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I. RENEWAL APPLICATION COVER SHEET 

 

Name of school: _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Point person for renewal process: ______________________________________________________________ 

 

Certification Statement: 

I, _____________________________________, certify that the information submitted in this charter 

renewal application is accurate to the best of my knowledge and that this application has 

been reviewed by the school’s Board of Trustees. 

I also certify that the school has submitted the most current version of the school’s articles of 

incorporation and bylaws to Epicenter as part of its renewal application. 

 

Authorized Signature: __________________________________________________________________________ 
Must be a member of the Board of Trustees  
 

Print Name: ________________________________________________ Date: ________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cedar Tree Academy Public Charter School 

Dr. LaTonya Henderson 

Dr. Carla Bailey 

Carla Bailey 10/14/2014 
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II. Executive Summary 

The Board of Directors of Cedar Tree Academy Public Charter School is applying for charter 

renewal based on academic performance, legal compliance, sound fiscal management, self- 

identification of areas of concern and actions taken to remedy concerns.  

Cedar Tree Academy Public Charter School formerly Howard Road Academy was chartered 
by the District of Columbia Public Charter School Board in 2000.   

We believe that all children have the right to be respected, accepted and embraced as having 
capable, young minds. We are committed to academic excellence for all students and achieve 
this by building a foundation for lifelong learning in a safe and nurturing learning 
environment. Our curriculum is designed to enhance social and emotional growth, as well as 
cognitive and creative development while preparing students to become active independent 
learners. Learn Today, Lead Tomorrow. 

Cedar Tree Academy PCS formerly known as Howard Road Academy Public Charter School 

was managed by Mosaica Education, Incorporated until the end of school year 2012-2013.  

Cedar Tree is now governed by a dedicated Board of Trustees and has been accredited by 

Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools since May of 2008. 

The year 2013 marked a new beginning for the former Howard Road Academy Public 

Charter School. The school now operates free from the Education Management Company and 

has been rebranded and is currently known as Cedar Tree Academy PCS. New leadership has 

been hired and the student body has been trimmed from more than 600 students to 350 

students. This reduction of the student body was due to the closure of the elementary and 

middle school campuses and the relocation of the Pennsylvania Avenue Early Childhood 

Campus to the main campus located in Ward 8 at 701 Howard Rd SE, Washington, DC 20020. 

Cedar Tree Academy’s transformation is an effort to narrow the focus, strengthen the 

academic program, and to answer the call of the city to provide high-quality, all-day early 

learning programs for students in the district.  Quality early learning programs are   

particularly important in Ward 8 which is the most economically-disadvantaged ward in the 

city according to the Washington-based Urban Institute.  

We understand and appreciate the importance of early childhood education. Our exceptional 

teachers are united in their love for inspiring young minds. At Cedar Tree Academy, children 

learn life skills that will carry them through the rest of their academic careers. Our top quality 

early childhood education facility delivers both a place to learn and peace of mind. 

Cedar Tree Academy is named as a tribute to the great abolitionist, educator, philosopher 

and land owner, Frederick Douglass. His estate and home, Cedar Hill, is a national historic 
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site very close to our school.  His home provided the backdrop to his active political and 

academic life. Like the cedar trees that populate Douglass’ estate, Cedar Tree Academy is 

strong, well-rooted and local. Cedar Tree Academy works hard to break down barriers to 

ensure all students are provided with a quality education.  We hold true to Fredrick 

Douglass’s saying, “It is easier to build strong children than to repair broken men”.    

 

III. Review of Charter Performance 

We have learned many lessons from the past fifteen years of operation and dealt with many 

adverse situations but have stood as a beacon of hope for students  with the most need, many 

coming from  some the poorest neighborhoods in the city.  

In our charter amendment dated January 2014, the DC Public Charter School Board (PCSB) 

granted our request to instruct students in grades pre-kindergarten through kindergarten, 

utilizing one campus located at 701 Howard Road SE.  After spending three years at this 

grade configuration and provided that the school meets all requirements, the chartering 

authority has agreed to allow Cedar Tree to apply to amend our agreement to include 

additional grades. 

We are in full compliance with PCSB’s recommendations in order to receive full approval. 

