fulltime job.”45  
 
The Grand Jury also found that charter schools in the County haven’t yet figured how – or even 
why – to share information. One charter school leader stated that it would be “great” to actively 
share with other schools in this county, but asked, “what’s the mechanism?”46  Another charter 
school leader stated that, “there’s no disincentive” to sharing information, but there’s also a lot of 
incentive to stay “insular” (a term which was used by several interviewees).  A district 
superintendent in this county not responsible for charter schools echoed the same sentiment, 
wondering whether charter schools were proprietary about their teaching methods, and stating 
that “it seems odd that after 21 years [of charter schools] there really hasn’t been anything” in the 
way of deliberate outreach.47 
 
School administrators, however, are only part of the overall equation.  While unionization of 
teaching staff is not strictly a charter vs. non-charter issue,48 the Grand Jury cannot ignore the 
issue of unions vs. district administration in implementing solutions to create better student 
outcomes.49  Multiple studies looking at charter schools have cited the existence of teachers’ 
                                                 
44 While several interviewees noted the presence of certain “really strong hostilities” in the County, it was also noted that “if you 
step over the county line”, you find entirely different (and more positive) relationships between charter and traditional public 
schools.  The Grand Jury was offered examples of such positive relationships existing in the San Jose Unified School District, the 
San Francisco Unified School District, and the Oakland Unified School District.  Despite the public controversy over the number 
of charter schools in Oakland, more than one interviewee made reference to Oakland Unified School District’s Office of Charter 
Schools which seeks to, among other things, “act as a vehicle by which charter school lessons have a positive impact on the entire 
public school system.”  See, http://www.ousdcharters.net/.   
 
45 Another district leader told us that “It’s hard enough to make change happen in your own district”; there is no real time to 
think about what might be happening outside of your local boundaries. 
 
46 This same leader indicated that their charter organization is now doing “exploratory” work with school districts to determine 
whether those districts would be interested in hearing from the charter organization.  But even if the answer is “yes”, next steps 
are not so simple. The charter organization would then need to “develop a business plan and business case” for such sharing. 
 
47 In this same vein, a leader of one charter organization stated a need “to figure out where the demand is”, adding  “We don’t 
know if districts would be open” to receiving information from the charter school. 
 
48 Nothing prevents charter school teachers from unionizing.  The teachers in the San Carlos School District (which is comprised 
almost entirely of charter schools) are unionized.  The California Teachers’ Association has helped certain charter school staffs to 
unionize.  According to sources interviewed by the Grand Jury, each year in this county teachers at one or more charter schools 
approach union representatives to inquire about possible unionization. In addition, the California Teachers’ Association has 
developed a presentation specifically educating unions on the importance of engaging charter school teaching staffs.  
http://www.cta.org/en/Professional-
Development/Events/Conferences/~/media/Documents/PDFs/Conferences/2013%20Equity%20and%20Human%20Rights%20m
aterials/Charter201314Schools.ashx.  
 
49 Whether or not unions are in touch truly with their constituencies is outside the scope of this report. The Grand Jury 
predictably heard strong opinions and examples on both sides of this question from district leaders and from union 
representatives. 
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unions in traditional public schools (in comparison to generally non-union staffs at charter 
schools) as a negative influence on better student outcomes.50  In interviews related to this report, 
representatives of both charter and non-charter schools repeatedly cited the influence of unions, 
either directly or indirectly.51  In addition, district leaders across the county indicated that unions 
(from national to state to local levels) hinder districts’ ability to provide additional staff 
professional development, to institute longer school days or school years,52 to adopt before-
school and after-school programs, and to use broader criteria to evaluate teachers’ performance.53  
Conversely, union representatives interviewed in connection with this report stated materially 
different, yet equally reasonable positions, citing both fair compensation for teachers based on 
hours actually worked, and the ability of teachers (or any person) to continue to be effective as 
work days continue to increase in length.54  
 
The Grand Jury found that every issue between unions and district administrators ultimately 
turned on budgets and teacher compensation.55  The Grand Jury also found a disconnect between 
philosophies and behaviors with respect to unions’ and administrators’ ability to work together 
on behalf of students.  Both sides expressed (subject to a list of caveats) a willingness to listen to, 
and to talk with, the other side. But this stated willingness was overshadowed in many cases by 
posturing and finger pointing.  The Grand Jury concluded that it is not unions by themselves that 
are the “hurdle”.  The hurdles (with respect to unions) are both compensation and the ability of 
teachers to be able to continue to provide a quality education if additional obligations (for 
example, extended work days or work years) limit, rather than enable teachers’ effectiveness.  
                                                 
50 See, e.g. Harvard Graduate School of Education report (March 2009) citing freedom from unions as a key in being “able to 
mobilize quickly, and to institute changes faster than traditional schools.” 
 
51 One district superintendent stated that a school’s success depends on the district’s union contract (in particular as the contract 
relates to the length of a school day and the number of hours teachers can work).  Another district leader called unions “a 
challenge to flexibility and innovation, or even a blockade”, but “rarely a support.”  Yet another district superintendent feared 
delays in implementing district-approved plans for better student outcomes if the union opposes some key planned measures.  See 
also, Ravenswood City School District Ravenswood 2009 response to the report of the San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury, 
citing as a “major consideration” “the ‘freedom’ of academic program development afforded to charter schools without the 
restrictions of bargaining unit agreements”. 
 
