
 

January 19, 2016 
 
TO:   Lance Mizumoto 
  Chairperson, Board of Education 
   
FROM:  Jim Williams 
  Member, Board of Education 
    
AGENDA ITEM: Report on the 2015 Charter School Listening Tour 
 

 

Executive Summary 
 

I. Background 

 

The Board of Education (“Board”) has oversight of the State Public Charter School 

Commission (“Commission”), pursuant to Hawaii Revised Statutes Section 302D-11.  Board 

members have received informal complaints from charter school leaders over the course of 

several years.  This includes complaints provided as a part of testimony at Board meetings 

as well as during informal meetings.  As a result, several Board members participated in a 

listening tour, which was designed to hear from a broad spectrum of charter school 

governing board members, directors, and staff.  Listening tour sessions were held on Oahu, 

Hawaii Island (Hilo), and Kauai, see Exhibit A (listening tour flyer), and invited people to 

provide their views on a variety of charter school issues.  The flyer was emailed directly to 

charter school governing board members and directors, went out in the Commission’s 

weekly newsletter, was posted on the Board’s website, and distributed through other 

channels. 

 

II. Listening Tour Session Participation 

 

The listening tour sessions were attended by representatives from approximately 75% of 

charter schools (25 of 34 charter schools).  There were total of 81 attendees,1 which 

included charter school governing board members, directors, staff, and stakeholders.  The 

same agenda was used at all of the sessions to loosely organize the discussion (Exhibit B).   

 

On behalf of the Board members and Board staff, I would like to extend our heartfelt thanks 

and appreciation to the schools (University Laboratory School, Ka ʻUmeke Kāʻeo Public 

                                                           
1
 Note that individuals that attended multiple sessions were only counted once, so the numbers broken 

down by island may be slightly different. 
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Charter School, and Kawaikini New Century Public Charter School) that graciously hosted 

these sessions. 

Oahu.  The Oahu listening tour session was held on Thursday, November 19, 2015 at the 
University Laboratory School from 5:00-7:00 p.m.  Board Members Jim Williams and Hubert 
Minn participated in the session and Board Staff (Alison Kunishige and Kenyon Tam) also 
attended.  11 charter school directors, 9 governing board members, 2 staff and, 6 
stakeholders attended.  A total of 12 charter schools were represented at this session. 
 
Hawaii Island (Hilo).  The Hawaii Island listening tour session was held in Hilo on Monday, 
November 30, 2015 at the Ka ʻUmeke Kāʻeo Public Charter School from 4:30-6:30 p.m.  
Board Members Jim Williams and Brian De Lima participated in the session and Board Staff 
(Alison Kunishige) also attended.  11 charter school directors, 15 governing board members, 
11 staff and, 8 stakeholders attended.  A total of 13 charter schools were represented at this 
session. 
 
Kauai.  The Kauai listening tour session was held on Thursday, December 3, 2015 from 
5:00-7:00 p.m.  Board Members Jim Williams and Margaret Cox participated in the session 
and Board Staff (Alison Kunishige) also attended.  3 charter school directors, 4 governing 
board members, 1 staff and, 2 stakeholders attended.  A total of 3 charter schools were 
represented at this session. 
 

III. Comments Received 

 

At these sessions, Board Members received a number of comments on charter school 

issues.  In an attempt to organize the comments for presentation purposes, the comments 

received at each session were sorted into seven categories:  commission mission and 

performance of duties; communication; commission staff, capacity, and turnover; multiple 

authorizers; retaliation; and oversight.  A detailed summary of the comments received are 

included in the attached exhibits (Exhibit C – Oahu session, Exhibit D – Hilo session, 

Exhibit E – Kauai session).  The following lists the key points for each of the categories. 

Commission Mission and Performance of Duties.  This category includes comments on the 

Commission’s mission and what it focuses on, the atmosphere between the Commission 

and schools, issues related to the State Public Charter School Contract (“Charter Contract”), 

the systems the Commission uses to evaluate schools and issue renewals of the Charter 

Contract, and oversight of Commission Staff.   

 

 The Commission’s focus is on compliance and not innovation and compliance is done in 

a negative and reactionary manner.   

 Schools are overburdened with compliance requirements that take administrators away 

from students, teachers, and their schools. 

 There is a lack of recognition of each school’s mission and any differences are perceived 

as lowering the bar. 

 The relationship between schools and the Commission and Commission Staff were 

described as contentious, antagonistic, oppositional, and where schools are always on 

the defense and are always presumed guilty.  There are working relationships with some 

Commission Staff members, but those staff members were not permitted to propose 

solutions to situations or voice their opinions. 
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 The Commission does not advocate for charter schools or support school success. 

 The Charter Contract should have been negotiated with each school.  Without the 

negotiation, the contract was not bilateral, as required by law.   Many schools signed the 

Charter Contract under duress because per pupil funds would be withheld otherwise. 

 There is a lack of oversight of Commission Staff by the Commission.  The Commission 

is viewed as a rubber stamp approving Commission Staff’s actions.  Schools do not get 

to evaluate Commission Staff or the Executive Director. 

Communication.  This category includes comments regarding communication between 

charter schools and Commissioners, Commission Staff, and attempts to communicate with 

the Commissioners through Commission Staff.  

 

 It is difficult to communicate directly with Commissioners because Commission Staff 

serve as a barrier.  This barrier was particularly evident with School Specific Measures 

and Charter Contract renewal criteria. 

 Because all Commission meetings are held on Oahu, it is difficult for neighbor island 

schools to participate and many have spent school funds to fly over and attend 

Commission meetings to try to communicate directly with Commissioners. 

 Commissioners are not actively listening to the schools and, as a result, are not making 

fully informed decisions.   

 There are issues with the accuracy, timeliness, clarity, and quality of the communication 

from Commission Staff. 

 It is difficult to communicate with Commission Staff because the communication is one-

way, critical, callous, adversarial, and non-responsive.  Attempts to consult with 

Commission Staff are rebuffed as being a request for technical support and no 

alternatives are offered. 

 Schools are not allowed to verify or refute information in the Commission Staff’s written 

reports to the Commissioners before the information is made public.  These reports have 

contained inaccurate information, which was damaging to the schools. 

 The rules are changed without effectively communicating these changes to schools. 

Input is not sought in advance, so schools are constantly reacting to changes. 

Commission Staff, Capacity and Turnover.  This category includes comments about the 

Commission Staff’s level of knowledge and the effect of turnover in the office.   

 

 Generally, the sentiment was that Commission Staff lacked capacity in the areas of 

education, charter school operations, culturally-based education, charter school funding, 

and the diversity of schools.  

 Many viewed Commission Staff as the real issue, not Commissioners.  Others said they 

were unable to separate the two because they were so intertwined.   

 There was mention of several Commission Staff members that schools were able to 

work with. 

 The Commission cannot provide technical assistance to schools, but it is unclear what is 

considered technical assistance. 

 Commission Staff did not appear to have policies or procedures that governed the office, 

which resulted in serious issues, which staff was unwilling to discuss or correct. 
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 There is a lack of consistency and continuity when Commission Staff members leave.  

Many of the best staff members have left over the last two years. 

Multiple Authorizers.  This category includes attendee responses to being asked whether 

they would be in favor of multiple authorizers.  Generally attendees advocated for multiple 

authorizers and stated that the Commission had jurisdiction over too many schools, which 

was viewed as a contributing factor in the failure of Commission Staff to provide appropriate 

supports and a reason Commission Staff has schools to do everything the same way. 

 
Federal Funds.  This category includes comments on federal funds that are distributed to 

charter schools through the Commission and the Commission’s preschool development 

grant.   

 

 Charter schools did not get Race to the Top funds, so they should get other 

concessions, like an extended Charter Contract term. 

 There were concerns about the Commission’s administration of the federal preschool 

grant. 

 Schools that were categorized as “Continuous Improvement” and schools impacted by 

natural disasters did not get financial support. 

 There was a lack of transparency regarding the timing and amount of funds distributed to 

schools and questions about whether charter schools were receiving their fair share of 

federal funds. 

Retaliation.  This category is for comments concerning retaliation by the Commission and/or 

Commission Staff against charter schools.  Vocal charter schools experienced retaliation 

from the Commission and Commission Staff, which used other agencies (like Department of 

Health, Ethics Commission, State Auditor’s Office, and the Department of Human Services) 

to silence schools. 

 
Oversight.  This category includes comments on the Board’s oversight of the Commission.   

 

 There were questions about whether the Commission was fulfilling all of the 

requirements of authorizer reporting in the Annual Report (Hawaii Revised Statutes 

Section 302D-7). 

 There were questions about the level of Board oversight of the Commission’s budget. 

 There were questions about whether the process of appointing Commissioners could be 

made more public and transparent and whether there could be a more diverse 

representation of educators that understand charter schools on the Commission. 

Legal Representation. This category includes comments on legal representation that charter 
schools receive from the Office of the Attorney General.   The deputy attorney general for 
the charter schools does not attend Commission meetings and will only respond to specific 
questions.  Schools are not allowed to retain pro bono attorneys. 
 
The Board also requested and received written comments, both at the listening sessions 

and after the listening sessions were completed.  These written comments are attached as 

Exhibit F. 
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IV. Conclusion 

 

The concerns that have been expressed during this listening tour are of such significant 

breadth and depth that more formal investigation by the Board is warranted.  I recommend 

the establishment of an investigative committee (a Permitted Interaction Group pursuant to 

Hawaii Revised Statutes Section 92-2.5(b)(1)) to determine if a special review is warranted 

and to review legislative proposals relating to charter schools (as described in my 

memorandum relating to “Board Action on designation of Board members to an investigative 

committee (a permitted interaction group pursuant to Hawaii Revised Statutes Section 92-

2.5(b)), concerning Board responsibilities under Hawaii Revised Statutes Section 302D-11, 

Oversight of public charter school authorizers and review of proposed charter school 

legislation,” dated January 19, 2016). 
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Exhibit A 
Listening Tour Flyer 

 
  



 

 

Board of Education members are interested in hearing from charter school 

administrators, administrative staff, and governing board members about their 

relationship with the Hawaii State Public Charter School Commission and its 

staff, their views on how the Commission is performing its duties, suggestions 

about how the Board should fulfill its oversight and evaluation duties and any 

other issues charter schools are facing.  The Board may consider this 

information when assessing Board oversight and evaluation of the 

Commission and the issue of multiple authorizers. 

  

Oahu 

Thursday, November 19, 2015, 5:00-7:00 p.m. 