Until such time, our focus and mission has shifted to create a high quality early learning 

center at Cedar Tree Academy Public Charter School. We have increased our recruitment, 

training and development of teachers and seek those who possess the pedagogical 

knowledge and skill to work in our unique learning center.  We exceeded our enrollment 

expectations for the second year in a row. We are confident that we are doing our part in 

helping the city meet the demand for high quality early learning programs. We are a part of 

the Early Childhood Performance Management Framework (PMF) taskforce; utilize effective 

approved curricula, and many staff members have been trained in the CLASS observation 

system. We have also partnered with the Far Southeast Family Strengthening Collaborative 

to ensure that our students and families have needed support. 

It is with this commitment to early childhood that we submit this application to renew our 

charter for the next 15 years.  

 

A. Fulfillment of Charter Goals 

We believe that providing a strong foundation is paramount to our success as an early 

childhood school. In 2013, Our Board of Directors in conjunction with the DC Public Charter 

School Board decided to change the configuration of our student body. We moved away from 
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a PS3-8th grade model to an Early Childhood School. This paradigm shift was in effort to 

strengthen the knowledge-base of students and narrow the focus of our academic program.   

Because DC Public Charter School Board approved the amendment to our charter which 

discontinued all upper grades subsequent to kindergarten, our goals for this renewal 

application are based solely on our performance from the 2013-2014 school year. In the 

following pages, we will discuss our progress on each of the goals. 

The demand for our program is very high evidenced by our enrollment numbers for the past 

two years.  We are excited about the potential of creating a stronger foundation for students 

in the District of Columbia. 

 

B.  Fulfillment of Charter Goals and Student Academic Achievement Expectations 

Cedar Tree Academy Public Charter School is rooted in the understanding that building a 

strong foundation is paramount to any organization.  Thus, we created a school that educates 

the youngest members of our society.  We have worked closely with the District of Columbia 

Public Charter School Board this year and appreciate their support in guiding us through our 

transition from and Elementary/Middle School model to an Early Childhood Center.  In the 

following pages, our PMF Goals will be discussed in detail. 

Goal 1 

Sixty percent (60%) of Pre-Kindergarten (3) students will increase 3 points on the Picture 

Naming section of the Individual Growth and Development Indicators, commonly referred 

to as MyIGDIs assessment. 

Sixty percent (60%) of Pre-Kindergarten (4) students will increase one cut score or maintain 

Tier I status on all three sections of the MyIGDIs assessment: Picture Naming, Rhyming and 

Sound ID 

Our Progress 

Our Pre-Kindergarten students exceeded this goal with 76.1% of them meeting the required 

standard. We will continue to strengthen our program to ensure that more of our students 

are meeting the goals each year. 

Goal 2 

Sixty percent (60%) of Pre-Kindergarten (3) students will increase 1 cut score on the 

Quantity Comparison subtest on the lowest level and maintain on the higher levels of the 

MyIGDIs assessment. 
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Sixty percent (60%) of Pre-Kindergarten (4) students will increase 1 cut score on the Oral 

Counting, Quantity Comparison and 1 to 1 Correspondence Counting subtests on the lowest 

level and maintain on higher levels of the MyIGDIs assessment. 

Our Progress 

Forty-seven and three-tenths percent (47.3%) of our Pre-kindergarten students met this 

goal falling short of our expected target. As a result, teachers have been provided with 

professional development concentrated on Quantity Comparison which we identified as a 

major area of concern for our scholars.  We have also started an after school tutoring 

program called Rising Stars to increase the academic achievement of students in Pre-

Kindergarten and Kindergarten. 

Goal 3 

Sixty percent (60%) of students will show a 200 point scale score increase from fall to spring 

on the Scantron Performance Series Reading Assessment. 

Our Progress 

Our Kindergarten students, through the hard work and dedication of our teachers, exceeded 

this goal by 20%. Eighty and three-tenths percent (80.3%) of our students showed a 200 

point scale score increase from fall to spring on the Scantron Performance Series Reading 

Assessment. 

Goal 4 

 Sixty percent (60%) of students will show a 200 point scale score increase from fall to spring 

on the Scantron Performance Series Math Assessment. 

Our Progress 

Our Kindergarten students exceeded this goal as well with 72.1% of the scholars reaching 

the expected target. 

Goal 5 

The school will score at least 3 on the Emotional Support domain of the CLASS Assessment. 