52 The Grand Jury is sensitive to the argument that if one district changes its schedule, it can have an adverse effect on staff in 
the district who have children attending out-of-district schools where the out-of-district school does not change its daily or yearly 
schedule. 
 
53 Examples cited to the Grand Jury include teacher pay systems built on a “growth on the teaching continuum” rather than 
seniority, being able to use student achievement as part of teacher evaluations, having no set cap on the number of hours teachers 
can work, and the ability to remove teachers at-will if required. 
 
54 Union representatives, for example, state uniformly that they would support (i) more staff professional development “If 
[teachers] were compensated for it, and it is meaningful”, (ii) longer school years if teachers were adequately compensated, and 
(iii) adding both before- and after-school programs staffed by district teachers, subject to “fair treatment” of the employees.  The 
union representatives cited a concern over teachers “stretched past the point of being able to offer a good education.”  In addition, 
union representatives cited as potential hurdles compensation for teachers for all additional hours worked, the use of student 
performance in evaluations driving teachers away from teaching lower-performing or special education students, and the ability 
of failed professional (e.g. principal-teacher) relationships to negatively affect a teacher’s evaluation and career. 
 
55 Superintendents and district leaders claimed that unions refuse to accept longer working hours, even where the districts 
offered additional compensation and “further professionalization.”  Union representatives claimed that districts want teachers to 
work “the days without the pay.” 
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That hurdle is contributed to equally by representatives of the unions and of the administration of 
unionized schools/districts.56 

 
Even if the stars otherwise aligned, would all sides (including unions) be willing to work 
together more closely toward common goals?  From the research conducted in connection with 
this report, the answer is not clear.  One research group looking at this issue concluded that 
where hostilities exist, where incentive is low, and where time is a rare commodity, 
communication is unlikely to occur.57 The Grand Jury found this to be true in San Mateo 
County.58 
 
Furthermore, despite any other complicating factors, it is not clear who wants to listen to 
whom.59  Nearly all parties interviewed in connection with this report stated that more robust 
communication between the sectors would be beneficial, and leaders of both charter and non-
charter schools affirmed their willingness to play a part in that process.60  Conversely, there was 
an expressed desire by at least one traditional public school to not hear from charter 
organizations.61  This aversion to communication was confirmed by researchers familiar with 
school relationships in the County.62 Additionally, more than one person interviewed by the 

                                                 
56 The Harvard Graduate School of Education report (March 2009) found that with respect to implementing changes, unions “are 
usually willing to try new things when the districts ask.”  Union representatives interviewed in connection with this report 
admitted that “We do block practices”, but only those “that would be detrimental to teachers being effective in the classroom”  
(e.g. class size; increasing the number of student contacts).  Union representatives also stated that, as a rule, superintendents and 
school boards are willing to listen to union positions “on most issues”, but that “money is always the issue.” In some cases, the 
“hurdle” may be simply a lack of total available funds.  But sources interviewed by the Grand Jury indicated that more often, 
controversy arises from how district administrators and union representatives differ on how to allocate existing funds. 
 
57 “There is an expectation that the lines of communication between the two sectors [charter schools and traditional public 
schools] will be open and that information will flow freely between them. [But] the attitude of school district officials towards 
charter schools varies widely; districts that are hostile to charter schools are unlikely to encourage communication.  … [A school 
district official] suggested that there is little actual communication between sectors because there is no incentive for educators at 
charter schools to convey information back to the traditional public schools, as they are too busy and because many of them have 
little desire to communicate.”  Manhattan Institute for Policy Research Civic Report. 
 
58 Researchers familiar with the school relationships in the County stated that, as a rule, non-charter schools “don’t pay a lot of 
attention” to charter schools.  The exception to that rule is when a student’s performance materially improves after transferring 
from a traditional public school to a charter school, an occurrence which “rankles” the traditional public school in a way that is 
more likely to cause it to make changes. 
 
59 As stated by a leader at one charter organization, “We don’t yet know who is willing to work with us.”  And while many non-
charter leaders were “open to hearing” from charters, some interviewees again cited the perceived charter attitude of “we’re 
better than traditional public schools” as a hurdle to such communicative relationships. Furthermore, as stated in the Manhattan 
Institute for Policy Research Civic Report, “there is also evidence that officials of traditional public schools do not believe charter 
schools in these cities are beacons of innovation, particularly in terms of curricula.  Thus, even if lines of communication were 
open, in reality public schools officials may not want to listen.” 
 
60 One leader of a charter organization stated that their school(s) would be  “open and eager” to attend the quarterly 
superintendent meetings sponsored by the COE. 
 
61 As stated by one district leader, “We don’t want to hear from charters. Charters are not creative.  We are more innovative, 
more creative, and have better programs. … If I were told to go to [a local charter school] and learn what they’re doing, I’d say 
‘why?’”  
 