University Laboratory School 

1776 University Avenue, Multi-Purpose Building 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 
 

Hilo 

Monday, November 30, 2015, 4:30-6:30 p.m. 

Ka ʻUmeke Kāʻeo Public Charter School 

1500 Kalanianaole Avenue 
Hilo, Hawaii 96720 

 

Kauai 

Thursday, December 3, 2015, 5:00-7:00 p.m. 

Kawaikini New Century Public Charter School 

3-1821 J Kaumualii Hwy, Hale Akamai #1 
Lihue, Hawaii 96766 

 

State of Hawaii • Board of Education • 1390 Miller Street, Room 405 • Honolulu, Hawaii  96813 
Phone:  (808) 586-3334 • Fax:  (808) 586-3433 • Website:  www.hawaiiboe.net 
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Exhibit B 
Listening tour agenda 

 
Hawaii Public Charter School Listening Tour 
 
Agenda 
 

I. Introductions 
a. Board/staff 
b. Charter school participants 

II. Statement re purpose of session (jw) 
III. Feedback from charter school participants (topic by topic) 

a. Charter School Commission – performance (accessibility, communications, 
decisions, charter contract, etc.) 

b. Commission executive director and staff – performance (accessibility, 
communications, support, charter contract, etc.) 

c. BOE oversight of the Commission 
i. Duties of Board per HRS 302 (D) 
ii. Appeals (not currently applicable, but might apply if action taken 

negatively affecting schools) 
iii. Evaluation – needed? Suggestions? 

d. Additional authorizer(s) 
i. Should the Board make this a priority? 
ii. Would current schools seek to move to different authorizer? 
iii. Comments/suggestions? 

IV. Other topics related to Board responsibilities (time permitting) 
V. Adjournment  
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Exhibit C 
Summary of comments received at Oahu listening tour session 

The comments from this listening tour session were categorized by subject matter, then they 
were arranged the order (greatest to least) of the number of comments made.  The intent was to 
organize the issues in order of what attendees were most interested in by looking at which 
issues were commented on most frequently. 

Commission Mission and Fulfillment of Duties.  This category includes comments on the 
Commission’s mission and what it focuses on, the atmosphere between the Commission and 
schools, issues related to the State Public Charter School Contract (“Charter Contract”), the 
systems the Commission uses to evaluate schools and issue renewals of the Charter Contract, 
and oversight of Commission Staff. 

A number of attendees commented on the lack of emphasis that the Commission places on 
innovation in charter schools.  The Commission’s focus is on compliance and finances, not 
innovation or the mission and community-based models the charter schools were founded on.  
There is a sense that innovation has become suspect and differences are perceived by 
Commission Staff as lowering the bar instead of enhancing programs to create something that 
students can be enthusiastic about.  Attendees described the differences they did not feel the 
Commission was recognizing:  differences between Department of Education (“Department”) 
schools and charter schools, differences between Hawaii charter schools and mainland charter 
schools, differences between the individual communities charter schools serve, and differences 
in the student demographics each charter school serves.  An attendee pointed to the fact that 
the Commission has only approved School-Specific Measures (“SSM”) for two schools (out of 
13 that applied) as an indication that innovation was not valued.  There was also a comment 
that the Department could benefit by looking at the practices charter schools are developing 
applying them to Department schools. 

There were several comments on the negative and reactionary nature of the compliance issues.  
When there is a problem at one school, all schools are questioned and an action is required 
from all schools.  Attendees discussed a recent example of this where the Commission required 
all charter schools to develop a theft policy on short notice.  The theory was that this was 
required of the schools because of a theft that occurred at one of the schools.  There were also 
statements that charter schools only find out which Board of Education (“Board”) policies apply 
to charter schools after something goes wrong.  There were also comments about financial 
monitoring:  how monitoring is instituted even if there is no large triggering event like missing 
payroll or failing to pay off a contractual debt; how financial monitoring makes it difficult for 
schools to apply for grants; the suspicion that the Commission failed to distribute all funds to the 
schools; and that the Commission was simultaneously withholding funds and instituting financial 
monitoring. 

A couple of attendees expressed frustration with the level of detail that was being scrutinized for 
compliance.  Attendees stated that the Commission should be focusing on higher regulatory 
issues, like performance criteria, but that instead compliance issues have been at a detailed 
level that school governing boards should be responsible for, or which are at a daily operational 
school level. 

Several attendees stated that the Commission did not advocate for charter schools and that it 
was there primarily to police the schools. 

The renewal criteria was approved by the Commission earlier the same day that the Oahu 
listening tour session was held.  Generally, attendees agreed that all schools opposed the 
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renewal criteria over the last six months.  The renewal criteria was described as really 
complicated and was criticized for creating new criteria and applying this new criteria 
retroactively.  An attendee stated that the revised version that the Commission approved was 
more well received; prior to that it was a much different proposal that people did not like.  There 
were comments about the way in which the Commission had made its decision on the renewal 
criteria earlier that day.  The version of the renewal criteria that was approved was posted the 
same day that the Commission made its decision, which left little time for review.  Moreover, the 
Commission made its decision to unanimously approve the revised renewal criteria without 
engaging in extensive deliberation, which was jarring to some attendees after it had appeared 
on the agenda for months.   

There were questions about whether the Board supported the change that the Commission was 
leading, with an emphasis on regulation and not innovation; what the intent of charter school law 
was and whether it was being implemented correctly; and whether charter schools were 
developed to respond to issues in the educational sector or whether the purpose was to address 
issues with education. 

Attendees raised the issue of the negotiation of the Charter Contract.  The position of several 
attendees was that the Commission should be negotiating a charter contract with each school 
and that without this negotiation, the contract was not bilateral.  Attendees also stated that many 
schools signed the charter contract “under duress” because per pupil funds would be withheld if 
schools did not sign the contracts.  Attendees stated that one deputy attorney general stated 
that deputies will not negotiate individual Charter Contracts, but there were seemingly 
contradictory statements made by another deputy attorney general who stated that the Charter 
Contract should be negotiated. 

Attendees expressed concern with the lack of oversight of Commission Staff.  Schools had not 
been asked to evaluate Commission Staff services.  An attendee stated that Commission Staff 
accountability for things like the inaccurate information that negatively impact schools and the 
ability to review Commission Staff would be a step forward. 

Communication.  This category includes comments regarding communication between charter 
schools and Commissioners, Commission Staff, and attempts to communicate with the 
Commissioners through Commission Staff. 

Several attendees commented on how difficult it was to communicate directly with 
Commissioners because Commission Staff often served as a barrier to this communication.  
This results in a number of things:  issues and concerns fall by the wayside if a Commission 
Staff member does not consider them valid; things like SSMs do not get reviewed by 
Commissioners unless Commission Staff believes that it is ready for approval; it looks like 
schools are not doing enough; and school input is ignored or disregarded until very late in the 
process. 

Moreover, attendees commented that it was hard to have discussions with Commission Staff 
because ideas get shut down and discussion and consultation are not permitted; some 
described communication with Commission Staff as one way, critical, callous, and adversarial.  
An attendee stated that the Commission Staff is working hard and doing a lot of good, and that 
some Commission Staff are good, but that they need to listen to the schools.  Charter schools 
that want to consult with Commission Staff are told that Commission Staff cannot provide that 
kind of support and no alternatives are offered.   

Attendees raised issues with the quality of communication.  When the aforementioned theft 
policy task was assigned, there were no accompanying instructions explaining the task.  Many 
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attendees expressed confusion about what the policy was supposed to address, how this 
applied to schools, and how to complete the task in a meaningful way. 

Attendees also raised issues with the timeliness of the communication.  The example of the 
renewal criteria was used.  Schools were advocating for school input on the renewal criteria, 
which had been on the Commission’s agenda since June, but school input and movement on 
the renewal criteria template did not occur until late in November and only happened after 
Commissioners heard directly from the schools. 

Commission Staff Capacity and Turnover.  This category includes comments about the 
Commission Staff’s level of knowledge and the effect of turnover in the office. 

Several attendees raised issues regarding the capacity of Commission Staff.  The general 
comment was that Commission Staff provided schools with inaccurate and incorrect information.  
This inaccurate information results in schools wasting time (both disputing inaccurate 
information and attempting to find the right answers on their own) and potentially exposes 
schools to liability when they act using such inaccurate information.  There were also comments 
on the range of knowledge Commission Staff exhibits with the example of one Commission Staff 
member not knowing what Western Association of Schools and Colleges (“WASC”) 
accreditation was.  An attendee commented that some Commission Staff members display a 
greater depth of knowledge.  There was acknowledgement that everyone (schools, the 
Commission, and Commission Staff) was doing the best that they could, but that there was a 
need to see how they could do better. 

Attendees commented on the lack of consistency and continuity when Commission Staff 
members leave.  Schools spend 3-4 years talking to one Commission Staff member and when 
someone new comes in they interpret or apply things differently.  Because of the high staff 
turnover, schools do not get accurate or consistent information.  Many of the best staff members 
have left over the last two years so the most helpful people are gone. 

Multiple Authorizers.  This category includes attendee responses to being asked whether they 
would be in favor of multiple authorizers. 

Attendees advocated for multiple authorizers to provide options and pointed out the benefits of 
multiple authorizers.  Multiple authorizers would allow for more school visits; currently 
Commission Staff only visits schools when they are on official business.  A comment was made 
that Commission Staff is overworked and they are trying to get everything done by making 
everyone march to the beat of the same drummer and that the level of staffing in the 
Commission office is not sufficient for providing charter schools appropriate supports. 

An attendee also stated that there is community support for multiple authorizers, as evidenced 
by the resolution that was recently passed by the Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs, 
supporting the creation of a second authorizer.  Another attendee stressed the urgency of the 
matter and the desire to address the issue more expeditiously through legislation. 

Retaliation.  This category is for comments concerning retaliation by the Commission and/or 
Commission Staff against charter schools. 

A couple of attendees raised concerns about retaliation from the Commission and Commission 
Staff.  This includes the Commission using other state agencies like the Ethics Commission, 
Department of Health, State Auditor’s Office, and Department of Human Services to silence 
schools.  Attendees stated that there are about 10-12 individuals, who have been most vocal, 
that are experiencing this retaliation.  An attendee described a connection between testimony to 
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the Commission and visits or inquiries from state agencies.  It was also stated that 
Commissioners were notified of the allegations of retaliation via oral testimony, but that 
Commissioners did not respond to this testimony.  Another attendee stated that Commissioners 
and Commission Staff had visited the school and did not feel that there was negative retaliation, 
but added that this school did not spend a lot of time questioning the Commission. 