Our Progress 

The emotional support domain assesses children’s social and emotional functioning in the 

classroom. Children who are connected to others are more likely to positively develop in 

both social and academic areas. Teacher’s support of children’s social and emotional 

functioning is essential in an effective classroom.  Emotional support contains four 



Charter Renewal • Cedar Tree Academy PCS 8 
 

dimensions: positive climate, negative climate, teacher sensitivity, and regard for students’ 

perspectives. 

Cedar Tree exceeded expectations in this area scoring 5.84 with the highest dimension being 

positive climate. It is evident that teachers and students enjoy warm, supportive 

relationships with one other.  See Table 1 

Table 1: Emotional Support Scores 

 

 

Goal 6 

The school will score at least 3 on the Classroom Organization domain of the CLASS 

Assessment. 

Our Progress 

The classroom organization domain reflects the range of classroom processes regarding 

management of students, including their behavior and interest. Classrooms are able to 

provide more learning opportunities when students are well-behaved and engaged in 

activities. Classroom Organization contains three dimensions: behavior management, 

productivity, and instructional learning formats. 

Cedar Tree exceeded the target in this area with a score of 5.2 with the highest score in 

Behavior Management (5.47) which is evident that teachers clearly communicate the rules 

and expectations of behavior and enforces rules in a consistent manner. See Table 2 
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Table 2: Classroom Organization Scores 

 

 

Goal 7 

The school will score at least 1 on the Instructional Support domain of the CLASS 

Assessment. 

Our Progress 

The Instructional Support domain examines students cognitive and language development. 

There is a difference between simply learning facts and learning how facts are connected and 

organized. The ability of the child to develop comprehension and thinking/reasoning skills 

is paramount in their overall cognitive development. Interactions between teacher and 

students that develop these skills are examined through three dimensions: concept 

development, quality of feedback, and language modeling. 

The teachers at Cedar Tree Academy exceeded this goal by scoring 2.7. Although Cedar Tree 

reached the expected target, this area is of concern to the school. As a result of this concern, 

many of our staff members have received CLASS training through OSSE and at least two key 

staff members are certified CLASS observers through Teachstone.  See Table 3 
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Table 3: Instructional Support Scores 

 

 

Goal 8 

On average, PK3-4 students will attend school 80% of the days. Kindergarten students will 

attend 82% of the days. 

Our Progress 

Cedar Tree students met this goal. The Pre- Kindergarten and Kindergarten students 

attended school 86.4% of days. 

Goals-At-A-Glance 

Domain 2013-2014 Goals Progress 
on Goals 

Pre-kindergarten  
Literacy Progress 

60% of PK3 students will increase 3 
points on the Picture Naming section 
of the MyIGDIs assessment. 

 
60% of PK4 students will increase 1 cut 
score on all three sections Picture Naming, 
Rhyming, and Sound ID, of the MyIGDIs 
assessment. 

Yes 
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Pre-kindergarten 
Math Progress 

60% of PK3 students will increase 1 cut 
score on the Quantity Comparison subtest 
on the lowest level and maintain on 
higher levels of the MyIGDIs assessment. 

60% of PK4 students will increase 1 cut 
score on the Oral Counting, Quantity 
Comparison and 1-to-1 Correspondence 
Counting subtests on the lowest level 
and maintain on higher levels of the 
MyIGDIs assessment.                                                                         

No 
 
 
 
 
No 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Kindergarten 
Literacy 

60% of students will show 200 point 
scale score increase from fall to spring 
on the Scantron Performance Series 
Reading assessment. 

Yes 

Kindergarten 
Math 

60% of students will show a 200 point 
scale score increase from fall to spring 
on the Scantron Performance Series 
Math assessment. 

Yes 

Pre-
kindergarten 
Emotional 
Support 

The school will score at least 3 on the 
Emotional Support domain of the CLASS 
Assessment. 

Yes 

Pre-kindergarten 
Classroom 
Organization 

The school will score at least 3 on 
the Classroom Organization 
domain of the CLASS Assessment. 

               
Yes      

Pre-kindergarten 
Instructional 
Support 

The school will score at least 1 on the 
Instructional Support domain of the 
CLASS Assessment. 

Yes 

In-Seat 
Attendance 

On average, PK3 - 4 students will attend 
school 80% of the days. 

On average, Kindergarten students 
will attend school 82% of the days. 