62 As stated by researchers familiar with charter and non-charter schools in the County, there is “potential” for lessons to be 
learned from charter schools in our county, “but it’s pretty low.” 
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Grand Jury expressed the concern that one school’s best practices may not be easily transferrable 
to other sites.63  The Grand Jury found that it will be human interactions, not laws, which will 
enable or inhibit changes contributing to better student outcomes in this county.64  Yet without 
some method of incentivizing deeper and more positive relationships, such as seeking outside 
funding specifically targeted toward collaboration, the outlook for such improved 
communication is not bright. 
 
In conclusion, the Grand Jury found many hurdles to the efficient flow of information between 
charter and non-charter schools in the County.  The Grand Jury finds that all of the following 
could contribute to better student outcomes in San Mateo County: 
 
 Establish an environment of improved cooperation65, in particular by both taking proactive 
steps to mend existing rifts in relationships, and by including charter school leaders in future 
County educational discussions and meetings.  Until existing hostilities are overcome, 
meaningful dialog benefitting students will always be hampered. 
 
 Hire strong leaders enabled to make change. Few of the recommendations in this report can 
be implemented absent a strong leader driving change and maintaining commitment throughout 
an organization.  Interviewees repeatedly cited the importance of leadership strength throughout 
educational organizations, from principals to superintendents to school boards, all supporting the 
same missions.  Strong leaders not only drive change and keep their teams focused, but also help 
to maintain morale among the “troops”.66  School leaders also must be willing and able to 
remove persons from the organization who are not helping to move the mission forward.67 
 

                                                                                                                                                             
 
63 One leader of a charter school organization agreed that other schools would benefit from knowing what his/her schools are 
doing, but at the same time admitted that “it’s not necessarily easily adoptable. It’s more of ‘how do you operate that way?’” It is 
thus not program-based, but thought-based. Conversely, a leader from another charter school organization acknowledged that 
while “change is hard”, lessons from their school “should be replicable anywhere”. 
 
64 Researchers have found that the attitudes of district leaders and principals are critical to leverage benefits.  See Manhattan 
Institute for Policy Research Civic Report.  “In our fieldwork, we found that district leaders and principals who are 
entrepreneurial and reform-oriented are using charter schools as a tool to increase their leverage over their schools and force them 
to institute new programs and improve performance.”  Id. However, the study also found that benefits do not accrue where 
“public school officials do not believe the charter schools actually provide new models or programs”. Ibid. 
 
65 As stated by one charter school leader, “Move past the past.” 
 
66 Leaders interviewed by the Grand Jury cited a “focused” (and even “visionary”) leader as one of the most important factors in 
changing the “inertia of the system”, and lauded in particular one superintendent described as a “master of keeping people 
focused on the mission”.  A district superintendent claimed that most positive changes in schools are driven by strong principals. 
Union representatives called the drive of the leader “very important” and “key”, and noted that “when we don’t have a strong 
leader, morale goes down.” 
 
67 While interviewees stressed the importance of a strong leader with “a very clear vision of where they want to go,” that leader 
must have the support of his or her superintendent and board, as well as staff buy-in.  And, as stated by one non-charter leader, 
“in that process, sometimes you have to get rid of people.”  As summarized by one interviewee: schools “need the right people in 
the right seats on the bus” … or they need to get those persons “off the bus”. 
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 Consider longer school days and/or longer school years.  Research of successful charter 
schools has repeatedly cited longer school days as one of the key driving factors.68  Educational 
leaders interviewed by this Grand Jury agreed that extended teaching time is crucial to achieving 
better student outcomes.69 
 Encourage creativity as a driving force in school leaders.  Inherent in nearly every factor 
cited as crucial to the success of schools was a simply stated but difficult-to-define concept: 
creativity.  Creativity as a strength in school leaders is not necessarily a new concept, and it has 
been cited in studies looking at successful schools.  The Grand Jury found it enlightening to see 
how much importance educational leaders in the County placed on this amorphous ideal.70  In 
terms of better student outcomes, leaders of both charter and non-charter schools referred to 
creativity and innovation as “critical”, “huge”, and “it’s everything”.  School leaders even 
credited creativity and innovation as leading factors in attracting and retaining teachers.  School 
leaders also stressed the importance of creativity and innovation in the context of our students’ 
future careers: many of our current students will be working in jobs few of us have yet 
envisioned.71 
 
 Implement meaningful mission statements, as they are crucial to the success of schools.72  
Leaders of both charter and non-charter schools across the County cited a strong mission 
statement as the “foundation” for the school, and “key to our success.”73  But mission statements 
                                                 
68 See The Evidence on Charter Schools and Test Scores. The Albert Shanker Institute. Policy Brief (2011). Based on its own 
research and data compiled by previous studies, the Shanker brief cited longer school days/years as key factors in better student 
outcomes. See also, Hoxby, C.M., J.L. Kang, and S. Murarka. 2009.  “Technical Report: How New York City Charter Schools 
Affect Achievement.”  NBER Working Paper.  Cambridge, MA:  National Bureau of Economic Research. Another report 
concluded that the single biggest influence of charter schools on traditional schools was the expansion of programs in traditional 
schools taking place before or after the traditional school day. (Manhattan Institute for Policy Research Civic Report)  
Furthermore, this County’s Grand Jury found in 2009 that one of the most important factors for a school’s success was an 
“extended school day with extra time to reinforce curriculum”. (What Grades are the Charter Schools in East Palo Alto Earning?” 
San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury Final Report (2009)). 
 
