
Promise Academy
Charter School Application Recommendation Report

Proposal Overview

School Name
Promise Academy Charter School
Mission (Application Item A.1.2)
Our mission is to create an enriching, effective learning environment using research based strategies that are developmentally appropriate so that all students master the common core state standards. Our focus is on second language learners and will include developing their English language proficiency. Our purpose is to prepare our students with a strong foundation to meet the rigorous demands they will face in their future, whether it be college and/or career.
Student friendly: “Promise Academy creates an environment where all students can learn and become prepared for the future.
Proposed Location (from Charter Application Cover Sheet)
Clark County, East Side of Las Vegas
Enrollment Projections (from Charter Application Cover Sheet)
	Opening Year
	School Type 
	Opening Grade(s)
	Projected Enrollment

	Year 1 (2013)
	k-5
	k-2
	216 

	Year 2 (2014)
	k-5
	k-3
	288

	At capacity
	k-5
	k-5
	432


School Designations: At-Risk
Recommendation

Overall Recommendation
· Deny: Significant application deficiencies were found which cannot be remedied without major revisions that would significantly alter the nature of the application. 
Summary of Section Ratings

Rating options for each section are Meets the standard; Approaches the standard; Does not meet the standard

Section 1. Education Program Design

· Does not meet the standard
Section 2. Operations Plan

· Does not meet the standard
Section 3. Financial Plan

· Does not meet the standard
Section 4. Performance Record

· n/a
Section 5. Evidence of Capacity

· Approaches the standard

Education Program Design
Rating

· Does not meet the standard
Plan Summary
The K-5 school proposes to serve second language, low socio-economic students who have been underserved. The applicants intend to meet common core standards through instructional strategies that include: encompassing balanced literacy across the curriculum, using a language experience approach, process writing, utilizing cooperative learning, and include an inquiry approach to teaching and learning. The yearly academic calendar accommodates instruction in reading, language, social studies, mathematics, science, art, music, physical education, and computers. 
Analysis

The Education Program did not meet criteria for approval because, even though the school seeks to address a very real need, the level of detail provided in the application was not sufficient to suggest that the school described would provide a superior education for the students in the target group. The Review Team’s overarching concern was that elements of the Education Plan lacked detail, coordination, and frequently were not aligned with other aspects of the proposal. The Committee to Form clearly demonstrated a desire to improve the education of English language learners from low-income families; however, the Education Plan contained a number of weaknesses that undermine the Evaluation Team’s confidence.
No comprehensive, sustainable plan for professional development was found in the application. The plan for professional development lacked sufficient detail and did not bring together the variety of activities and trainings referred to elsewhere in the application. As proposed, there appears to be no professional development throughout the school year – only at the beginning and end.

The proposed school’s mission listed academic achievement as a primary focus, yet the goals included in the application would not necessarily result in improved student learning and appear to fail to hold the school accountable for the learning of students who have been in their care for less than 3 years. Although partially explained in the Capacity Interview, any goal expecting students to grow by less than one full year in language proficiency implies acceptance of a level of achievement that will not make a true difference in students’ lives.

No clear and compelling alignment existed among the proposed school’s mission, curriculum, and instruction. The Education Plan omitted information in some areas, and failed to provide adequate detail in a number of others. Many of the assertions made within the application were not adequately supported through research or other evidence. 
The applicants have laudable aims to serve an at-risk population of students.

Operations Plan

Rating
· Does not meet the standard
Plan Summary

The members of the Committee to Form the School (CTF), and the NRS 386.520 membership requirements each one meets, are: Liaison: Katie Pellegrino, educator, Dorothy Heenan, financial, Nicole Martin, educator, Patricia Moyer, human resources, Laura Esparza-Picos, parent, Amy Zeiders, educator

According to the board bylaws, the first board would consist of the members of the CTF.

The proposed school would not contract with an Educational Management Organization (EMO) to assist with the provision of educational services at the school; it would not provide distance education courses and/or programs. The school’s administration would consist of a Principal and Assistant Principal/Financial Operations Operator.  The school would use a student:teacher ratio of approximately 18:1.  Teachers will be encouraged to hold a TESL license endorsement.

The application identifies the school’s administrator: Katie Pellegrino.
Analysis

The Operations Plan did not meet the criteria for approval because the application failed to provide an effective plan involving parents, professional educators, and the community in governance of the school. The application also failed to demonstrate an understanding of management needs and priorities including a staffing plan that appeared viable and adequate for effective implementation of the proposed plan.