Yes 

 

Conclusion 

The Board of Directors and Staff are excited about our performance of our Early Childhood 

Education Program. We believe that we have demonstrated a commitment to children and 

families in the District of Columbia.  Under the guidance of a talented Board of Directors and 

a committed school leader, Cedar Tree Academy will meet and exceed our highest 

expectations. It is with this charge that we request that the Public Charter School Board 

renew our charter for the next 15 years. 
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C. Compliance with Applicable Laws 

This information is on file at the DC Public Charter School Board 

 

D. Fiscal Management and Economic Viability 

Cedar Tree Academy has consistently received unqualified financial audits as well as 

high CHARM scores from the DC Public Charter School Board. The school is 

considered a low financial risk by both DC Public Charter School Board and an outside 

approved independent auditor. 

 

Detailed information is on file at the DC Public Charter School Board. 



	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

Appendix B 



 
March 5, 2014 
 
Dr. Carla Bailey, Board Chair 
Cedar Tree Academy Public Charter School 
701 Howard Road, SE 
Washington DC  20020 
 
Dear Dr. Bailey:   
 
The Public Charter School Board (“PCSB”) conducts Qualitative Site Reviews (“QSR”) to gather and 
document evidence to support school oversight. According to the School Reform Act § 38-1802.11, 
PCSB shall monitor the progress of each school in meeting the goals and student academic achievement 
expectations specified in the school’s charter. Your school was selected to undergo a QSR during the 
2013-14 school year for the following reason(s): 
 

o School is eligible to petition for 15-year Charter Renewal during the 2014-2015 school year. 
 
Qualitative Site Review Report 
A QSR team conducted on-site review visits of Cedar Tree Academy Public Charter School between 
January 13 and January 24, 2014. The purpose of the site review is for PCSB to gauge the extent to 
which the school’s goals and student academic achievement expectations were evident in the everyday 
operations of the public charter school. To ascertain this, PCSB staff and consultants evaluated your 
classroom teaching by using an abridged version of the Charlotte Danielson Framework for Teaching 
observation rubric. We also visited a board meeting in order to observe the school’s governance as it 
relates to fulfilling its mission, and charter goals. 
 
Enclosed is the team’s report. You will find that the Qualitative Site Review Report is focused primarily 
on the following areas: charter mission and goals, classroom environments, and instructional delivery.  
 
We appreciate the assistance and hospitality that you and your staff gave the monitoring team in 
conducting the Qualitative Site Review at Cedar Tree Academy Public Charter School. Thank you for 
your continued cooperation as PCSB makes every effort to ensure that Cedar Tree Academy Public 
Charter School is in compliance with its charter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Naomi DeVeaux 
Deputy Director 
 
 
Enclosures 
cc: School Leader 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Cedar Tree Academy Public Charter School (“Cedar Tree PCS”), formerly known as Howard Road Academy Public Charter School, serves 
approximately 302 students in prekindergarten (PK)-3 through kindergarten.  DC Public Charter School Board (“PCSB”) conducted a Qualitative 
Site Review (“QSR”) at all campuses in January 2014 because Cedar Tree PCS is eligible for 15-year Charter Renewal during the 2014-15 
school year.  
 
PCSB conducted observations over a two-week window, from January 13 through January 24, 2014. A team of three PCSB staff members and 
two consultants (including one Special Education Consultant) conducted observations of 23 classrooms, including classrooms where more than 
one teacher was present. The spirit of the QSR process is to observe the educational experience for all students, inclusive of students with 
disabilities, at a particular school.  The results of this QSR reflect what the QSR team observed in all learning environments within your school, 
including the one Special Education teacher observed in seven different pull-out and inclusion settings. Observers visited the school on multiple 
days throughout this two week window and saw classes in the morning and in the afternoon.  In some instances, the review team may have 
observed one teacher twice.  In addition to this two-week window, PCSB also attended a Board of Trustees meeting to observe the school’s 
governance as it relates to fulfilling its mission and charter goals. 
 
In 2013, as part of a school-initiated restructuring that resulted in the school closing grades 1-8 and focusing on offering a high quality early 
childhood program, Cedar Tree PCS chose the Performance Management Framework as its goals for student achievement expectations.  The 
review team saw various ways in which the school was making progress towards meeting its goals. The review team saw the teaching of early 
literacy skills throughout classroom observations through modeling fluency and reading left to right in read-alouds, explicit vocabulary 
development, and frequent activities (both group and individual) focused on letter recognition. Math instruction included teachers reading math 
stories and asking math-related questions, whole-class counting, math centers using math manipulatives, and through independent student work.  
In the vast majority of observations, the review team noted that classroom activities required only recall. Teachers assessed individual student 
learning in about half of the observations. 

