Legacy Traditional School –  Henderson
Charter School Application Recommendation Report

Summary

School Name
Legacy Traditional School – Henderson
Mission 
Legacy Traditional School – Henderson’s mission is provide motivated students with the opportunity to achieve academic excellence in an accelerated, back-to-basics, safe learning environment taught by caring, knowledgeable and highly effective educators in cooperation with supportive, involved parents.   

Proposed Location
Clark County 
Enrollment Projections 
	Opening Year
	School Type 
	Opening Grade(s)
	Projected Enrollment

	Year 1 
	Elementary/Middle
	K-8
	1200 

	Year 2
	Elementary/Middle
	K-8
	1200

	Year 6
	Elementary/Middle
	K-8
	1200


Overview
The Recommendation Report for Legacy Traditional School – Henderson is a summary of the evidence collected by the State Public Charter School Authority (SPCSA) through its interviews and dialogue with the applicant group, review of the school’s Charter Application Proposal along with an analysis of performance data for other charter schools implementing the same academic model.
A recommendation to approve a charter for a six-year period is based on a comprehensive review of the proposal, performance data for replicated schools, the applicant capacity interview, follow-up discussion with applicants, and—where possible—site visits, guided by three essential questions: 

1. Will the academic program be a success? 

2. Will the school be an effective and accountable organization? 
3.  Will the school be fiscally sound?
This report is structured around three sections: Academic, Fiscal, and Organizational. Each section contains an overview of key findings based on a the totality of the evidence and concludes with the Authority’s determination on each of the three guiding questions.
Recommendation

Overall Recommendation
Approve with Significant Conditions to be Addressed Prior to Execution of Charter Contract
Summary of Application Section Ratings

Rating options for each section are Meets the Standard; Approaches the Standard; Does not Meet the Standard
Section 1. Executive Summary

· Approaches the Standard
Section 2: Meeting the Need 
· Approaches the Standard

Section 3: Academic Plan – Mission & Vision

· Approaches the Standard
Section 4: Academic Plan – Curriculum & Instructional Design

· Approaches the Standard
Section 5: Academic Plan – Driving for Results

· Meets the Standard
Section 6: Academic Plan – At-Risk Students and Special Populations

· Meets the Standard
Section 7: School Structure: Culture

· Meets the Standard

Section 8: School Structure: Student Discipline

· Meets the Standard
Section 9: School Structure: School Calendar/Schedule & Day in the Life & Scenarios

· Meets the Standard
Section 10: Operations Plan– Leadership Team

· Meets the Standard
Section 11: Operations Plan – Staffing & HR

· Meets the Standard
Section 12: Operations Plan – Scale Strategy

· Meets the Standard
Section 13: Operations Plan – Student Recruitment and Enrollment

· Meets the Standard
Section 14: Operations Plan – Board Governance

· Approaches the Standard
Section 15: Operations Plan – Incubation Year Development

· Meets the Standard
Section 16: Operations Plan – School Management Contracts and Services

· Approaches the Standard
Section 17: Operations Plan – Facilities

· Meets the Standard
Section 18: Financial Plan

· Approaches the Standard
Should the Authority Board approve the application on the condition that the areas of improvement identified by addressed to the satisfaction of staff prior to the execution of the charter contract, those non-material revisions will move each element of the application to Meets the Standard.
Academic
Performance Data:
For applicants seeking to replicate an existing model—whether as a direct charter management organization applicant, a committee to form partnering with a non-profit or for-profit education management organization, or a committee to form which seeks to independently replicate, primary consideration must be given to the academic track record of the model.  
Staff reviewed Legacy academic performance data provided by the applicant and verified it via spot checks of publicly available information.  No inconsistencies were found.  Staff also supplemented the supplied data with a review of other publicly available data.  The findings are below:
· Under the Arizona State Board for Charter School’s (ASBCS) academic performance framework, all of the Legacy Traditional campuses meet or exceed academic standards, with many showing significant academic growth even as the state has transitioned to a new assessment which is closely, albeit not fully, aligned to the Common Core.  The operator also reports that embargoed test data from the 2015 administration continues this trend.  
· Based on data provided by the applicant which was spot checked for accuracy, both affluent and high-poverty Legacy schools in Arizona outperform their host districts.  
· Reference checks with Deanna Rowe, until recently the Executive Director of the ASBCS and with Katie Poulos, until recently the Deputy Director at ASBCS and current leader of New Mexico’s statewide charter office, confirm that the Legacy schools are considered academically high performing and that they are among the top performing charter schools statewide for all demographics.  
Conclusion: The proposed academic model has a strong and consistent track record of academic performance in Arizona.  
Areas of Strength:

As noted  above, the applicant has selected a model with a strong track record of academic success.  The applicant has a strong understanding of what it takes to oversee a successful academic program and has articulated systems to oversee the implementation of the model.  In response to feedback and areas of concern, the applicant has amply demonstrated a growth mindset and a capacity and desire for continuous improvement.  The applicant has taken and has already begun acting on feedback provided during the capacity interview and follow-up discussion and questions in key areas of the academic plan.

Key strengths include:

· The applicant clearly articulated the mission and vision of the school. The mission is clearly described, as well as the mission’s impact on how the school holds its teachers and students accountable to those principles.
· The applicant proposes an “accelerated, back to basics” model based in direct instruction which is internally coherent and consistent.
· Students will have the opportunity to work with music from multiple perspectives whether as listeners, performers, or composers.  

· The applicant articulates ambitious goals, explicitly commiting to using state assessments to measure academic progress instead of relying on commercial assessments which may not be aligned to the standards. The applicant expects 100% of general education students to be at/above grade level (all subjects); at least 90% of IEP goals will be met; and at least 30% ELL students to become English proficient each year.
· The Legacy Traditional School system in Arizona ranked highest among all K-8 school districts and charter systems in the state as each school academically outperformed the local public school district in which they are located, the County in which they are located, and the entire state.  

· Each school received an “A” rating under the school accountability statute based on the schools’ percentage of students exceeding Arizona’s high stakes annual assessment, the percentile of overall academic growth demonstrated by each student, the percentile of growth achieved by the lowest academic performing students per grade level, and the English Language Learner reclassification to full English proficiency rate.  

· Every Legacy Traditional School in Arizona was identified as a Title I "High Performing Reward" school by meeting Annual Measurable Objectives, earned an "A" letter grade, and above average achievement and growth among their bottom quartile of students.  

· The Arizona Department of Education awarded Legacy Traditional Schools the “High Flyer District of Merit” based on the high academic progress and overall performance of students with disabilities over a three-year period.  
· While  the model’s focus on direct instruction and the use of programs like Saxon Math is generally viewed as conflicting with Common Core, the operator has a strong track record of success which it credits to an extremely high fidelity implementation of all practices and curricula.  Based on classroom observations during the site visit, students were engaged and teachers and administrators were deeply invested in both warm relationships with students and families and precise execution of the academic program.  Both the applicant and the operator were able to address this issue during the capacity interview and follow-up conversations.  
· Although opening with 1,200 students in the first year of operation is not considered a best practice nationally, the operator has a substantial track record of success in implementing a high quality academic program at scale.  Due to the well-structured but joy-focused implementation of classroom and school-wide student management systems, the schools are orderly and highly organized despite their size.  
· The plan to engage parents and the community once school is approved is strong (PTO, social media, parent volunteering, etc.).

· The applicant group appears to have a strong connection to the business and development groups in Henderson.  

· The applicant thoroughly describes their programs, extra-curricular activities, and intended curricular guides.

· The school's approach to differentiated instruction is clear.

· The professional development plan for teachers is clearly outlined.

· The remediation plan for Tier 1 and Tier 2 students is robust and thorough.

· There is a thorough explanation of how gifted students will be served and the applicant explains the promotion criteria and processes.

· Applicant sets measurable annual performance and growth goals which exceed  state requirement, including:   

· 100% of general education students will be reading at grade level by end of 3rd grade. 
· Maintain a 90% persistence rate (i.e. 90% of students every year will re-enroll at the school). 
· 95% teacher retention rate.  

· 100% parent involvement rate.
· The school will administer various interim assessments in ELA, math and science.
· The narrative explains how unit tests and diagnostic assessments will help inform teacher remediation and intervention efforts.