Oversight .  This category includes comments on oversight of Commission staff as well as the 
Board’s oversight of the Commission. 

An attendee raised an issue with authorizer reporting and whether the Commission met all of 
the requirements outlined in Hawaii Revised Statutes Section 302D-72 with the annual reports 
that it produces. 

Legal Representation.  This category includes comments on legal representation that charter 
schools receive from the Office of the Attorney General. 

Board members inquired about how the Office of the Attorney General was organized to provide 
legal support to charter schools and the Commission.  Attendees clarified that the Commission 
has a deputy attorney general that represents it and that a different deputy attorney general 
represents all of the charter schools.  Schools have asked the charter school deputy attorney 
general to attend Commission meetings, but the deputy does not attend these meetings.  
Further, the deputy attorney general will only respond to specific questions.  Schools have 
asked for the ability to retain pro bono attorneys, but this request was denied. 

 
  

                                                           
2
 §302D-7  Authorizer reporting.  Every authorizer shall be required to submit to the board and the 

legislature an annual report summarizing: 
     (1)  The authorizer's strategic vision for chartering and progress toward achieving that vision; 
     (2)  The academic performance of all operating public charter schools overseen by the authorizer, 

according to the performance expectations for public charter schools set forth in this 
chapter, including a comparison of the performance of public charter school students with 
public school students statewide; 

     (3)  The financial performance of all operating public charter schools overseen by the authorizer, 
according to the performance expectations for public charter schools set forth in this 
chapter; 

     (4)  The status of the authorizer's public charter school portfolio, identifying all public charter schools 
and applicants in each of the following categories:  approved (but not yet open), 
approved (but withdrawn), not approved, operating, renewed, transferred, revoked, not 
renewed, or voluntarily closed; 

     (5)  The authorizing functions provided by the authorizer to the public charter schools under its 
purview, including the authorizer's operating costs and expenses detailed in annual 
audited financial statements that conform with generally accepted accounting principles; 

     (6)  The services purchased from the authorizer by the public charter schools under its purview; 
     (7)  A line-item breakdown of the federal funds received by the department and distributed by the 

authorizer to public charter schools under its control; and 
     (8)  Any concerns regarding equity and recommendations to improve access to and distribution of 

federal funds to public charter schools. [L 2012, c 130, pt of §2; am L 2014, c 99, §6] 
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Exhibit D 
Summary of comments received at Hilo listening tour session 

The comments from this listening tour session were categorized by subject matter, then they 
were arranged the order (greatest to least) of the number of comments made.  The intent was to 
organize the issues in order of what attendees were most interested in by looking at which 
issues were commented on most frequently. 

Communication.  This category includes comments regarding communication between charter 
schools and Commissioners, Commission Staff, and attempts to communicate with the 
Commissioners through Commission Staff. 

Attendees described communication with Commission Staff was described as one way and non-
communicative where calls and emails are not returned.  An attendee also made a statement 
about Commission Staff being out of sync with charter schools, as evidenced by the comments 
that the executive director made to Civil Beat in a recent article.  Another attendee commented 
that when certain charter school leaders start speaking, Commission Staff closes off.  Difficulty 
in communicating with Commission Staff was also attributed to personality and staff’s need to 
exert control over people. 

Attendees raised issues with the accuracy, timeliness, and clarity of communication.  One 
example discussed was the submission of graduation requirements.  Commission Staff asked 
all of the charter schools to submit their graduation requirements on the same day the request 
was made.  Commission Staff issued two subsequent communications correcting inaccurate 
information in the first request and extending the deadline by 10 days.  These multiple revisions 
were characterized by one attendee as harassment.  Another example discussed was the 
requirement that charter schools submit governing board meeting schedules.  An attendee 
stated that the executive director told a school that he would waive the six-day meeting notice 
requirement so the Board could meet sooner; which conflicted with the meeting schedule 
requirement and was not how the school’s governing board operated.   

Generally, Commission Staff and the executive director were viewed as barriers that filter or 
block information and stand between schools and the Commissioners.  There is no way to 
contact the Commissioners directly without going through Commission Staff.  As a result, 
attendees felt that Commissioners did not know what was going on, did not know about the 
issues schools face and questioned whether the Commission was getting the information it 
needed to make its decisions.  Comments ranged from the Commission Staff blocking 
communication because of a lack of understanding to the Commission Staff intentionally and 
dishonorably withholding information from Commissioners.  Attendees stated that 
communication with the Commissioners is further hampered by the fact that the meetings are 
only on Oahu and people on neighbor islands can only testify by phone, there is no video, and 
testifiers only get two minutes to testify.  As a result, many charter schools have been using 
their limited resources to travel to Oahu to make sure that they have a presence at Commission 
meetings.   

The Commission was also described as a rubber stamp for the Commission Staff.  One 
attendee questioned whether the chairperson or the executive director is leading the 
Commission, with another pointing out that during Commission meetings the executive director 
sits next to the chairperson and whispers and passes notes to her.  An attendee also alleged 
that the Commission violated Sunshine Law by holding a secret meeting regarding a school.  
Another commented that the Commission listens to certain key players, but they do not get all 
the facts necessary to make their decisions. 
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When asked about whether Commissioners visited schools in the last year, attendees stated 
that several Commissioners (Commissioners Jill Baldemor, Peter Hanohano, and Kalehua 
Krug) had visited some schools, but one school stated that during their school visit they could 
not engage with the Commissioner without the Commission Staff member being involved.  
Another attendee stated that there was very little response from Commissioners when they 
were invited to a graduation and accreditation celebration for Hawaiian focused schools.  An 
attendee commended Commissioners Kalehua Krug and Ernest Nishizaki for attending the 
Commission’s listening session on the renewal criteria and Commissioner Peter Hanohano was 
described as a “voice of reason” when schools ask for financial and academic concessions. 

Attendees stated that much of the information that the executive director provides to the 
Commissioners is in the form of reports, and that the schools are not allowed to verify or refute 
the information in these reports before the meeting.  A couple of attendees described incidents 
where reports were issued with inaccurate information, which was damaging to the schools.  At 
times the information issued in these reports was changed without prior notice to the school.  
Attendees further stated that the information was made public without Commission Staff having 
conversations with the schools affected or reviewing the information try to determine why the 
numbers look the way they do. 

Several attendees also stated that Commission Staff changed the rules without communicating 
the changes to schools, changes that have a significant impact on a school’s ability to meet 
things like fiscal requirements.  Further, Commission Staff failed to provide the schools with the 
information that they need to do essential things, like develop their budgets.  For example, 
schools were asked to develop budgets without knowing how much they would receive in 
federal Impact Aid.  Also, School-Specific Measures (“SSM”) are a part of the system that the 
Commission uses to evaluate schools, but the Commission was not clear on these, and as a 
result only two schools have SSMs.  An attendee stated that Epicenter was helpful for mapping 
out tasks, but that tasks get inserted throughout the year and it is not clear whether the 
Commission is aware of those additional tasks or how schools are rated on the additional tasks.   

Commission Mission and Fulfillment of Duties.  This category includes comments on the 
Commission’s mission and what it focuses on, the atmosphere between the Commission and 
schools, issues related to the State Public Charter School Contract (“Charter Contract”), the 
systems the Commission uses to evaluate schools and issue renewals of the Charter Contract, 
and oversight of Commission Staff. 

Attendees described the relationship with the Commission and Commission Staff as 
contentious, one where the schools are always on the defense and reacting, antagonistic, a 
“gotcha” atmosphere, morale deflating for school leaders and teachers, an “us and them” 
situation, a “let’s go get the schools” attitude, oppositional, and one where schools were 
presumed guilty and had to constantly prove their innocence.  One attendee described this 
atmosphere as more than a feeling, that it was something that was constantly “hitting you in the 
face.”  A couple attendees said that they had a working relationship with certain Commission 
Staff members, but that these Commission Staff members could not provide their personal 
perspectives or propose solutions to situations.  Many attendees stated that there was a lot of 
emphasis on the compliance side and a complete absence of support for school success and 
advocating for charter schools.  These compliance requirements are constant and take away 
from their work of educating children. 

Two specific examples were given:  requiring a criminal activities policy and governing board 
meeting minutes.  The first task required schools to draft and get governing board approval of a 
criminal activities policy within a short amount of time, which did not take into account the time it 
takes to draft a policy and get it approved by a school’s governing board.  Many governing 
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boards meet once a month and some meet quarterly.  As to the second task, there was 
confusion regarding the requirement that schools post governing board minutes and a school 
was asked to post its minutes even if the minutes were not approved by the governing board. 

Attendees discussed the Commission’s attempts to label schools and put them into boxes which 
did not take into account the schools’ missions.  This included labeling schools as priority or 
focus labels under Strive HI when the numbers did not reflect what the school was actually 
doing.  Instead, the focus is on test scores.  The Commission has denied schools academic or 
financial considerations or to look at the demographics of the student population a school is 
serving.   

An attendee stated that the system that the Commission uses to evaluate schools violates the 
spirit of charter schools.  Another attendee raised the fact that up until the fourth draft of the 
renewal criteria, schools were not allowed to appeal the Commission’s decision to the Board, 
even though the appeals process is in the law.  Even though the Commission is granting all 
schools three year contracts, it is still going to use data from past years, which puts the schools 
into categories that they cannot get out of.  No one understands the evaluation process that the 
Commission uses because charter schools get rated by the Strive HI performance system 
(“Strive HI”), then go through as second evaluation process with the Commission’s Academic 
Performance Framework that changes the Strive HI ratings. 

The lack of support for innovation was raised a couple of times and the fact that the 
Commission needs to start valuing and harnessing the innovation in charter schools and 
partnering with schools to accomplish this.   

A comment was made that the Department supported its schools through natural disasters, but 
the Commission did not support charter schools through these same disasters.  After the 
disasters, the schools affected were not given academic or financial considerations. 

Attendees were asked about the attitude of the Commission and Commission Staff towards 
schools approved by the Commission, versus existing schools.  The attitude toward new 
schools was described as a mixture of “can-do” and compliance and that new schools did not 
get any special treatment as evidenced by the fact that they shared many of the same 
experiences as other attendees. 

An attendee raised the issue of Western Association of Schools and Colleges (“WASC”) 
accreditation, which Commission Staff does not value, but a significant stakeholder 
(Kamehameha Schools) has invested a lot of money in getting Hawaiian focused schools 
accredited.  Attendees also expressed a desire to have multiple systems (Title I, WASC, etc.) 
work together so that schools are not constantly “chasing rabbits down holes.” 