69 Educational leaders from all consistently cited a need for longer school days, with non-charter superintendents suggesting 
teacher hours of 8:00-5:00 or even 7:30-6:00.  Charter school leaders repeatedly named longer school days as key to their success 
model.  Certain Grand Jury interviewees were careful to note, however, extending the school day or school year could cause an 
adverse reaction in families who believe their students are already performing well. 
 
70 Creativity and innovation are not tied to school size.  Smaller schools (like many charters) may be able to move more quickly 
or nimbly.  But larger schools (like many non-charters) may have more resources to fund their creativity. One charter school 
leader in the county pegged their school(s) success in part to thinking creatively, but clarified that it was not based on charter 
status; “it’s based the way we behave”.  “We could do those things even if we were not a charter” organization.  With that said, 
not every interviewee tied creativity generally to success.  Union representatives cautioned against moving too quickly, and 
certain researchers noted that many successful schools follow a more traditional, “1950s Wonderbread® model.”  
 
71 As stated by one district leader, “Most kids will be doing jobs not yet invented today.”  See also the San Carlos School District 
Strategic Plan 2013-2018:  “In order to prepare [students] for the future and yet undefined careers…”. 
 
72 See, e.g.: The Albert Shanker Institute policy brief (citing as a key factor in better student outcomes mission statements based 
on academic achievement); and Graduate School of Education (stating that good schools exhibit “a stunning clarity of mission.  
Teachers, administrators, families, and students in these schools all articulate the mission of their school with clarity of common 
language and shared beliefs.  Nothing is ambiguous about the work of these schools; no one works at cross purposes.”). 
 
73 As explained by the leader of one charter organization, “Everyone understands the intent of the mission.  It’s in every school 
and in every teacher lounge.”  Another school noted that in the teacher hiring process, they “evaluate for philosophical match” 
with the mission statement.  Researchers interviewed in connection with this report echoed that sentiment, stating that success 
can depend in large part on a “huge consistency in school culture”. 
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must not just be words on a piece of paper. As stated by one educational leader in this county, 
there must be “unity of mission” and “a shared vision throughout the organization.”  
Accomplishing this goal begins with a strong and empowered leader. 
 
 Increase focus on student progress.  School leaders interviewed by the Grand Jury stressed 
the importance of frequent, data-based student assessments (as often as every two weeks).  These 
same leaders also cited the importance of personalized (or differentiated) instruction, along with 
dedicated advisory programs and a commitment to provide each student with an adult mentor 
whom the student knows is on his or her side.74  The concept of “student focus” should also 
include environments outside the school, including efforts to involve families in supporting the 
student’s progress.75 
 
FINDINGS 
 
F1. Charter schools and charter school organizations in San Mateo County are not actively 

sharing information with traditional public schools in the County. 
F2. No formalized, efficient avenue exists in the County for sharing of information between 

charter and non-charter schools, and in particular the County Office of Education is not 
adequately facilitating such sharing of information. 

F3. The California Education Code does not restrict a school’s ability to be successful or to 
implement policies or practices leading to better student outcomes. 

F4. Underlying contentions between administrators and teachers at charter and traditional 
public schools, as well as between school administrators and teachers’ unions, stand in the 
way of constructive collaboration beneficial to students in this county. 

F5. Longer teaching cycles (whether in the form of longer school days or longer school years) 
are likely to benefit students in San Mateo County. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
R1. By December 31, 2014 utilize the monthly superintendents’ meetings with the County 

Office of Education to develop and implement a written protocol to create more robust 
communication among the leaders of charter and traditional public schools, including but 
not limited to determining a method for including charter school leaders in relevant 
meetings of leaders of non-charter schools and districts. 

                                                                                                                                                             
 
74 One charter school official noted that “every student meets with their mentor at least every week.”  And a county-level 
education leader stated that “Kids need to know that there is at least one adult who knows them and cares about them.”  
Researchers interviewed by the Grand Jury expressed similar opinions, tying schools’ success in part to the idea that “every kid 
can learn” and “learning can be fun.” 
 
75 Both charter and non-charter leaders were consistent in stressing the importance of home environments which share common 
goals with the schools.  One local principal was lauded by a superintendent for hiring a coordinator specifically to work on family 
outreach.  Another district leader called parent involvement “key” and opined that once you have that family encouragement and 
support, better student outcomes “are like shooting fish in a barrel.”  
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R2. By December 31, 2014 develop in each County school district a plan to determine the 
viability of extending the school day. 

R3. By December 31, 2014 develop in each County school district a plan to determine the 
viability of extending the school year. 

R4. By December 31, 2014 develop, at a district level, detailed mission statements which 
include quantifiable goals designed to produce better student outcomes. Mission statements 
will be posted on a publicly accessible website. 

 
REQUEST FOR RESPONSES 
 
Pursuant to Penal Code section 933.05, the Grand Jury requests responses to the 
recommendations in this report as follows in accordance with the time periods set forth in Penal 
Code section 933(c): 
 
From the following governing bodies: 

• For each of the charter schools listed in Appendix A, the governing board of each such 
charter school 

• The governing board of each San Mateo County school district 
• The Board of Trustees of the San Mateo County Office of Education 
• Each San Mateo County school district 

 
The governing bodies indicated above should be aware that the comment or response of the 
governing body must be conducted subject to the notice, agenda and open meeting requirements 
of the Brown Act. 
 