· Professional development plan includes guidance on instructional best practices, as well as checking for understanding.

· The school has a large number of required PDs, including numerous pre-service training for new teachers.  

· In an effort to measure the success of the school-wide academic remediation efforts in year 1, year 3, year 5 and beyond, Legacy Traditional School – Henderson utilizes an Action Research strategy (Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon, 2001). An Action Research steering committee comprised of school officials, boards members, an EMO representative and a parent is created. 

· Students are identified for gifted programs as early as first grade.  
· All Legacy Traditional School - Henderson teachers are required to provide a minimum of one hour of before/after school tutoring per week, targeting the needs of struggling students.  

· At-risk students are defined as those with "foreseeable obstacles to successful" completion of learning goals; there are  numerous mechanisms for identifying at-risk students.
· The applicant’s RTI model is a three-tier intervention program supported by a Child Study Team.
· There is a clear process for RTI special education referrals 
· The applicant seems to support and encourage special education and-general education collaboration
· The applicant’s proactive approach to monitoring seems sufficient to meet compliance requirements.
· The applicant articulates a reasonable approach to identifying ELL students and communicating placement decisions.
· The narrative includes a thoughtful approach to identifying homeless and migrant students and providing resources.
· The school culture is based on promoting intrinsic satisfaction, patriotism, and positivity.
· There is a plan to host forums to engage parents and community and receive input on school culture.
· There is an explicit plan for reinforcing positive behaviors and implementing culture, including enculturating students who come in mid-year.
· The applicant identifies multiple measures for gauging success, including surveys, attendance records, and observation data.
· The narrative includes a clear system of positive reinforcement and tiered penalties.
· The applicant provides extensive procedures for due process and appeals, as well as implementing discipline policies, keeping accurate discipline records and reporting discipline data.
· There is a detailed parental grievance process.
· The typical day for student and teachers narratives are well- aligned to previous components of application.

· The narratives related to scenarios for students with disabilities and ELL students are appropriate and aligned with policies detailed in application.
Areas for Improvement:

· The applicant did not include the specific questions in the narrative.  While the flow of the document facilitated review, it is possible that some elements were missed by reviewers due to this omission.  The revised application will need to incorporate the specific questions. 
The specific questions / issues from the Call for Quality Charters RFP are now reflected throughout the application. 
· The reference in the mission statement to “motivated students” could be perceived as limiting the school’s admission only to students who are already motivated.  While discussions with school staff confirmed that the adults on campus view it as their responsibility to motivate and engage students, the narrative would have been improved by some additional context explaining that the mission refers to a future state for students instead of an initial state.  During implementation, marketing materials and talking points should also emphasize this distinction to avoid any impression of exclusionary enrollment practices.  

An explanation of the mission statement’s definition of “motivated student” is reflected on page 4, 65 and page 66 of the application.  

· While the applicant cites the six NRS 386.520 purposes, the narrative simply reiterates those as general goals without explaining how the school will actually fulfill them.  

The question from the Call for Quality Charters RFP reads as follows;

(3) A charter school must have as its stated purpose at least one of the goals set forth in NRS

386.520. Please identify the statutory purpose(s) of the school and how these align to the

mission and vision of the school.
The Committee to Form addressed this question on page 11 of the application. 
· While the applicant has communicated an intent to open in 2017 and this is confirmed on page 3, where the narrative states the school will open in 2017-18, the chart on the same page states the school will open in 2016-17.  

We were unable to locate this recommendation in the application. 
· It is unclear from the narrative if the EMO’s current schools’ demographics representative of the local community, though brief research indicates that the student populations are similar.  This should be clarified in the narrative.
A statement of the EMO’s current schools’ demographics are reflected in page 3 of the application. 
· Other than saying they'd like to attract "motivated" students, applicant fails to identify the community within Henderson they will target. 