Another attendee raised the fact that the Commission looks at the timeliness of reports 
submitted through Epicenter, not necessarily the accuracy of the reports.  Schools are 
encouraged to just get the reports in on time, but then the reports are scrutinized for 
discrepancies. 

Attendees raised the issue of the negotiation of the charter contract.  The position taken was 
that the Commission should be negotiating a charter contract with each school and that without 
this negotiation, the contract was not bilateral.  Some attendees stated that their schools signed 
the charter contract “under duress” because per pupil funds and Title I funds would be withheld 
if schools did not sign the contracts and that the single form charter contract does not take into 
account the differences between schools, especially Hawaiian medium schools.  Attendees 
pointed to this failure to negotiate separate charter contracts with schools as the genesis of 
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problems with the Commission and the adversarial relationship between the schools and the 
Commission.   

There were questions about who evaluates the executive director and Commission.  It was 
clarified that the Board evaluates the Commission and the Commission evaluates the executive 
director.  An attendee stated that the “clean-up” legislation that the executive director has been 
getting passed took charter schools out of the evaluation process. 

Attendees stated that an evaluation of the executive director was done recently and that the 
understanding was that schools and Commission Staff would be able to provide feedback, but 
this was not done.   

Commission Staff Capacity and Turnover.  This category includes comments about the 
Commission Staff’s level of knowledge and the effect of turnover in the office. 

Generally, the sentiment was that Commission Staff lacks an understanding of things like 
education, charter schools and how they operate (for example, with few administrative staff 
people), culturally-based education, and the diversity of schools. 

Many attendees spoke highly of Ben Conkright, Federal Programs Manager and Title I Linker, 
who was described as one of the few “golden shining stars” of the office who bends over 
backwards to help schools and who has experience working in a school.  The biggest fear that 
is being realized is that people that have provided support to the schools, like Title I Linkers and 
Charter Academic Officers, are leaving.   

An attendee stated that the larger issue is that the Commission and Commission Staff have not 
been specific on what is and what is not technical assistance.  One Commission Staff member 
will say that they cannot provide a certain support, but then there is an example that seems far-
reaching on the other end of the spectrum.   

It was unclear to former Commission Staff members what technical support meant and when it 
was or was not allowed.  There were times that they were told not to help the schools or when 
internal school documents were inappropriately requested for compliance purposes. 

Issues were raised with the fact that the Commission and Commission Staff do not appear to 
have policies in place for themselves while they are monitoring policies for schools.  This 
absence of policies and procedures for the Commission and Commission Staff has resulted in 
serious issues.  When these issues were raised Commission Staff was unwilling to meet, take 
the time to understand the issues, or correct them.  Commission Staff is also given decision-
making power over the use of things like federal funds, but lack the capacity and knowledge to 
allocate the funds to effectively support the schools. 

An issue was raised with the Commission’s complaint webpage, alleging that Commission Staff 
was asked several times over an eight month time period to update the page to remove contact 
information for a former director and chair, but did not do so.  This was significant because if 
someone contacted these former employees with current complaints against the school, it could 
have a negative impact on the school. 

Retaliation.  This category is for comments concerning retaliation by the Commission and/or 
Commission Staff against charter schools. 

Some attendees felt targeted and expressed concern that what was expressed at the session 
would result in further retaliation since former Commission Staff members were present.  Others 
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were not concerned about was being stated, even if there was retaliation as a result.  An 
attendee stated that there has been change recently where even newer school leaders are 
anticipating retaliation.  In the past it had been more established school leaders that had 
experienced retaliation.  Another stated that the executive director and Commission Staff work 
together to organizationally harass the schools and that evidence would be provided showing 
this harassment. 

Attendees pointed to visits some schools received from the Department of Human Services 
(“DHS”) and Department of Health and inquiries from the Ethics Commission as retaliation.  An 
attendee described a visit from DHS regarding after school care program licenses and was told 
that the agency was responding to a complaint from the Commission’s executive director that 
the schools were operating illegal programs. 

An attendee stated that after the school requested an extension, Commission Staff sent an 
email (which the school mistakenly copied on) stating that the school was always asking for 
extensions and that “we are going to have to do something about that.” 

Another attendee stated that the fear of retaliation is because the Commission Staff lacks 
flexibility, communicates poorly, and is overly concerned with accountability and making sure 
charter schools are doing what they are supposed to do. 

Federal Funds.  This category includes comments on federal funds that are distributed to 
charter schools through the Commission and the Commission’s preschool development grant. 

The fact that charter schools did not get Race to the Top (“RTTT”) funds or other federal funds 
was raised.  One attendee stated that when testimony was provided inquiring about why RTTT 
funds were not included in the Commission’s annual report, the executive director stated that 
the RTTT grant is outside of the scope of the Commission’s annual report.  The executive 
director allegedly also stated that charter schools were offered RTTT funds and declined them 
(in front of charter school stakeholders) and directed the school to the Board regarding its 
inquiries.  If there are no more RTTT funds, then charter schools that would have gotten these 
funds because they were in the zones of innovation should get additional time on their charter 
contracts instead.  These gaps in the system are unfair to charter schools. 

There were concerns raised with the Commission’s administration of the federal preschool 
grant.  Concerns were expressed about the fact that the professional development provided 
under this grant was English-based, which did not take into account the fact that the preschools 
were to open at Hawaiian medium schools.  There were also concerns about how, who, and the 
basis for making made decisions about which schools could open preschools in the first year.  
These decisions had negative impacts on schools their public images suffered as a result. 

There were also issues with the lack of financial support for schools that were not categorized 
as focus or priority under Strive HI and the absence of any funds from the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (“FEMA”) for natural disasters that had impacted Hawaii Island.  There 
was also a lack of transparency about the distribution of funds to schools and the timing and 
means of such distribution.  An attendee commented that the legislative change to exempt 
charter schools from statute regarding the use of federal funds is a slippery slope. 

Multiple Authorizers.  This category includes attendee responses to being asked whether they 
would be in favor of multiple authorizers. 

A majority of the attendees responded positively to the idea of additional authorizers.  Additional 
authorizers would break the monopoly, could address existing issues, and avoid repeating the 
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same mistake of going down the rabbit hole of compliance.  Attendees expressed the need for 
an authorizer that understands education, understands Hawaiian focused schools, that lives 
here, and that is not an attorney.   

An attendee referenced the standards on charter school authorizing published by the National 
Association of Charter School Authorizers (“NACSA”), which recommends that each state have 
more than one authorizer to create a system of checks and balances.  NACSA further 
recommended that a new authorizer be created in Hawaii by July 2013 and that new schools 
open in Fall 2014.  The attendee also provided nationwide statistics on authorizers – only seven 
states have one authorizer and all of those states have environments that are hostile to charter 
schools.  The attendee further commented that while the Board has to adopt administrative 
rules in order to create the process for additional authorizers, the Commission passed their 
administrative rules expeditiously, so the timing will depend largely on whether anyone protests 
against the rules. 

An attendee raised the idea of having an authorizer for Hawaii Island charter schools (and Maui 
charter schools as a canoe district), with the authorizer being Hawaii County.  Hawaii County 
could be the Local Education Agency (“LEA”), which could potentially bring in more funds for 
education.  This would address issues with having all decision-making centralized on Oahu.   

Oversight.  This category includes comments on the Board’s oversight of the Commission. 

An attendee made several suggestions regarding Board oversight of the Commission, including 
assigning a Board member to address Commission compliance; creating a grievance process 
and a process for accessing Board members because these do not currently exist; requiring that 
legal issues, like bilateral negotiations are addressed prior to the next round of contract 
executions; allowing charter schools to come to the Board to address things like federal funds, 
since this is within the Department’s purview; and creating a new authorizer that can implement 
accountability in a different way. 

There were also questions as to whether the Board had oversight of the Commission’s budget 
because the Commission has exceeded its budget in the past and took funds from the schools 
to make up the deficit.  Attendees stated that Commission Staff made decisions regarding the 
Commission’s budget and these actions, not the Commission. 

 

Exhibit E 
Summary of comments received at Kauai listening tour session 

The comments from this listening tour session were categorized by subject matter, then they 
were arranged the order (greatest to least) of the number of comments made.  The intent was to 
organize the issues in order of what attendees were most interested in by looking at which 
issues were commented on most frequently. 

Communication.  This category includes comments regarding communication between charter 
schools and Commissioners, Commission Staff, and attempts to communicate with the 
Commissioners through Commission Staff. 

Attendees stated that they do not hear about things until after they are done, so they are 
constantly reacting to things.  School input is not requested in advance.  In the past there were 
quarterly meetings to inform school directors and business manages about what was going to 



18 
 

be available and to provide input.  At these meetings charter school leaders could ask questions 
about things like funding. 

Attendees also raised issues with timely communication about important things, like capital 
improvement program applications, which are not communicated until the last minute.  After 
schools work on these things and submit them, they do not hear back about what happened. 

An attendee stated that Commission Staff was unable to communicate the specifics of 
requirements, like posting minutes, and answer questions like whether the 30 day requirement 
for posting minutes was 30 days after the meeting or 30 days after the minutes were approved.   

Attendees also discussed the absence of communication when requirements change; there 
were specific concerns raised with communication regarding School-Specific Measures (“SSM”) 
and funding.  SSMs originally required three years of data; at some point it changed to one year, 
but schools were not informed of the change until they were questioned about why the school 
had not submitted an SSM.  In another instance, use of a particular assessment was rejected 
one year, but the school was later told the assessment could be used as a SSM.  Another 
attendee described the SSM process as not helpful.  The school was told to do a number of 
things, but did not get the technical support it needed to do these things.  Attendees also stated 
that the executive director has changed requirements and processes for significant things, like 
funding, in the middle of the school year.  When developing their budgets, charter schools were 
told to calculate federal Impact Aid on a per pupil basis.  In the middle of the year, school were 
told that impact aid might be distributed using a targeted formula instead of per pupil, which 
could change the amounts each school received.  At the point when the listening tour session 
on Kauai was held, no impact aid funds had been released to the schools.  Attendees 
commented on the lack of transparency and that changing things in the middle of the year is 
difficult for schools, many of which have very tight budgets. 

An attendee commented that Commission Staff does not facilitate collaboration between 
schools or the sharing of information.  When a school asked to see the approved SSMs it was 
told to contact the school with the SSM directly.  When meeting material, like PowerPoints were 
requested, they were not provided. 