Reports issued by the Civil Grand Jury do not identify individuals interviewed. Penal Code Section 929 requires that reports of 
the Grand Jury not contain the name of any person or facts leading to the identity of any person who provides information to 
the Civil Grand Jury.   
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APPENDIX A 
Partial List of Sources Reviewed 

 
California Education Code Section 47600 et. seq. (The “Charter Schools Act of 1992”) 
 
California Education Code Section 46200 et. seq. 
 
California Education Code Section 41420 et. seq. 
 
California Education Code Section 46112 et. seq. 
 
Does Charter School Competition Improve Traditional Public Schools?  Manhattan Institute for 
Policy Research, Civic Report No. 10 (June 2000). 
 
Challenge and Opportunity: The Impact of Charter Schools on School Districts. 
United States Department of Education (2003). 
 
Booker, K., Gilpatric, S., Gronberg, T. & Jansen, D.  The Effect of Charter Schools on 
Traditional Public School Students in Texas:  Are Children Who Stay Behind Left Behind?”  
(September 2005) 
 
Merseth, K.  Usable Knowledge: Learning from Charter Schools:  Lessons for Educators.  
Harvard Graduate School of Education (March 2009). 
 
What Grades are the Charter Schools in East Palo Alto Earning?  San Mateo County Civil Grand 
Jury Final Report (2009). 
 
Response to Charter Schools in East Palo Alto.  Ravenswood City School District  (August 28, 
2009). 
 
DiCarlo, M.  The Evidence on Charter Schools and Test Scores.  The Albert Shanker Institute. 
(December 2011). 
 
Alexander, K. Can Traditional Schools Learn a Lesson From Charters’ Efficiency? (August 18, 
2012).  http://www.statesman.com/news/news/state-regional-govt-politics/can-traditional-
schools-learn-a-lesson-from-char-1/nRNcH/.   
 
Sanchez, C. The Charter School vs. Public School Debate Continues”  (July 16, 2013). National 
Public Radio.  http://www.npr.org/2013/07/16/201109021/the-charter-school-vs-public-school-
debate-continues.  
 
Charter Petition of Arundel School (May 24, 2010). 
 
Charter Petition of Brittan Acres School (Revision to the January 7, 2005 Petition) (May 03, 
2010). 
 



2013-2014 San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury 16 

Brittan Acres Elementary School Mission (retrieved from 
http://www.brittanacres.org/about/mission/ on January 12, 2014). 
 
Charter Petition of Heather School (May 2009). 
 
Charter Petition of Tierra Linda Middle School (Revision to the October 29, 2005 Petition) (to be 
presented to the SCSD School Board May 10, 2010). 
 
Charter Petition of White Oaks School (May 2010). 
 
San Carlos School District Vision Statement (retrieved from http://www.sancarlos.k12.ca.us/our-
mission/ on October 22, 2013). 
 
San Carlos Charter Learning Center Charter Petition Renewal Submitted to the San Carlos 
School District for Charter Term July 1, 2012-June 30, 2017. 
 
San Carlos School District Strategic Plan 2013-2018 (retrieved from 
http://www.sancarlos.k12.ca.us/strategic-plan/ on October 22, 2013). 
 
Summit Preparatory Charter High School Charter Material Revision Submitted to the Sequoia 
Union High School District (June 6, 2013). 
 
Mission Statement of Summit Preparatory High School (id.). 
 
Bylaws of Summit Public Schools. 
 
Everest Public High School “Focus” statement (retrieved from 
http://www.everestphs.org/who_we_are/ October 24, 2013). 
 
Aspire East Palo Alto Charter School Renewal Charter for the term July 1, 2014 through June 
20, 2019. 
 
Mission Statement of Aspire East Palo Alto Charter School (id.). 
 
Aspire Public School’s statement regarding commitment to “Sharing Best Practices”.  (retrieved 
from http://aspirepublicschools.org/sharing-practices/ October 24, 2013).  
 
Aspire East Palo Alto Charter School Renewal Charter for the term July 1, 2009 through June 
20, 2014. 
 
Aspire East Palo Alto Phoenix Academy Charter Renewal Petition (May 2011) . 
 
Mission Statement of Aspire East Palo Phoenix Academy (id.). 
 
San Mateo – Foster City School District Vision and Mission Statement (retrieved from 
http://www.smfc.k12.ca.us/ December 01, 2013). 
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San Mateo – Foster City School District Strategic Plan (retrieved from http://smfc-
ca.schoolloop.com/file/1227639011815/1312018882542/6205113949646816514.pdf December 
01, 2013). 
 
San Mateo – Foster City School District Strategic Plan Talking Points (September 12, 2012). 
 
Sequoia Union High School District Board Polices (retrieved from http://www.seq.org/?id=193 
December 01, 2013). 
 
Jefferson Elementary School District Message from the Superintendent (November 2013) 
(retrieved from http://www.jsd.k12.ca.us/District/130476-Superintendent.html December 01 
2013). 
 