The community within Henderson cannot be specifically identified until the physical site is determined. This comment is reflected on page 8 of the application.   
· While the application states that the components of their education model will be "evidence based," the applicant doesn’t specifically highlight what those evidence based components are.  The applicant also does not cite research to support the claim that the chosen practices and programs are evidence-based, most likely due to pushback as much of the research on topics like direct instruction and Saxon Math is mixed and most of it is from a number of years ago.  It would have been more effective to cite both some of the positive and mixed research and draw a clear line between the chosen methodologies and programs and the positive academic outcomes of the schools using a model based on those components.  The connection in the narrative could be significantly stronger and more persuasive. 

The Committee to Form believes that the academic outcomes of students attending Legacy Traditional Schools are indeed evidence based. This is expressed in the application on pages 4, 19, and 35 of the application. 

Research on Direct Instruction is provided on page 4, 19, 29 and 35. Research on Positive Discipline is provided on page 13. Depth and complexity is provided on page 30.
· Applicant says Henderson was identified as the first Nevada community to be served by a Legacy Traditional School "based on the community's growing interest in a 'Back to Basics' program" ' It is unclear how this was determined from the narrative.  While the attachment provides a table that appears to be a list of interested parents, no context was provided in the narrative to explain how this was collected.  Based on the capacity interview, the operator was contacted by a large number of Henderson families who have relocated from Arizona  or are related to families who attend the school, so the demand that led the applicant group to connect with the EMO is organic and is only just beginning to be primed by outreach or marketing.  The narrative is unclear in this area.  

A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 8 of the application.
· There is limited discussion of the resources and/or partnerships that will be leveraged to enrich student learning beyond the role of the EMO.  While some high achieving schools eschew partnerships, others embrace them.   In the absence of a robust partnership discussion, a rationale for the lack thereof would be informative and help to round out the reader’s understanding of the school’s philosophy.  
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 10 of the application.
· While the applicant’s detailed discussion of the academic program in other sections can permit a reader to infer that it fully complies with the requirements of NRS 386.550 and NRS 389.018, the narrative would be improved with a few short sentences or an explanatory table identifying the key requirements of those statutes and regulations and indicating how the school will comply with them.  
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 28 of the application.

· If the school falls short of its goals, the applicant states that a Performance Improvement Plan will be created and implemented, but there are few details regarding what this actually entails or who would be responsible for implementation.  Additional clarity would be helpful.  

A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 52 of the application.

· Applicant claims interim assessments are valid and reliable, but there is no explanation of how this has been determined.  To the degree that this is based on past experience in Arizona, that should be clearly explained.  

A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 51 of the application.

· While an assessment plan and calendar was included, there was no discussion of what the interim benchmarks for each assessment would be to ensure they're on-track.

A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 50 and 51 of the application.
· There is no clear discussion of how to avoid or identify over-identification of students  with disabilities.

A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 58 and 62 of the application.
· The applicant claims to provide a continuum of services that are individualized and does not use "branded programs" however no examples are given of the programs used.  It is unclear if all programs are EMO or teacher created.  

A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 38 of the application.

· While it is stated that teachers will be TESL certified, it isn't clear how the school will recruit and incentivize those teachers.

A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 63 of the application.

· It is unclear whether the goal of a 100% parent involvement rate mean that 100% of parents will volunteer at the school or just that 100% of parents will communicate with the school through signing homework slips and responding to school communiqués?  
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 7 and 44 of the application.

· There is limited information for the reader to understand how the operator will train staff and students around high expectations.  It is possible this is detailed elsewhere in the document but was difficult to find due to the omission of the question headings.  
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 65 and 66 of the application.

· The applicant discusses how students who need supports for social and emotional needs will be identified, but provides no details regarding actual intervention and remediation plans. It is unclear how these supports may vary over the lifetime of school.
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 68 of the application.
· There is no description how the school will measure school culture and the implementation of the school culture plan.  
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 68 of the application.
· Based on the narrative, it appears that the only interventions that Tier II students not demonstrating the highest level of need will receive are optional after school tutoring sessions. It is unclear what the percentage of students in Tier II who would not receive required push-in services during the school day would be.

We are unaware of provisions requiring push-in services to general education, school identified, Tier II students. Please provide us with guidance to this comment.  
· It appears that some verbiage was omitted from the special education principles articulated in the call to quality charters, as the applicant appears to inadvertently state that the school will “Counsel or kick any students out of Legacy Traditional School – Henderson.”  This is inconsistent with the rest of the narrative and what was demonstrated during the capacity interview and site visit but could be misinterpreted by parents and the community.