Overall, observers rated just above two-thirds of classroom observations as proficient or above in the domain of Classroom Environments. The 
highest rated element within the Classroom Environments domain was Creating an Environment of Respect and Rapport with 78% of classroom 
observations rated as proficient or exemplary. Teachers and students were generally warm and kind to each other. Additionally, teachers 
throughout observations recognized and expected student effort. Routines and procedures were well-established, and transitions from activities 
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were generally smooth. Teachers addressed rare instances of student misbehavior on an individual basis, and did so in a way as to correct future 
behaviors by telling students explicitly how to work better together. 

Observers rated under half (43%) of classroom observations, overall, as proficient or above in the domain of Instructional Delivery. This is 
extremely low for a school in its 14th year of operation and of concern to PCSB staff.  The highest rated element within the Instructional Delivery 
domain was Communicating with Students, with 56% of observed classrooms rated as proficient or exemplary. Teachers presented content in 
clear ways, often modeling learning tasks for students. In some classrooms, students participated in presentations of content as they explained 
their thought processes to fellow classmates.  Students throughout observations enthusiastically participated in classroom activities and were 
highly motivated to share thoughts with the class as a whole.  The lowest rated element within this domain was Using Questioning and 
Discussion Techniques, with only 13% of observed classrooms rated as proficient. The review team noted that most questioning and discussion 
happened between teachers and students, with few lessons giving students opportunities to talk to each other and most questions requiring only 
recall. 
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CHARTER MISSION, GOALS, ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT EXPECTATIONS, AND BOARD GOVERNANCE 

 
This table summarizes Cedar Tree PCS goals and academic achievement expectations as detailed in its charter and subsequent Accountability 
Plans, and the evidence that the Qualitative Site Review (“QSR”) team observed of the school meeting those goals during the Qualitative Site 
Visit. Cedar Tree PCS adopted the goals of the Performance Management Framework for school year 2013-2014. 
 
 

Mission and Goals Evidence 
 
Mission: The Academy is committed to academic excellence for all 
students. We will build the foundation for all students in a safe learning 
environment designed to enhance social and emotional growth, 
cognitive and creative development while preparing students to become 
active independent learners. No exception, No excuses! 
 

 
The QSR team observed various ways that Cedar Tree PCS was 
making progress on meeting its mission. The school’s safe learning 
environment was evident throughout observations, with roughly two-
thirds of the teachers scoring proficient or exemplary on the Classroom 
Environment. Teachers throughout these observations fostered social 
and emotional growth by helping students interact positively with 
classmates, as in one observation where the teacher redirected a student 
by asking the student to think of a nicer way to play with blocks.  
Additionally, teachers enhanced social and emotional growth by 
warmly greeting students as they entered classrooms, connecting with 
them at eye level, and encouraging them to resolve turn-taking issues 
on their own in respectful ways.  Teachers fostered cognitive and 
creative development in a number of ways and many presented content 
clearly, through well-organized lessons that followed a clear structure.  
Learning tasks were a mix of those requiring recall and higher-order 
thinking; however, the majority of tasks required only recall-level 
thinking, such as letter, animal, or color recognition. With regard to 
creative development, observers saw student artwork throughout the 
school. In some observations, students had choice in participating in 
learning centers and in how they fulfilled the learning task, as in the 
observation noted above where students had to choose and draw what 
they would make with apples.  Teachers fostered independent learning 
by modeling learning tasks for students before having them attempt 
tasks on their own, by establishing clear procedures for learning tasks, 
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Mission and Goals Evidence 
and by establishing clear standards for classroom routines (such as 
transitions and lining up to leave the classroom).  
 

 
PMF Goal # 1: Student Progress – Academic Improvement over 
time 
Effective Instruction supporting student academic progress and 
achievement in reading. 
 
 
PMF Goal #2: Student Achievement – Meeting or exceeding 
academic standards 
Moving students to advanced levels of proficiency in reading. 
 