Jefferson Elementary School District Board of Education Goals (September 11, 2010) (retrieved 
from http://www.jsd.k12.ca.us/District/130475-Board-of-Education-Goals-February-11-
2009.html December 01, 2013). 
 
Approved Minutes of Special Meeting of the Jefferson Union High School Board of Trustees 
(August 12, 2012) (in particular as relates to the Summit Public Schools: Shasta Charter Petition 
– Public Hearing). 
 
Belmont – Redwood Shores School District Vision Statement and Goals (retrieved from 
http://brssd-ca.schoolloop.com/vision December 02, 2013). 
 
Ravenswood City School District Mission and Vision (retrieved from 
http://www.ravenswood.k12.ca.us/domain/3 December 02, 2103). 
 
San Mateo Union High School District Mission Statement (retrieved from 
http://www.smuhsd.org/cms/page_view?d=x&piid=&vpid=1381476674918 on December 01, 
2013). 
 
Website of the Partnership for 21st Century Skills. http://www.p21.org. 
 
Website for the Center for 21st Century Skills. http://www.skills21.org/.  
 
National Charter School Study 2013. Center for Research on Educational Outcomes, Stanford 
University. 
 
Charter School Performance in New Jersey. Center for Research on Educational Outcomes, 
Stanford University (July 01, 2012). 
 
Multiple Choice:  Charter School Performance in 16 States. Center for Research on Educational 
Outcomes, Stanford University (2009). 
 



2013-2014 San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury 18 

An Examination of what the CREDO charter school study does and doesn’t show.  Foundation 
for Education Reform & Accountability (August 20, 2009). 
 
The CREDO Study; Dubious Conclusions About New Jersey Charter Schools. “Mother 
Crusader” blog (November 27, 2012) (retrieved from 
http://mothercrusader.blogspot.com/2012/11/the-credo-study-dubious-conclusions.html on 
February 12, 2014) 
 
Linda Darling Hammond on the Common Core Standards. Diane Ravitch’s blog. (October 24, 
2103). (retrieved from http://dianeravitch.net/2013/10/24/linda-darling-hammond-on-the-
common-core-standards/ on February 12, 2014). 
 
Education Empowerment:  An ES Interview with Linda Darling-Hammond. (July 17, 2013).  
Education Sector at American Institutes for Research.  Education Sector, publisher.  (retrieved 
from http://www.educationsector.org on February 12, 2014). 
 
How Do You Define 21st Century Learning? Education Week.  (retrieved from 
http://www.edweek.org/tsb/articles/2010/10/12/01panel.h04.html February 12, 2014). 
 
Charter Extension Denied to Low Scoring School. (April 15, 2010). The New York Times.  
(retrieved from 
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/16/education/16sfcharter.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0,  
February 12, 2014. 
 
Website of the California Legislative Analyst’s Office. 
http://www.lao.ca.gov/1997/121197_charter_schools/sri_charter_schools_1297-part2.html. 
 
Website of the Sacramento Unified School District.  http://www.scusd.edu/dependentcharters. 
 
Website of the California Department of Education.  zttp://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/eo/is/fap.asp. 
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August 20, 2014 
 
The Honorable Lisa A. Novak 
Judge of the Superior Court 
c/o Charlene Kresevich 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center; 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655 
 
 
Dear Judge Novak, 
The Burlingame  School District reviewed the 2013-2014 Grand Jury Report 
entitled “Educational Frenemies: Can Charter Schools Inspire Better 
Student Outcomes in Public Schools in San Mateo County?”  
 
Below you will find the Burlingame School District’s response to the Grand 
Jury’s Findings and Recommendations as approved by the District's board 
on August 19, 2014: 
 
Grand Jury Finding #1. Charter Schools and charter school organizations in 
San Mateo County are not actively sharing information with traditional public 
schools in the County. 
 
Response: Partially disagree.  Charter and Traditional schools welcome 
visits from other professionals and share information informally at 
conferences.  However, there is currently no formal mechanism for sharing 
information between us. 
 
Grand Jury Finding #2. No formalized, efficient avenue exists in the County 
for sharing of information between charter and non-charter schools, and in 
particular the County Office of Education is not adequately facilitating such 
sharing of information. 
 
Response: Partially disagree.  Although there is no formal structure for all 
charter and non-charter schools to share information, the County Office of 
Education has invited charter school organizations to professional 
development and to topical meetings where ideas and practices have been 
shared informally. 
 
Grand Jury Finding #3. The California Education Code does not restrict a 
school’s ability to be successful or to implement policies or practices leading 
to better student outcomes. California Education Code could be simplified, 
revised, and less restrictive allowing both charter and traditional school 
districts more opportunity to be creative and serve the needs of students. 
 
Response:  Partially Agree. 

 



Grand Jury Finding #4. Underlying contentions between administrators and teachers at charter and 
traditional public schools, as well as between school administrators and teachers’ unions, stand in 
the way of constructive collaboration beneficial to students in this county. 
 
 
Response: Disagree.  This has not been the experience in the interactions the Burlingame School 
District has had with charter and traditional administrators in meeting settings, at professional 
development opportunites or at conferences.   
 