The correction has been made on page 53
· There is insufficient detail about how the applicant will work with the Deputy Superintendent and the Director of Compliance to ensure that vulnerable students are not disproportionately penalized.  

A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 72 of the application.
· It is possible that an element of the dress code could be perceived by the community as unfairly targeting African-American students who choose to wear their hair naturally (applicant describes locks and afros >1inch as "extreme").  This may be viewed as discriminatory or exclusionary, much like prohibitions on religious headgear or other items have been struck down or seriously curtailed.  
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 74 of the application.

· While the applicant posed many thoughtful and valid questions in the student data scenario which demonstrate the ability to engage with data in accountable ways, the “next steps” could have been discussed more clearly.  
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 82 of the application.

Essential Question: Will the academic program be a success?    

Yes.  The academic program outlined in the application is consistent with the core elements of the successful Arizona implementations.  The application, capacity, interview, site visit, and follow-up discussion with members of the applicant team effectively articulate an academic program which can be successful with Clark County students.  The applicant and the model have demonstrated capacity for continued academic growth and a clear focus on continuous improvement.  To that end, staff has identified areas of improvement which should be addressed by the applicant to the satisfaction of staff following board approval and prior to the issuance of the charter contract.  
Should the board approve the application based on the totality of evidence related to all three domains, staff proposes to work with the applicant to address the areas for improvement prior to the formal issuance of a charter contract by the Director based on this approval. 
Organization
Performance Data

For applicants seeking to replicate an existing model—whether as a direct charter management organization applicant, a committee to form partnering with a non-profit or for-profit education management organization, or a committee to form which seeks to independently replicate, consideration must be given to the organizational track record of the model.  For models with a current Nevada presence, the primary criteria will be performance within the Nevada legal and regulatory context.  For models which are not currently implemented in Nevada, the criteria will be performance within the context of the home state’s legal and regulatory context.  

Based on a review of the Arizona State Board for Charter Schools Operational Performance Framework, all of the Legacy Traditional Schools in Arizona met the authorizer’s operational performance standards in 2015.  Consultation with the authorizer revealed no historic issues.  
Conclusion: The proposed organizational model has a strong track record of organizational performance in Arizona.  
Areas of Strength:

As noted above, the applicant has selected a model with a track record of organizational success.  The applicant has a strong understanding of what it takes to oversee an effective and accountable organization and has articulated systems to oversee the implementation of the model.  In response to feedback and areas of concern, the applicant has amply demonstrated a growth mindset and a capacity and desire for continuous improvement.  
Specific Strengths include:

· The qualifications of various team leaders essential to implementing school design are is clear.
· The proposed Superintendent has the requisite experience for the position.  

· The proposal states there are numerous candidates qualified for the principal position already in the EMO’s pipeline.

· Based on both the application and the capacity interview, the applicant proposes a strong plan for recruiting and retaining teachers based on past practice in a state with a similar teacher shortage.
· The applicant recognizes the risks associated with single point failures and outlines systems that will be used to ensure redundancies in knowledge.
· The compensation and benefits packages appear competitive.

· There are clear procedures for hiring process, as well as a well-developed dismissal process for staff.

· The use of in-house leadership development ensures viable secession and positions the model for future scalability after achieving proof of concept in Nevada.

· The teacher performance evaluation program is well-thought out and based on multiple measures.

· There is ample evidence that Legacy has successfully scaled in the past.

· The applicant’s enrollment window far exceeds the 45 day statutory expectation and the marketing campaign is designed to appeal to a cross-section of the community.   

· The narrative explains the governance philosophy and role of the board.

· The bylaws clearly outline accountability and removal procedures for board members who do not met expectations.

· The applicant supplied a thorough pre-opening plan.

· The attached EMO contract is clear and is generally compliant with Nevada law and regulation.  The applicant has indicated several areas they intend to change based on further discussion.   

· There is a clear operations plan, including a through technology plan.  