Generally, attendees stated that Commission Staff filters the information that the Commission 
receives, in particular when dealing with SSMs and the renewal criteria.  Commission Staff 
reviews SSMs and if they do not think that an SSM should be approved, the Commission never 
sees it.  The executive director controls the agenda and the results of the agenda items are 
almost scripted and schools know what the result will be before the meeting occurs.  Moreover, 
charter schools on Kauai are at a disadvantage because the Commission meetings are held on 
Oahu. 

Attendees stated that Commissioners are not listening to the schools.  Only 2-3 Commissioners 
have made the effort to go to the school level to listen to people and, as a result, they are not 
making fully informed decisions.  An attendee questioned whether the Commission is doing its 
due diligence when voting.  An attendee described a huge disconnect between charter schools 
and the Commission because the Commission is not actively listening to the schools.   

Attendees spoke positively about a special meeting with two Commissioners that had a different 
format from the Commission’s formal meetings where the intent was to find out what 
stakeholder concerns were.  This meeting was more productive because everyone was 
engaged, able to share their manaʻo, and worked through things that had been raised from the 
beginning.  The meeting did not result in all the changes schools requested, but they felt that 
they were heard for the first time in a long time. 
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Commission Mission and Fulfillment of Duties.  This category includes comments on the 
Commission’s mission and what it focuses on, the atmosphere between the Commission and 
schools, issues related to the State Public Charter School Contract (“Charter Contract”), the 
systems the Commission uses to evaluate schools and issue renewals of the Charter Contract, 
and oversight of Commission Staff. 

Attendees described the atmosphere as one of oppression and one where the schools and the 
Commission are butting heads.  Schools want to be accountable, but the closing of one charter 
school lingers until today.  There are constant reminders of this school at almost every 
Commission meeting - about what occurred, what could happen, and the large outstanding debt 
left by the closing.  This is used as a justification for much of what is being asked of charter 
schools.  Hearing this so often breeds animosity and bad feelings.  Instead of bringing up the 
past, the Commission should be monitoring schools and raising concerns when issues start to 
arise or when schools are close to the edge.  Requirements come from a punitive standpoint 
and if the schools do not do what is required, the information is made public.  Another attendee 
stated that they did not want to believe that the intent is to be adversarial and punitive, but 
Commission Staff had commented in a meeting with the attendee that the “community could do 
without a charter school because it is not like there isn’t a [Department] school in every 
neighborhood anyway.”  

An attendee described the mindset of Commission Staff as one of a lawyer that comes from a 
negative, compliance-oriented place where there is a lack of flexibility and no clarification, 
conversation, or collaboration.  The focus is not on innovative education, which is why charter 
schools exist.  Commission Staff is sending the message is that schools are not allowed to be 
innovative and creative, which is part of the reason why there are so few approved SSMs.   

An attendee stated that charter schools were more supported under the executive directors of 
the Charter School Administrative Office (“CSAO”).  The atmosphere has changed from one that 
celebrated and encouraged culture and innovative education to one focused on compliance 
issues.  Compliance does not positively impact student achievement; instead it keeps 
administrators away from students and teachers.  The compliance required by the Commission 
has required administrators to spend more time away from the school and office than when 
CSAO was in place. 

Several attendees stated that the Commission does not advocate for charter schools anymore.  
They hear over and over that they do not provide technical support because they are an 
authorizer.  CSAO used to provide useful training. 

An attendee spoke of how charter schools are overrun with tasks relating to accountability.  The 
tasks schools are provided in Epicenter started with four pages in 2014-2015, but now it is nine 
pages long.  There are many things that need to be done, but more is added every year.  There 
was a recent requirement that schools develop a crime related incident reporting policy that had 
to be adopted within two weeks, which is a short turnaround time to draft a policy and get 
governing board approval.  This is a new and additional policy that was not required before. 

Attendees stated that the Charter Contract was not bilateral and that school governing boards 
signed the contract under duress because contracts were signed soon before the school year 
was to start and they needed the money to open the school to students and teachers.  There 
were a lot of things wrong with the contract the first time around, but the schools could not fix 
these things and the Charter Contract was rushed through. 

Attendees stated that Commission Staff needs to be reviewed and evaluated and that charter 
schools need to be able to evaluate the executive director.  It was questioned why evaluation of 
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the executive director by charter schools was removed from the law and whether the 
Commission could be required to get feedback from the schools when evaluating the executive 
director. 

There was also a question about the appropriateness of the executive director sitting in the 
superintendent’s seat (next to the chairperson) and the reason for the change.  The impression 
is that he is more of a voting Commissioner than an executive director.  It appears that he is 
held less accountable and is questioned less because he is sitting at the table with the 
Commissioners and the Commission is rubber stamping his actions. 

Federal Funds.  This category includes comments on federal funds that are distributed to 
charter schools through the Commission and the Commission’s preschool development grant. 

Charter schools did not receive any Race to the Top funds and they lose out because they are 
not in the pathway to receive those monies.  There was a question about whether the proportion 
of federal funds that Department schools receive and the proportion of federal funds that charter 
schools receive are the same. 

Multiple Authorizer.  This category includes attendee responses to being asked whether they 
would be in favor of multiple authorizers. 

The attendees generally agreed that they would be interested in moving their schools to a new 
authorizer.  An attendee raised National Association of Charter School Authorizers’ (“NACSA”) 
guiding principles, one of which was that for authorizers to be effective, it should only be 
responsible for 10-12 charter schools.  It is a concern if one authorizer has over 30 charter 
schools.  Things like bilateral contract negotiations cannot occur if an authorizer has too many 
schools, so the authorizer relies on a one size fits all model.  If an authorizer has too many 
schools, then it makes sense that it would focus on the troublesome schools.  Another attendee 
agreed that the Board should move forward on opening things up for other authorizers. 

Commission Staff Capacity and Turnover.  This category includes comments about the 
Commission Staff’s level of knowledge and the effect of turnover in the office. 

Attendees emphasized that the biggest issue was the Commission Staff and not the 
Commissioners. 

Attendees questioned Commission Staff’s ability to understand what the schools are saying or 
review SSMs because Commission Staff does not have an educational background or recently 
moved to Hawaii.  There were comments about Commission Staff making up requirements, 
providing inaccurate and inconsistent information, and not listening to schools.  There was a 
suggestion that Commission Staff review the guiding principles of NACSA so that some of those 
things, like a minimum 5 year contract renewal period, are implemented.  An attendee 
commented that Commission Staff is stuck to a linear way of thinking. 

There are some Commission Staff that attendees worked well with – Danny Vasconcellos and 
Kenyon Tam were mentioned specifically. 

There were comments regarding Commission Staff turnover and its impact on things like SSMs.  
Requirements changed when Commission Staff members left and new people came on board 
and SSM reviews were delayed. 

Oversight.  This category includes comments on the Board’s oversight of the Commission. 
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There were questions about the process that the Board uses to appoint Commissioners as well 
as suggestions to allow schools to submit names in a public, transparent process.  There were 
also comments on the makeup of the Commissioners and whether there could be more diverse 
representation with educators familiar with Hawaiian focused schools, Hawaiian immersion, and 
traditional education settings.  Conversations were fuller and more meaningful when they 
involved Alapaki Nahale-a (who was appointed by the Commission as a Charter School Director 
Advisor in accordance with the Commission’s Bylaws).  There was a question about whether the 
Commissioners understood enough about charter schools to be a part of the charter school 
movement. 

 

 

  



22 
 

Exhibit F 
Written comments received 

 
 
 



Hinaleimoana Wong-Kalu 
<taahine.hina@gmail.com>

12/22/2015 11:52 PM

To boe_hawaii@notes.k12.hi.us 
cc  

Subject HAWAII STATE CHARTER SCHOOL 
COMMISSION 

HINALEIMOANA WONG-KALU: Former Cultural Director of Halau Lokahi PCS

Any meeting pursuant to discussion re: Hawaii State Charter School Commission

I SUPPORT ANY AND ALL EFFORTS TO DO EITHER ONE OF THE FOLLOWING:

Take corrective action against the Hawaii State Charter School Commission for 

hostile treatment of Halau Lokahi PCS
Release of Tom Hutton as Executive Director for high ineptitude at handling 

issues rooted within an already troubled and highly contentious charter school 
environment that requires more support than regulation (regulation is only 
logical if all of the support sources and individual school infrastructure is fully 
functional and efficient)
Replacement of all of the commissioners for failure to appropriately deal with the 

issues such as those that impacted Halau Lokahi PCS with a level of competence 
in conflict resolution/mitigation APPROPRIATE for a Hawaiian/local island 
engage.  Also for lack of sensitivity in expediting corrective action towards Halau 
Lokahi PCS resulting in the subsequent "public eye demise" and closure of the 
school by the commission.
If there is no disciplinary action taken by the BOE towards Tom Hutton and 

commissioners then they all need to be curtailed in their ability to kill simply kill a 
school.  Direct requests were made to Mr. Hutton and he refused to honor our 
requests.
There a several other points to for further discussion however the best I can do 

is to offer it up to your board members that I can and will provide greater 
articulation in person if notified ahead of time.

I am so very disappointed at what the body of the Hawaii State Charter school currently 
represents to charter schools, especially Native Hawaiian Charter Schools and on behalf of all 
those of us whom suffered because of the staunchly inappropriate methodology of problem 
resolution/reconciliation.
I am and have been at the head of the Oahu Island Burial Council, another board/commission 
appointed by the governor and confirmed by the senate.  I know from my 8 years of council 
experience that the kind of engage with the current administrative executive and the current 
commission members was abusive, unnecessary, inappropriate, unconscionable, and inexcusable 
behavior and engage.  
My contact info is:
Hinaleimoana Wong-Kalu
808-225-4123
taahine.hina@gmail.com
for further questions please feel free to contact me.
Mahalo,
Hinaleimoana Wong-Kalu
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Hakipuʻu Learning 

Center 
Kāneʻohe, Oʻahu 

 
Hālau Kū Māna 

Honolulu, Oʻahu 
 

Ka ‘Umeke Kāʻeo 
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Keaukaha, Hawaiʻi 
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Keaʻau, Hawaiʻi 
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Pāhoa, Hawaiʻi 
 

Kualapuʻu Elementary 

Kualapuʻu, Molokai 
 

Kula Aupuni Ni‘ihau 
A Kahelelani Aloha 

Makaweli, Kauaʻi 
 

Mālama Hōnua 

Waimānalo, Oʻahu 
 

Waimea Middle 
Kamuela, Hawaii 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Date: September 4, 2015 
 
TO: Catherine Payne, Chairperson, 
        Charter School Commission 
 
Cc: Tom Hutton, Executive Director 
 
FROM: Na Lei Naʻauao Alliance for Native Hawaiian Education and Friends 
 
SUBJECT: Charter Contract Renewal Criteria and Process 
 
Mahalo for the Commission’s action extending the timelines for the bilateral 
contracts and for the subsequent staff meetings with Nā Lei Naʻauao Alliance 
(NLN) and friends to include Connections Charter School, Kihei Charter School, 
Kamehameha Schools and The Office of Hawaiian Affairs.  The August 6, 2015, 
meeting was appreciated with 24 representatives of 21 organizations attending the 
informational commission meeting in the morning and NLN debrief that followed. 
 