The narrative section included a laudable intent to find members of the community, parents, and others to serve on the board; however, there was no clear plan to recruit board members included in the application. A clear and well developed plan to recruit members was needed in consideration that the current members of the Committee to Form (CTF) the school are family members, friends and former co-workers of the proposed principal. While some degree of connection among members is common, the lack of additional members outside this circle called into question the Committee’s ability to recruit additional members. Additionally, the Committee’s understanding of their role as board members appeared to vary somewhat, with management mentioned on a number of occasions and fiduciary duty/performance oversight almost uniformly omitted. 

Other areas of the Operations Plan were unclear or lacked detail to an extent that made it impossible for the Review Team to conclude that the school could be prepared to open on schedule and successfully serve students. For example, a financial officer was mentioned on the organizational chart but there was no associated job description. The organizational chart did not include the school’s board and did not show clear lines of authority. The Operations Plan did not contain adequate strategies for recruitment and retention of effective teachers. 
With additional time and experience, the Committee and school leaders can strengthen the operations plan and could be successful in the future.

Financial Plan

Rating
· Does not meet the standard
Plan Summary
No pre-opening budget is presented. Budgeted enrollment for years 1 and 2 is 216 and 288 students, respectively. The DSA calculation sheets used 259.2 and 331.2. Both the budget and the cash flow statements are incomplete and incorrect to the degree that no meaningful conclusions can be drawn. For example, no rent, utilities, contracts, insurance or SPCSA fees are included in cash flow. Budget shortfall contingency plans are nebulous, making statements such as “Hopefully, all budget shortfalls will be identified in a sufficient amount of time to address.” and “We will actively pursue donations and apply for grants to assist with any budget shortfalls, as well as pursue fundraising opportunities.” At one point in the application, reference is made to an office manager and an accountant. In another place, they state that “Promise Academy does not know the position title/name of individual at the school, name of accounting firm, or contact person who will be handling the school’s financial liability.”

Analysis

The Financial Plan did not meet criteria for approval because the number and weight of errors and inconsistencies made in the budgets did not exhibit sufficient capacity by the Committee/school leadership to manage the business functions of a charter school.  

The Committee did not outline viable strategies for meeting potential budget and cash flow challenges outside of a statement that teachers would be notified when they need to begin paying for desired supplies on their own. Multi-grade classrooms were presented as a strategy to meet initial year financial challenges yet there was no mention in the Education Plan of multi-grade classroom instructional models.

The budget, as proposed, did not present a financially viable organization – revenue in the first year was outstripped by expenditures. Enrollment numbers were not consistent within the charter school application. The budget projected enrollment higher than other areas of the application. Expenses were omitted (e.g., facilities) or estimated to be lower than one can expect.

The Committee indicates they are pursuing sponsors/donors but no information has been given to suggest that they have been successful in the past or up to this point.

In the Capacity Interview the Committee acknowledged the lack of capacity in finance and is encouraged to expand membership to include expertise in this area.

Evidence of Capacity

Rating

· Approaches the standard
Plan Summary
Promise Academy’s CTF is comprised of six members. Dorothy Heenan is the Assistant Vice President of Transaction Accounts at One Nevada Credit Union. Nicole Martin is a Clark County Special Education teacher. Patricia Moyer retired in 2008 and now is a front desk attendant volunteer with the Cleveland Clinic Lou Ruvo Center for Brain Health in Las Vegas. Kathleen Pellegrino has a Master’s in Education Administration and is currently a Literacy Specialist at Edwards E.S. in Clark County. Amy Zeiders has a Master’s of Education in Curriculum and Instruction and is currently an ELL teacher in Clark County. Laura Esparza-Picos is a parent of a child at the proposed charter school.
Analysis

The Evidence of Capacity partially met the criteria for approval because the application did not provide sufficient evidence that the proposed administration of the school has a record of success in a leadership capacity. Likewise the poorly constructed budget and financial management plan did not demonstrate competency of the Committee to direct the business functions of the school, and the proposed board as a whole lacked a record of success or demonstrated experience relevant to accomplishing the ambitious tasks presented in the application. Deficiencies in all areas of the application suggested that the Committee/leadership team needs more time to develop its plan and cultivate capacity (in the Committee and proposed board) and partners to bring to life its vision for a successful school.
The Committee is commended for their desire to start a charter school specifically serving English language learners. The Committee brings a wealth of experience in professional practice working with English language learners in Clark County. 
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