· The narrative describes multiple protections in place for student and employee data.

· The EMO has significant experience in facilities building and maintenance and its facilities have won statewide awards.

· The applicant and the EMO have already identified brokers and consultants to assist in the land search and acquisition phases.

Areas for Improvement:

· As the organizational chart makes no reference to the EMO, it’s positional authority and that of its staff is unclear.  For example, it is difficult to determine if the principal report to the EMO or the board based on the narrative.  
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 84 of the application.
· The decision-making matrix reserves all or almost all decisions  to the board.  Based on the capacity interview, this was a result of a misinterpretation by the applicant and it will be revised to clarify how much control local leadership (principal, etc.) has and what decisions are made by the principal rather than the EMO or board.

A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 98 of the application.

· The principal, assistant principal and instructional coach job descriptions indicate a requirement for administrative credentials in AZ rather than NV.  Nevada administrative credentials are not required for such positions in charter schools and this may be a function of the applicant’s intent to “seed” the school with talent with prior Legacy experience but it is unclear if this is intentional .  

The Arizona credentials listed on the job description was an unintended omission. Arizona licensing will not be a requirement. The Committee to Form may decide if a Nevada license will be required for administrators.   

· The instructional coach provides only coaching or does the instructional coach also evaluate teachers?  
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 93 of the application.

· The applicant identifies ADP as providing back-office services but few details provided about contract 
details or how this company was chosen.  It can be inferred that this is a permissible centrally-provided service from the EMO but the arrangement is unclear.  
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 96 of the application.
· The  applicant explains that they will ensure that the fundamental features of Legacy’s model will be embedded through training, supervision, and accountability, but it’s not entirely clear how that will be done specifically in NV since previous scaling was in AZ.  It is uncertain, based on the narrative, whether this be accomplished by the transfer of key school-level staff from Arizona to Nevada, by the relocation of a small group of EMO staff to Henderson, or some other strategy or mix of strategies. 
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 97 of the application.

· It is unclear what portion of the EMO Superintendent’s time will be dedicated to matters pertaining to this school.  
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 97 of the application.

· It is not clear that the laudably broad application window (from September to March of the year prior to school opening) is preceded by the 45 day notification window specified in statute, though the combination of the marketing campaign and the lengthy period to submit applications clearly embraces the intent of the law.  In the event that the beginning of the marketing campaign coincides with the beginning of the enrollment period, it will be necessary to consult with SPCSA counsel to determine if this process is acceptable as is or if it merits a good cause waiver from the SPCSA pursuant to statute.
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 99 of the application.
· It is unclear how additional board members will be identified and recruited. Board succession strategy and building a bench of board members is a best practice.  
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 103 of the application.

· While the applicant states that board members will receive training on various laws and issues of compliance, there is no timeline for this training. Additionally, the applicant states that the board will receive further capacity training based on assessment data, but this seems late in the process.  The applicant group expressed strong interest and enthusiasm for additional training on the particulars of charter school governance during the capacity interview and subsequent interactions.  Early board training will need to be added to the proposal prior to execution of a charter contract.  

A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 103 of the application.

· While state law does not mandate transportation services for most charter school students, the applicant does not identify transportation which may be necessary to meet the school’s obligations to McKinney-Vento students (students in transition) or comply with a student’s IEP pursuant to federal law.  Depending on the need and the plan, this might include from bus tokens or a taxi service.
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 108 of the application.

· The lease cost details were not clear in the narrative and required reviewers to dig through the attachments to locate them.  
Essential Question: Will the school be an effective and accountable organization?
Yes.  The organizational program outlined in the application is consistent with the core elements of the successful Arizona implementations.  The application, capacity, interview, and follow-up discussion with members of the applicant team effectively articulate an organizational plan which can be successful in Nevada.  The applicant group has embraced feedback and committed to additional charter school board development training following charter approval to supplement their existing expertise.  
Fiscal
The applicant budget is designed primarily as a performance task to evaluate the applicant’s ability to design a budget which accurately reflects the Nevada context, contains reasonable expense assumptions which are correctly calculated, and incorporates the personnel and operating costs specific to the academic model.  While many of these assumptions and priorities will serve as the basis for the operating budget adopted by the governing body, is not intended to contractually bind the applicant to a specific set of revenues or expenditures.  