While we agree the timeline is important to move the charter renewal contract 
process forward, the Alliance and the Governing Boards we represent have serious 
concerns regarding perceived misinterpretation or disregard for the law and 
question the legality of components that are included and omitted that impact the 
process and timeline currently proposed.  
 
 A long list of detailed concerns and questions that were discussed at the August 6th 
meeting with the Commission staff is currently being circulated amongst the group 
to bring forth comment however; we believe that there are overarching questions 
about the charter renewal process, interpretation of the law, and timeline that need 
to be addressed prior to getting into the details of the contract and its exhibits.   
 
This representative group identified eight overarching issues that are incongruent 
with the statute and current contract.  We are requesting clarification and neutral 
formal legal interpretation of the proposals and procedural details to commence as 
soon as immediately feasible.  We further request that the legal opinion be 
disseminated to all schools and Governing Boards (GB) before requiring charter 
schools to sign contracts over provisions that may be outside the parameters of the 
laws GBs and the Commission are accountable to. 
 
We request clarification of the following overarching issues with the charter 
renewal contract and timeline that we feel are problematic: 

1. If probation is accepted, a Governing Board (GB) would waive the right to 
appeal eliminating a GB’s due process rights.  

2. A portion of the contract renewal process Reports/Feedback/Guidance 
outlined in HRS 302D-18, your administrative rules, and the current 
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contract Section 14.2, has been eliminated under the current timeline.  This 
removal is inappropriate and incongruent with Act 130 and the current 
contract. 

3. The current process and timeline does not allow GB negotiations, 
disregarding the intent and letter of Act 130. Each GB’s rights to negotiate 
must be maintained and imbedded in the process and timeline.   

4. The charter school Attorney General (AG) has taken the position that it is 
not appropriate for their office to negotiate the charter bilateral contract on 
behalf of GBs.  Given the primary negotiator representing the commission is 
an attorney, GBs request that the Governor approve outside counsel on their 
behalf. An attorney’s professional responsibility when acting in the attorney 
role is to allow the other party to also have attorney representation. 

5. Under Article VII of the State Constitution agencies are only allowed to 
carryover or reserve 5% of annual budgets.  A mandated 25% reserve of the 
annual operational funds allocation violates the constitutional provision. 

6. The contract mandate for Commission staff to conduct inspections of 
student files and records may violate FERPA laws and policies. Clarification 
of the purposes and specifics of the record review is required in order to 
ensure GB’s do not violate IDEA access to student records and/or FERPA 
laws and policies. 

7. A formal legal interpretation is required to outline clear lines of authority 
between GBs and Commission Staff to ensure that GBs and the Commission 
are fulfilling their fiduciary responsibility while maintaining the intended 
purpose and serving the best interest of the children. 

8. With the passage of a new federal education bill, part of the authorization 
process involves a period of Rule Making to work out the implementation 
details of the law that can extend well into 2017.  The contract must be 
aligned so implementation will be timely and relevant to new federal 
guidelines and laws.  Honoring the current contact timeline instead of 
pushing it forward a year, will allow alignment with the new federal 
guidance and breathing room to work with Commission staff to produce a 
realistic contract that serves all of our purposes. 
 

It remains clear that each school shall have the opportunity to negotiate a bilateral 
contract due to its complexity and implications HRS 302D-5(a)(4).  Governing 
Boards should have access to legal counsel to guide them through the process.  This 
will ensure that the authority of Governing Boards and their autonomy to control 
and be held accountable for the management of their respective charter schools is 
maintained, allowing the charter school’s to meet the purpose of ACT 130 “to 
provide genuine community-based education.” 
 
Clearly, there is an obvious disconnect between the charter schools’ philosophical 
approach and the commission staff’s regulatory intention.  It would be extremely 
helpful if the Commissioners, in conjunction with charter school communities, 
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clearly articulated the long-term strategic vision for the movement that would allow 
all entities to work together for the betterment of our students. 

 
In the spirit of aloha we come to you with unified thankfulness and appreciation for 
the Commissioners’ support to charter schools and ask for your continued support 
of the children and families we serve throughout the contract renewal process. 
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To:  Hawaii State Board of Education 
 
Re: Charter School Listening Tour 
 
As Founding Administrators of some of Hawaii’s first start-up Charter Schools we have been 
involved in developing and refining the charter movement for the last 16 years.  Collectively we 
have over a century of educational experience, a majority of it with Hawaii charters.  Many of us 
have grave concerns regarding the following issues and humbly request your support.  We are 
appealing to the BOE to clarify the vision of the charter school movement as an educational 
innovation model and investigate the perceived issues below.  We also request while the 
investigation is ongoing, that no action be taken against a school, negative press from the 
commission be eliminated that may undermine due process, and individuals that speak their truth 
be protected from retaliation. 
 
Finance: 

 Two past annual audits of the Commission office show over spending beyond State 
allocations 

 Annual Report clarifies millions of dollars in federal funding withheld from schools 
 No check and balance on internal controls  

o Withholding per-pupil allocations until the last minute 6/30 
o Withholding % of allocation amount inappropriately 12/4/15 newsletter 
o Sending out inappropriate per-pupil funding amounts to schools 
o Withholding federal funding indefinitely 
o No clarity or communication regarding collective bargaining funding 
o The person receiving the funding for schools, is the one disbursing the funding, is 

the same one interpreting financials to withhold funding and reporting to the 
Legislature and BOE 

o Transferring payroll without schools consent in the wrong fiscal year 
Disregard for the law: 

 Refusal to negotiate with governing boards 
 Contract manipulation and disregard 
 Encroachment on governing boards authority and responsibility 
 Consistently try to decline due process through contractual agreements 

o Preschool grant agreement 
o Current contract  

 Not allowing new charters  
o attempted moratorium on new schools limiting ability to obtain federal funding 
o percentage of new schools to applicants 
o lack of community outreach to promote the movement 
o negative press 
o negative reports to legislators 

Lack of response to significant issues charters have requests clarity on: 
 “Parking lot” of last contact commissioner intervention 
 Collective bargaining 
 USDA Food Service exclusion of Title 1 students 
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 Special Education 
 Enrollment projections 
 Title III 
 Withdrawal and transfer students between DOE and charter 

Hostile regulatory environment: 
 Inappropriate timelines for communication responses to staff and due dates 
 Only allowing HPCSN communication as formal input which requires significant 

membership dues and over half the schools are members. 
 Micromanagement of Schools and Governing Boards via Epi Center 
 Consistent negative press from staff 
 Commission meeting agenda’s not including submittals at posting while testimonies are 

due prior to submittals being posted online 
 No notification that schools will be on the Commission meeting agenda for action 
 Executive sessions that continue after the AG has left 
 Changing compliance terms arbitrarily outside of the statute or contract  
 Changing annual report without school consultation or notification 
 Legislative lobbying to remove community control and gain individual control 

Perceived Retaliation: 
 Utilizing other agencies in perceived retaliation  

o Department of Human Services to end afterschool programs 
o Department of Human Services to end long operating preschools by removing 

waivers for Hawaiian schools 
o Ethics Commission 
o Office of Hawaiian Affairs 
o Auditors 
o Department of Health 

Disregard for BOE Policies 2104 ad 2105 and E-3  
Disregard for Accreditation as an educational best practice 
Disregard for governing board due diligence processes and required timelines 
Disregard for Sunshine Law  
Manipulating DOE AYP data in performance matrix 
 
We feel the current Commission and staff are creating such a complicated compliance 
environment that GB’s and Administrators are destined to fail. We are accountable, transparent, 
and understand the compliance that the public deserves.  We are available to clarify any of the 
above issues and provide background as needed. 
 
Taffi Wise, Kanu o ka Aina Public Charter School 
Gene Zarro, Kihei Charter School 
Charlene Hoe, Hakipu’u Learning Center 
John Thatcher, Connections Public Charter School 
Alvin Parker, Ka Waihona o ka Na’auao Public Charter School 







































Fw: Concerns abourt the Commission office
boe_hawaii  to: Alison Kunishige 12/11/2015 02:01 PM
Cc: Kenyon Tam

From: boe_hawaii@notes.k12.hi.us

To: Alison Kunishige/BOE/HIDOE@HIDOE, 

Cc: Kenyon Tam/BOE/HIDOE@HIDOE

Please respond to boe_hawaii@notes.k12.hi.us

FYI.  First written comments coming in from a former Commission employee.

----- Forwarded by BOE Hawaii on 12/11/2015 02:00 PM -----

Kaholo Daguman 
<kaholodaguman@gmail.com>

12/11/2015 01:22 PM

To boe_hawaii@notes.k12.hi.us 
cc  

Subject Concerns abourt the Commission 
office 

Aloha Allison,

Mahalo for the opportunity to voice our concerns during your Listening Tour.

Attached, please find a copy of my resignation letter to Tom Hutton.
Attached, please also find my correspondence to Catherine Payne.  I 
never received a reply or an acknowledgement that my letter was 
received. I spoke with Commissioner Peter Hanohano who was not aware of 
my resignation from the Commission.

I understand that the CAO (Charter Academic Officer) positions were 
dissolved by the Commission and that the Commission requested the funds 
be sent to their office.  How are those funds originally set aside to 
help the schools being spent?

Again, mahalo for your time.

Aloha,
Kaholo Daguman
******************************************************************************
**
This email was scanned by the Cisco IronPort Email Security System contracted 
by the Hawaii Dept of Education. If you receive suspicious/phish email, 
forward a copy to spamreport@k12.hi.us. This helps us monitor suspicious/phish 
email getting thru. You will not receive a response, but rest assured the 
information received will help to build additional protection. For more info 
about the filtering service, go to 
http://help.k12.hi.us/nssb/internal/spam_pages/index.html
******************************************************************************
**
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July 21, 2015 

 

Dear Tom, 

This communication is to inform you of my resignation as Charter Academic Officer from the 

Charter School Commission office effective August 1, 2015. 

The reasons for the resignation are quantified and qualified below. 