Grand Jury Finding #5. Longer teaching cycles (whether in the form of longer school days or longer 
school years) are likely to benefit students in San Mateo County. 
 
Response: Partially disagree.  Longer school days or teaching cycles alone will not improve student 
perfromance.  There are several variables that must be considered such as program, curriuclum, 
instructional practices, financial resources, and purpose of the extended time.  
 
 
Recommendations 
The Grand Jury recommends: 
 

1. By December 31, 2014 utilize the monthly superintendents’ meetings with the County Office 

of Education to develop and implement a written protocol to create more robust 

communication among the leaders of charter and traditional public schools, including but not 

limited to determining a method for including charter school leaders in relevant meetings of 

leaders of non-charter schools and districts. 

Response: The development of a formal structure for communication between leaders from 
charter and traditional public schools will have to be done under the guidance and direction of 
the County Office of Education. The Burlingame School District will defer to the Chair of the 
San Mateo County Superintendent’s Association and the San Mateo County Office of 
Education for discussion and direction on this recommendation. 
 

2. By December 31, 2014 develop in each County school district a plan to determine the viability 

of extending the school day. 

Response: Implementation of this recommendation will depend upon the negotiations with 
the District’s bargaining units, financial resources, student goals, curriculum development and 
staffing.   
 

3. By December 31, 2014 develop in each County school district a plan to determine the viability 

of extending the school year. 

Response: Implementation of this recommendation will depend upon the negotiations with 
the District’s bargaining units. financial resources, student goals, curriculum development and 
staffing.   
 

4. By December 31, 2014 develop, at a district level, detailed mission statements which include 
quantifiable goals designed to produce better student outcomes. Mission statements will be 
posted on a publicly accessible website.  

 
Response: The Burlingame School District has already partially implemented this 
recommendation through the goals listed in the publicly displayed LCAP Plan.   The District 
Mission Statement is  currently being revised to match the LCAP and Targeted Action Plan of 
the District.  
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August 15, 2014 
 
Honorable Lisa A. Novak 
Judge of the Superior Court 
c/o Charlene Kresevich 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center; 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655 
 
Re: Grand Jury Report: “Educational Frenemies: Can Charter Schools Inspire Better Student Outcomes 
in Public Schools in San Mateo County?” 
 
Dear Hon. Novak: 
 
As requested by the San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury, below please find the Cabrillo Unified School 
District (“District”) Governing Board’s (“Board”) responses to the above referenced Grand Jury Report 
(“Report”).  The Governing Board approved the following responses at their August 14, 2014 regular 
meeting.  Currently, no charter schools operate within the District’s boundaries, therefore many of the 
findings and recommendations made by the Report are inapplicable to the District and the Board may 
lack sufficient information to respond meaningfully to many of the findings and recommendations. 

 
Board’s Responses to Findings 

 
Grand Jury Report Finding 1 
 
Charter schools and charter school organizations in San Mateo County are not actively sharing 
information with traditional public schools in the County. 
 
Board’s Response to Finding 1 
 
The Board lacks the information necessary to fully respond to this finding as no charter schools operate 
within the District’s boundaries and the Board is not privy to the operation of other school districts.  
However, based on its knowledge and information, the Board generally agrees with the finding. 
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Grand Jury Report Finding 2 
 
No formalized, efficient avenue exists in the County for sharing of information between charter and 
non-charter schools, and in particular the County Office of Education is not adequately facilitating such 
sharing of information. 
 
Board’s Response to Finding 2 
 
The Board lacks the information necessary to fully respond to this finding as no charter schools operate 
within the District’s boundaries and the Board is not privy to the operation of other school districts.  
The Board acknowledges it is not aware of any “formalized, efficient avenue … in the County for 
sharing of information between charter and non-charter schools,” but the Board does not have sufficient 
knowledge to respond to the finding that “the County Office of Education is not adequately facilitating 
such sharing of information.” 
 
Grand Jury Report Finding 3 
 
The California Education Code does not restrict a school’s ability to be successful or to implement 
policies or practices leading to better student outcomes. 
 
Board’s Response to Finding 3 
 
The Board notes that the breadth of this finding and the scope of the Education Code make it difficult 
for the Board to “agree” or “disagree” with this finding.  Because of this breadth, the Board observes 
that in various ways the Education Code both restricts and does not restrict a District’s ability to be 
successful or to implement policies or practices leading to better student outcomes.  
 
Grand Jury Report Finding 4 

 
Underlying contentions between administrators and teachers at charter and traditional public schools, as 
well as between school administrators and teachers’ unions, stand in the way of constructive 
collaboration beneficial to students in this county. 

 
Board’s Response to Finding 4 
 
The Board lacks the information necessary to fully respond to this finding as no charter schools operate 
within the District’s boundaries and the Board is not privy to the operation of other school districts.  
However, based on its own knowledge the Board disagrees wholly with this finding.  The Board is 
confident that relationships among teachers and administrators within the District are advantageous to 
the students it serves. 
 