Performance Data

For applicants seeking to replicate an existing model—whether as a direct charter management organization applicant, a committee to form partnering with a non-profit or for-profit education management organization, or a committee to form which seeks to independently replicate, consideration must be given to the financial track record of the model.  For models with a current Nevada presence, the primary criteria will be performance within the Nevada legal and regulatory context.  For models which are not currently implemented in Nevada, the criteria will be performance within the context of the home state’s legal and regulatory context.  

The applicant provided financial data, including audited financial statements, for other schools implementing the academic program.  Staff also supplemented the supplied data with a review of the financial frameworks for each Legacy school produced annually by the Arizona State Board for Charter Schools.  
The most recent independent audit report for each of the Legacy campuses shows that their financial statements present fairly, in all material respects, the respective financial position of the governmental activities, the aggregate remaining fund information, and the respective changes in financial position in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. The auditor’s consideration of internal control over financial reporting did not identify any deficiencies in internal control considered to be material weaknesses.  It is important to note that some earlier audits identified areas of weakness in financial controls but those issues were identified and addressed in the management letter.  There is no evidence that those weaknesses have recurred.  
In Arizona, most charter school applicants are 501c3 entities, though the law does allow for other kinds of eligible entities, including for-profit companies.  They are not created as political subdivisions, as is the case in Nevada.  Consequently, Arizona charter schools are permitted to operate at a loss for several years, much like a startup non-profit or for-profit corporation.  Outstanding liabilities, such as deferred management fees, often remain on the books as accounts payable instead of the other accounting treatments frequently utilized in Nevada.  This difference in accounting expectations makes direct comparison of the financial performance of Legacy’s Arizona schools to Nevada schools more challenging.  Based on a review of the ASBCS financial frameworks, while Legacy schools that are still in their startup phase typically do not meet the expectations of the framework, their financial performance consistently improves after several years of operation.  Based on information received from the Arizona State Board for Charter Schools, this type of financial picture is not uncommon in Arizona and the Legacy schools perform as well or better than most Arizona charter schools on their framework. 
Conclusion: The proposed financial model has an improving track record of financial performance in Arizona while continuing to deliver strong academic results.  
Areas of Strength:

· The budget assumption narrative was clear, concise and appeared to be based on assumptions and support from other Legacy schools.  It takes a conservative approach to revenues and expenses.
· The applicant and the EMO have sought out feedback and have committed to making appropriate adjustments to some budget assumptions in light of differences in how Nevada regulates charter schools compared to other states.  

Areas of Weakness:

· While Arizona law permits a charter school to operate a deficit during the first few years of operation, Nevada law does not as charter schools are primarily considered political subdivisions.  While applicant and the operator noted that the budget projections were conservative and do not reflect the deferment or postponement of management fees that exists in practice and the budget worksheet makes it clear the school reaches the black after the startup phase, it will be important for the budget to be revised to reflect this change and that the management fee also make a clear provision for such postponement to ensure that the school complies with Nevada law.  The applicant has committed to this revision.  SPCSA staff have also identified this as an area which will need to be emphasized with out-of-state operators to ensure they are better prepared as they develop their application budgets.  
This change is now reflected in the revised Financial Plan Workbook, attachment 19. 

· The Board is expected to select and retain an independent auditor to provide an annual audit of the school.  Consistent with the SPCSA’s expectations of other Nevada charter schools, it is important that the charter application make it explicit that the Board has sole authority to make that decision and that the auditor reports to the board, not to staff or to the EMO.  Additionally, the SPCSA expects Boards that contract with an EMO to select an auditor that is different from the firm utilized by other client Boards or the EMO itself.  These provisions should be made explicit in the charter application.  
A statement regarding this comment is reflected on page 118 of the application.

Essential Question: Will the school be fiscally viable.  
Yes.  The changes to the fiscal plan described in the capacity interview which will permit the school to defer or postpone payment of management fees will ensure the school operates sustainably in a manner consistent with Nevada law both during its initial startup and throughout the duration of the charter term.     
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