A hostile work environment was created and continues to the present time. Evidence and 

explanation are explained in the following scenarios. 

Scope of Service 

My position as a Charter Academic Officer provides charter schools with academic and 

technical support.  As the authorizer,  the Commisssion has stated it does not provide technical 

support.  This creates an atmosphere of a conflict of interest that permeates throughout the 

charter schools in Hawai’i. 

Communication Ineffectiveness 

On three occasions, time was requested to meet with you to express concerns regarding the 

supervisory approach by Ms.    

 April 2 phone conversation arranged by your office  where you stated you would get 

back to me; 

 May 6: I spoke with you in person at Laupahoehoe Charter School; you stated, 

again,”Let me get back to you.” 

 An email dated June 12, 2015, before our phone conference with    You never 

followed up on the first two dates and refused my email request.   I asked you again 

with a follow‐up email only to be followed by another refusal. 

The administrator from the School Transformation Branch, Hawaii Department of Education 

sent you an email back in April regarding the transition of the CAOs from the Commission office 

to the DOE.  She had not heard back from you until after I made you aware of this email in June 

during our phone conference (June 12, 2015).  Obviously, this transition period has not been 

addressed in a timely manner. 

Micromanagement and Intrusion to Job Performance 



 Ms.  gave the CAOs an assignment at the beginning of our employment to test 

our knowledge skills and to demonstrate who was in charge.  It was a very 

micromanaging and condescending move on her part.  She acknowledged that that was 

condescending.  

 At the Title 1 workshop held in Waimea, she ordered me to work with only two schools 

“assigned” to me.  Six other schools, all working in the same room, needed my 

assistance.   Her limitation of my assistance to two schools showed a lack of professional 

guidance and recognition towards the other schools present.   I stood by my values as I 

gave the other schools my support.   

 Ms  stated, “I’m pulling you away from the 4‐day Title 1 training and allowing 

you to work only two days”.  This revealed to me that she had no idea what the scope of 

work that is involved; nor had she any idea what the needs of the schools were at that 

time.  This displayed a lack of investment on the part of the Commission to support 

school success and ensuring and insuring student success academically, socially, and 

emotionally.  Professional integrity was not demonstrated here.  Absent was the 

support  towards the schools’ needs.  This is another example of micromanagement. 

 She asked me to send her a school’s internal document.  This, I feel, was out of line and 

discourteous.  She has the option to go directly to the school to request it. This request 

is out of bounds to the professional relationship I established with the school  and 

crosses the line of trust, integrity and best practices.  Asking for the document does not 

serve a positive service to the school, myself or the Commission. 

Professional Integrity 

I have no contracts, nor have I ever had any contracts with any of the charter schools.  I have 

worked with Volcano School of Arts and Sciences who asked me to help them transition to the 

Common Core.  The CAOs all agreed on one of our phone meetings that we would help each 

other provide services in our area of expertise.  Ms.  was on that phone call too.  Has 

this agreement been conveniently forgotten by this “supervisor”? 

My work with Ka’u Learning Academy and their administrators brought my expertise with the 

Common Core to the school.  They asked for my time to learn more about the transition and 

implementation process of the standards.  They also asked for the possibility of inservice 

training for their teachers before the opening of school.   I met with them on April 2, on a day 

when my “assigned” schools did not need my assistance.  No fee was collected and no contract 

was discussed. 

It appears that your office may have an issue with me helping Ka’u Learning Academy, a school 

not “assigned” to me, but it is a charter school.  Again, this demonstrates a lack of 



professionalism from the Commission office.  If you need to deduct my time spent with Ka’u 

Learning Academy from my pay, do it.  I have no problem with that. 

The charter school movement is an ‘ohana movement.  It is a movement important to student 

success and I have dedicated my professional life to its success.  If I am asked for help, I will not 

refuse. I stand by my values.   

The hostile environment that has been created, starting with the closure of Halau Lokahi in the 

middle of the school year and subsequent events, points out to me that the authorizer is not 

there for the best interest of the students, but concerned more with its liability. 

The present working condition is a hostile one, one that lacks empathy for Hawai’i charter 

schools. 

Auwe!  Poho! 

I will continue to pursue avenues to help charter schools, schools of choice, to be successful in 

Hawai’i nei. 

With aloha for Hawai’i charter schools, 

Kaholo Daguman 

 



September 20, 2015 
 
Catherine Payne, Chairperson 
Hawaii State Public Charter School Commission 
1111 Bishop Street, Suite 516 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
 
Chairperson Payne and members of the Hawaii State Public Charter School Commission: 
 
I would like to inform you of my resignation as Charter Academic Officer (CAO) for the Charter 
School Commission office effective August 1, 2015. My primary reason for resigning revolves around 
the hostile work environment that has been perpetuated by Mr. Tom Hutton and Ms. . 
 
During my tenure as a CAO, I provided charter schools with academic and technical support.  As the 
authorizer,  the Commission does not provide technical support to charter schools.  This has created a 
conflict of interest making it virtually impossible for support positions to operate under Commission 
staff jurisdiction and supervision.  
 
On three specific occasions I requested time to meet with Mr. Hutton to express my concerns regarding 
the supervisory approach by Ms. .  On April 2, 2015 we had a phone conversation and Mr. 
Hutton stated that he would get back to me. On May 6, 2015 I spoke with Mr. Hutton in person at 
Laupahoehoe Charter School.  He again said, “Let me get back to you.” On June 12, 2015, before a 
conference call with Ms. , I tried again to relay my concerns to Mr. Hutton.  He had not 
followed up on previous requests. Once again, he refused to talk to me about my concerns. 
 
Mr. Hutton also did not follow up in a timely manner when the administrator from the School 
Transformation Branch, Hawaii Department of Education sent him an email in April, 2015, regarding 
the transition of the CAOs from the Commission office to the DOE. He finally contacted her after I 
reminded him of her email during our phone conference on June 12, 2015.  Issues related to this critical 
transition period are being  addressed.  The current decision to dissolve the CAO positions and request 
the money instead will benefit the Commission, not the students.   
 
Mr. Hutton had also continued to ignore my complaints about Ms.  
 
Specific examples include: 

 Ms. gave the CAOs an assignment at the beginning of our employment to “test our 
knowledge and skills” and to assert her authority. I considered this to be condescending and a 
prelude to her micromanagement.  She later acknowledged that she had been condescending.   

 At a Title 1 workshop held in Waimea, she ordered me to work with only two schools 
“assigned” to me.  Six other schools, all working in the same room, needed my assistance. Her 
limitation of my assistance to two schools showed a lack of professional guidance and 
recognition towards the other schools present. I stood by my values and gave the other schools 
support. Ms stated, “I’m pulling you away from the 4-day Title 1 training and 
allowing you to work only two days”.  She apparently had no idea concerning the scope of the 
work that was involved; nor any idea what the needs of the schools were at that time. This lack 
of investment on the part of the Commission and failure to support school success was entirely 
unprofessional and did not support the schools’ needs. It was just another example of 
micromanagement. 



 On another occasion she asked me to send her a school’s internal document. This, I felt, was out 
of line and discourteous. She had the option to go directly to the school to request it. Her 
request jeopardized the professional relationship I had established with the school  and crossed 
the lines of trust, integrity and best practices. 

 I was reprimanded for working with Ka’u Learning Academy. Their administrators asked for 
my help to learn more about the transition and implementation process of the Common Core 
standards. They also asked about the possibility of inservice training for their teachers before 
the opening of school. I met with them on April 2, 2015 on a day when my “assigned” schools 
did not need my assistance.  No fee was collected and no contract was discussed. Ms. 
had a problem with me helping Ka’u Learning Academy, a school not “assigned” to me.  Again, 
this demonstrated a lack of professionalism from the Commission office.   

 
 
Other issues of concern: 

 Academic Performance for Charter Schools 
 

◦ Current reality: 
  Performance Framework for Schools are designed by a few individuals at the   
  Commission Staff Level with limited input from school-level and charter school   
  community level perspective. 

 Desired reality/solution: 
  Performance Framework for Schools are designed and developed by a hui with   
  representation from charter school boards, and the immense amount of educational  
  partners throughout the state of Hawaii. 
 

 Current reality: 
  Schools are being judged on performance measures that they do not understand, in other 
  words, they are being told about the status of their measurable outcomes without really  
  knowing the measure. 

 Desired reality/solution: 
  The performance measure being implemented by the commission staff is not being  
  "owned" or there is "no buy-in" because the charter schools and community did not ever 
  have an opportunity to have "ownership" in the process.  The 'measure' needs to have  
  perspective and input from those responsible for achieving the outcomes.   
 

 Current reality: 
  The schools are not receiving the level of support needed to be fair in holding schools  
  accountable to the level of "high quality charter schools".   

 Desired Reality/solution: 
  A strong partnership between the commission staff, charter school network staff, DOE,  
  and Community foundations to work collaboratively.  Presently, the DOE has been  
                        working collaboratively through and with the Charter Academic Officers. 
 
 
The charter school movement in Hawai’i has always been based on the values of ‘ohana.  It has been a 
movement critical to the success of many students. I have dedicated my professional life to its success.  
Whenever I am asked for help, I have not refused. I will continue to stand by my values. The current 
hostile environment seems to have escalated with the closure of Halau Lokahi in the middle of the 



school year. It appears that the Commission, as the sole authorizer in our state, is not concerned about 
the best interest of our students.  Auwe!  Poho!  You seem more concerned with potential liability. With 
the present leadership, perhaps you should be concerned with liability.    
 
I will continue to stand by my values and I will continue to pursue avenues for helping charter schools 
to be successful in Hawai’i nei. 
 
With aloha for Hawai’i charter schools, 
 
Kaholo Daguman 
 



December 19, 2015 
 
Dear Members of the Hawaii Board of Education: 
BOE_Hawaii@notes.k12.hi.us 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to give input on the evaluation of the Hawaii Public Charter 
School Commission (HPCS).  I was unaware of the Listening Tour that was provided for the 
public and missed the December 3 meeting held at Kawaikini Charter School on Kauai. I 
commend the BOE for this outreach to hear concerns and to fairly and accurately evaluate the 
State Public Charter School Commission (SPCSC or Commission). 
 
Having been involved last year with the 2014 Application Cycle for Charter School approval, I 
have firsthand knowledge and experience with the Commission and the application process.  The 
mission of the commission is to authorize high-quality public schools, but the process is 
seriously flawed and discouraging.  The Commission, although highly qualified and respected 
themselves, relies on an Evaluation Staff and process that is very adversarial and contrary to their 
mission. 
 