Grand Jury Report Finding 5 

 
Longer teaching cycles (whether in the form of longer schools days or longer school years) are likely to 
benefit students in San Mateo County. 
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Board’s Response to Finding 5 
 
The Board agrees that longer schools days or longer school years “are likely” to benefit students, but 
cautions against considering such a program in a vacuum without examining the other impacts of 
longer teaching cycles or the use of resources to support other options to benefit students.  
 

Board’s Responses to Recommendations 
 

Grand Jury Report Recommendation 1 
 
By December 31, 2014 utilize the monthly superintendents’ meeting with the County Office of 
Education to develop and implement a written protocol to create more robust communication among 
the leaders of charter and traditional public schools, including but not limited to determine a method for 
including charter school leader in relevant meetings of leaders of non-charter schools and districts. 
 
Board’s Response to Recommendation 1 
 
This recommendation is directed to the County Office of Education, therefore the Board cannot 
respond to or implement this recommendation. 
 
Grand Jury Report Recommendation 2 
  
By December 31, 2014 develop in each County school district a plan to determine the viability of 
extending the school day. 
 
Board’s Response to Recommendation 2 
 
The Board cannot implement this recommendation within the timeframe provided by the Grand Jury 
Report since the determination of the length of the school day is a long-range planning decision which 
should only be made after comprehensive review of the impacts of any changes and consideration of 
alternatives.  Additionally, the Board responds that the Recommendation is neither warranted nor 
reasonable given the current lack of the fiscal resources needed to study and/or implement this 
Recommendation.    
 
Grand Jury Report Recommendation 3 
 
By December 31, 2014 develop in each County school district a plan to determine the viability of 
extending the school year. 
 
Board’s Response to Recommendation 3 
 
The Board cannot implement this recommendation within the timeframe provided by the Grand Jury 
Report since the determination of the length of the school year is a long-range planning decision which 
should only be made after comprehensive review of the impacts of any changes and consideration of 
alternatives.  Additionally, the Board responds that the Recommendation is neither warranted nor 
reasonable given the current lack of the fiscal resources needed to study and/or implement this 
Recommendation.    
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Grand Jury Report Recommendation 4 
 
By December 31, 2014 develop, at the district level, detailed mission statements which include 
quantifiable goals designed to produce better student outcomes.  Mission statements will be posted on a 
publicly accessible website. 

 
Board’s Response to Recommendation 4 
 
The Board responds that it has already implemented this Recommendation.  Prior to the issuance of the 
Grand Jury Report, the Board voluntarily expended considerable time and resources to develop a 
community-based mission statement.  The District’s mission statement is located on our website at 
http://www.cabrillo.k12.ca.us/CUSD_topic/desc_mission.html.  In addition, the Board has expended 
considerable time and resources to develop quantifiable goals to produce better student outcomes.  
These goals are embedded in such documents as our Local Control Accountability Plan, our district-
wide Local Education Authority Plan, and our school-based Single Plans for Student Achievement.  
The District’s Local Education Authority Plan is located on our website at 
http://www.cabrillo.k12.ca.us/CUSD_file/LCFF_LCAP/LCAP-Board-Approved-June2014.pdf. 
 
The Governing Board of the Cabrillo Unified School District is pleased to provide this information to 
the San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury.  Please feel free to contact me with any additional questions 
you may have. 
 
Sincerely,    

 
Tony Roehrick, Ed.D. 
Superintendent/CUSD Governing Board Secretary  
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June 27, 2014 
 
Via email: grandjury@sanmateocourt.org 
 
Honorable Lisa A. Novak 
Judge of the Superior Court 
c/o Charlene Kresevich 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
 
Dear Judge Novak: 
 
Please accept this letter as the formal response from the Connect Community 
Charter School Board of Directors to the 2013-14 San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury 
report “Educational Frenemies: Can Charter Schools Inspire Better Student 
Outcomes in Public Schools in San Mateo County?” released June 9, 2014. 
 
The Connect Board of Directors reviewed the report and approved this response at its 
June 26, 2014 meeting, which was conducted in accordance with the Brown Act.   
 
Connect has just completed its first year of operations, and is not in a position to 
agree or disagree with the finding related to existing communications between 
charter schools and traditional districts (F1, F2, and F4).  We are in agreement with 
F3; we feel that the Ed Code allows a great deal of flexibility for instruction.  We also 
agree that more instruction, through longer days or academic years, is likely to 
benefit students (F5).  
 
With regard to the first recommendation of the report (R1), Connect is committed to 
the idea of sharing proven, research-driven instructional approaches to improve 
teaching in all settings.  We are especially interested in research on approaches 
shown to be effective in diverse populations that include traditionally disadvantaged 
students.  We support the idea of improving communications between district and 
charter leaders.  
 
Connect’s budgeting and planning process exists somewhat independently of that of 
the Redwood City School District, thought as our authorizer, the district provides 
oversight.  The board considers that Connect’s standard operations are aligned with 
the other recommendations (R2, R3, and R4) through our normal budgeting process, 
our accessible web site, and the Local Control Accountability Plan related to the Local 
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Control Funding Formula.  Connect does provides a slightly longer school day (R2) 
and school year (R3) than is typical, and we are explicit about our mission and the 
goals related to it (R4). 
 
The Connect Board appreciates the opportunity to respond to the Grand Jury’s report. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Whitney Wood 
President, Board of Directors 
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