The Evaluation Staff consists of a new Executive Director and a staff of five people who stated 
when asked if they had ever been to Kauai, none of them had.  And not one member on the staff 
of the five main evaluators had any elementary education experience. These two factors alone 
put our application at a big disadvantage since they chose to not recognize the strength of our 
community’s request, support, organizational skills and experience to open a Charter School.  
We had over 600 signatures, mostly parents, Mayor Bernard Carvalho, Representative Derek 
Kawakami, Senator and Chair Ron Kouchi, all the County Council members and the 
Superintendent of Kauai Schools, Bill Arakaki writing letters of support.  Superintendent Bill 
Arakaki and Representative Derek Kawakami not only wrote letters of support, but also appeared 
before the Commission and gave testimony.  The only positive comment made by the Evaluation 
Staff in their report of our proposed charter school was “there seemingly is public support.”.  
 
Our application was denied based on test scores of our Educational Service Provider, iLEAD 
School Development, who would NOT be a CMO, but rather give educational support services.  
Their test scores are the same as our Hawaii standardized scores, and both are well below the 
national average.  The iLEAD schools are leaders in Project-based Learning and 21st Century 
skills which are proving to be successful with 100% graduation rates and 75% applying and 
being accepted into four-year colleges.  Because of their proven success, they were allowed to 
open four new schools in CA in 2015 and in fall 2016, they will open three new schools in Ohio.  
They are national leaders in Project-based Learning and we, Kauai educators, parents, and the 
community only wanted a chance to show that we have the personnel, experience, and support to 
open our own innovative Project-based Learning school on Kauai, based upon the iLEAD model.  
The chosen Director (born and raised on Kauai) was serving as an administrative intern with the 
iLEAD schools, for two years, in preparation for opening our proposed iLEAD Kauai school. 
 
I mention all of this to point out that we were not fairly and justly given the opportunity to show 
that Kauai educators, parents, and community could and would be successful as an innovative 

mailto:BOE_Hawaii@notes.k12.hi.us


Project-Based Learning Charter School.  Our community has not given up, and we will be 
applying for the third time during the 2015 application cycle.    
 
The Commission has made several positive changes for this year’s application cycle and we have 
listened closely to all of their suggestions.  Our Board decided to move forward with this round 
of application without iLEAD. If approved, we will not have iLEAD’s financial support in our 
zero year, which would have helped greatly, but they have remained as our inspirational model 
for educating our youths of Kauai.   
 
One of the changes the Staff has made for this year’s application is that only a Governing Board 
can apply and must have representatives with Academic, Financial, Fundraising and Human 
Resource skills.  This has made our proposed Alaka`i O Kaua`i Charter School stronger. For 
academic knowledge and experience, the Vice- Chancellor of Academic Affairs for Kauai 
Community College serves as a board member, as well as two DOE teachers and myself with 49 
years of experience. I not only have 24 years in higher education in Teacher Education, but 25 
years were in public education as a teacher, principal, Assistant Superintendent and opening a 
magnet school in 1981 that still exists today.   
 
In addition to last year’s application Board members, we have added strong Financial 
representation with a CPA who also serves on the Hawaii Board of CPAs, and for Human 
Resource, we have added the Director of Food and Beverage for Sheraton Hotel.  This illustrious 
and impressive list of Board Members are working hard as a team to have our proposed school 
approved, because they have children they want to attend our proposed Charter School. We will 
do everything the Commission has suggested and will even be acquiring a more experienced 
Director to show stronger capacity for organization and management.  But the application 
process appears to be in contradiction of the stated mission for the Commission.   
 
That is the message I am trying to convey to the BOE with this letter. I know there are growing 
pains for the newly formed Commission, but the direction the Evaluation Staff has charted for 
the Commission needs to be carefully reviewed and adjusted, so that highly-qualified charter 
schools can be approved for our youth of today and the future of tomorrow. 
 
 
 
With deepest respect,  
 
Kani Blackwell (DrB) 

 
Dr. Kani Blackwell  
Acting Chair of Governing Board for proposed Alaka`i O Kaua`i Charter School 
University of Hawaii, Manoa retiree, adjunct faculty 
Education Consultant 
 





Volcano School of Arts & Sciences, PCS 
PO Box 845 

Volcano, Hawaii  96785 
     Phone: (808) 985-9800   Fax: (808) 985-9898 

Learning through Volcano’s unique natural and cultural resources to become creative global citizens 

January 6, 2016 

Dear Directors of the Board of Education, 

Thank you for conducting your Listening Tour. I hope that the tour provided a clearer picture of 
the current state of the charter school system and the role of the Commission and its staff. 
During my time as a Commission staff member, I experienced and observed a number of 
events that were cause for concern. I often attempted to provide insight from a school-level 
perspective, but my input was often dismissed as evidenced by earning the casual title, 
"bleeding heart for the schools" in the office. Additionally, I witnessed some areas of inadequate 
system and processes well below the standards that are required and expected of the schools. 
I attempted to provide solutions and even assistance to remedy the situations, but leadership 
and relevant staff were unwilling to devote the time or allow me to help. When I resigned from 
the Commission, I requested an exit interview with Mr. Hutton as one last effort to relate the 
issues and potential pitfalls that I observed. However, Mr. Hutton did not respond to my 
request. In general, I found there to be little openness for feedback or ability for authentic self-
reflection. 

In this letter, I would like to report one incident that I believe provides some insight into what 
many of the schools have experienced.

The incident that I will relate in this letter involved unauthorized holding of school funds by 
Commission staff. The school was Hawaiʻi Technology Academy, which I supported in my role 
as Charter Academic Officer while working for the Commission. The funds were 2014-2015 
state (not federal) funds that were provided to non-Title I schools in Priority or Focus status 
under Strive HI. The DOE School Transformation Branch had approved a budget for SY 
2015-2016 that included carry-over of the remaining funds and recommended that Commission 
staff release the funds to the school.  

In early March 2015, I received a communication from the DOE School Transformation Branch 
recommending that the Commission pull the funds. I immediately called , SPCSC 
Academic Performance Manager. agreed that we need to pull down the funds.  She said 
that she would speak with  and get back to me. I waited for two weeks and when I did not 



hear from  I called again. During that call, stated that she could not recall our 
previous conversation, and when I explained the situation again, she responded, “No, I want 
the funds to get pulled. I want them to have to reapply.” When I asked why she would want 
that,  responded, “Otherwise how are we going to track the funds? How are we going to 
know that they are spending the funds on what they said?” I said that is within the CAO role 
and that we should be more concerned with fulfilling the Commission’s responsibility to 
ensure the timely release of these funds under Strive HI.  reiterated that she wanted the 
funds to get pulled and for the school to have to reapply.  

Between April and June, there were a number of phone calls and two face-- to-- face meetings 
with Commission staff including ,  and  On June 14, 
the school sent a formal letter by email with all of the documentation attached. Tom Hutton 
was copied on the email. Below is the letter.  

Dear and  

We are writing to request for the release of HTA¹s SY 14-- 15 funds that were allocated 
under Strive HI. As has already been confirmed and clarified, the funds are state funds and 
not subject to the disbursement rules of federal funds. Our school¹s SY 15-- 16 Academic 
Plan and supplemental request have been approved to include disbursement of the 
remaining 14-- 15 balance. 

HTA¹s SY 14-- 15 Academic Plan and Supplemental Request included three full-- time 
coaching positions. The plan was approved in November of 2014 and the funds were 
allocated to the Commission on December 10, 2014 (Allocation Notice #486). We were able 
to hire one of the three positions for second semester of 14-- 15. However, despite a 
rigorous search and several interested applicants, we were not able to find appropriate 
candidates for the other two positions and requested to we could delay the hiring until the 
spring of 2015 to target more qualified candidates.  We were informed by the School 
Transformation Branch that we would be able to carry-- over the funds and adjust our 15--
16 supplemental request to account for the 14-- 15 balance. Approval of HTA¹s 15-- 16 
Academic Plan and supplemental request include approval to apply 14-- 15 funds to the 
expenditure plan for the three positions. In the spring of 2015, HTA conducted a broad 
search and identified two ideal candidates. Upon approval of our 15-- 16 supplemental 
request, contracts have been signed with each of the coaches who will be starting in July of 
2015. Per the signed approval attached and s communications 
on April 28, 29, and 30, please release the remaining 14-- 15 funds in the amount of 
$154,881.96. Note that this request does not include requests for expenses already 
encumbered and previously submitted for disbursement. 

Attached is a disbursement form and detail with the approved Strive HI Alignment Review 
form for 15-- 16, which indicates approval for the carry-- over on pages 62-- 63 and 65-- 66.  
As the disbursement form is digital, I hesitated to print to sign as it seemed to undermine the 
digital purpose.  Please accept this submission as my digital signature.  If it does need a long 
hand signature, please let me know and I can print it and scan it to you.   

Please let us know if you foresee any problems with releasing the funds to HTA before all 
state bi-- ennium funds pulled up from the FMS on June 30, 2015.  We are happy to answer 
any questions or provide additional information as needed. 

Kind Regards, 



 and  

In July, I attempted to contact both and  and spoke with on two occasions. 
Having explained to  and the risk to the Commission for not ensuring that these funds 
would be made available to the school, I received the following communications and did 
pull down the funds from FMS. HTA Executive Director,  and I were relieved that 
the result ended positively; however, this was a very close call, which took a great deal of effort 
to mitigate. If the Commission staff did not pull down the funds, the school likely would have 
pursued action against the Commission for its failure to implement services committed by the 
state under the ESEA Flexibility Waiver. 

This is only one of numerous incidents which illustrate the challenges many of the schools face. 
In my opinion, Act 130 was a step in the right direction. We need accountability to ensure high 
quality charter schools in our state, and I have seen first hand the range in quality of educational 
programs at the charter schools. However, the authorizer needs to have a better understanding 
of the day to day operations of a school, and if the authorizer intends to get involved in school 
improvement, then they need staff who have expertise in effective school improvement 
strategies. Additionally, the Commission and its staff should more clearly define its role 
including the meaning of technical assistance and should understand that because Hawai’i 
charter schools are state agencies and because the Hawai’i Department of Education serves as 
the State Education Agency (SEA), the charter system and the role of the authorizer(s) are 
going to look different in Hawai’i than in states on the mainland. It is important that the 
Commission and its staff have a shared understanding of its purpose and the goals against 
which it will measure success, and that it hold itself accountable to at least as high of standards 
as it is holding the schools. 

Mahalo nui, 

Kalima	  Cayir	  