 
The review team saw a range of literacy instruction. Observers saw a 
content-related vocabulary lesson, a discussion on multiple problem-
solving thought-processes to tackle a math problem, and phonemic 
awareness and fluency strategies. 
 
In terms of moving students to advanced levels of proficiency in 
reading, the review team saw differentiation and assessment in about 
half of the observations. Students in some observations worked in 
small, heterogeneous groups to do literacy activities. Students 
frequently answered direct questions from teachers around letter 
recognition, what they saw in read-alouds, and what they played with 
in centers. However, in about half of the observations, assessment was 
primarily global or relied only on student volunteers to gauge 
individual learning.  
 

 
PMF Goal #1: Student Progress – Academic improvement over 
time 
Effective instruction supporting student academic progress and 
achievement in math 
 
 
 
PMF Goal #2: Student Achievement – Meeting or exceeding 
academic standards 
Moving students to advanced levels of proficiency in math 
 

 
The review team noted in about half of the observations of math 
instruction that learning tasks were a mix of those requiring recall and 
deeper thinking. Students in one observation used manipulatives with 
math problems, and then wrote out those same math problems on post 
cards. In another observation, the teacher read students a math story 
and asked the students math-related questions, such as “How many 
bears do you see? How many bears is that all together?” In another 
observation, students completed worksheets where they matched two 
sets of objects (such as pencils and erasers) 
 
In terms of moving students to advanced levels of proficiency in math, 
the review team saw differentiation and assessment in about half of the 
observations. Students in one observation collectively chose what 
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Mission and Goals Evidence 
number they would count by and which counting method: snap, clap, 
or stomp, hey would use.  One teacher asked students, “Can I challenge 
you? Let’s see if you can do it. Count to 100.” The review team saw 
some teachers assess students one-on-one as other students worked in 
learning centers. In another class, the teacher provided feedback to 
individual students working at a learning center on a math worksheet. 
 

 
PMF Goal #3: Gateway – Outcomes in key subjects that predict 
future educational success 
Promotion of reading proficiency by third grade and math proficiency 
by eighth grade 
 

 
See evidence described in literacy and math goal above. 

 
PMF Goal #4: Leading Indicators – Predictors of future student 
progress and achievement 
Culture of learning and support in the classrooms 
 

 
The review team observed teachers promoting a culture of learning and 
support in classrooms. Teachers created warm and welcoming 
environments for students, greeting them and talking to them at eye 
level. Teachers encouraged and taught kind behaviors to students by 
explaining to them better ways to ask students to play with them and by 
telling students explicitly how to resolve turn-taking issues. Students 
greeted each other as they walked into classrooms. 
 
Please refer to the Classroom Environment domain of Establishing a 
Culture for Learning for additional information. 
 

 
Board Governance 

 
A PCSB staff member observed the Cedar Tree PCS Board of 
Trustee’s meeting on January 30, 2014. Eight board members were in 
attendance and some school staff members. School leadership 
presented information on the school’s assessments, compliance 
reviews, and MySchoolDC applications. The school is also focusing on 
a behavior mental health initiative and reading 50,000 books. EdOps 
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Mission and Goals Evidence 
presented the financial report to the board.  
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CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENTS1 
This rubric summarizes the school’s performance on the Classroom Environments elements of the rubric during the unannounced visits. The 
label definitions for classroom observations of "limited," "satisfactory," "proficient," and "exemplary" are those from the Danielson 
framework.  PCSB considers any rating below "proficient" to be under the standard of quality expected of DC charter schools.  On average, 64% 
of classroom observations received a rating of proficient or exemplary for the Classroom Environment domain.    
 

Class Environment Evidence Observed School Wide Rating 
 
Creating an Environment of 
Respect and Rapport 

 
Observers rated 78% of the observations as proficient or exemplary in Creating 
an Environment of Respect and Rapport.  Teachers encouraged respectful talk 
among students. In a few classrooms, teachers privately addressed students who 
had been disrespectful to classmates.  In one particular observation, the teacher 
told the student that s/he could ask another student nicely to help build a tower. 
This teacher also said, “Sharing is caring,” as a reminder for how students work 
at centers. Students were generally warm and kind to each other. In one 
observation, a student entered late and multiple students greeted him warmly. 
Teachers were also kind to students. In one observation, a student who was 
having a hard time getting on task was invited to sit on the teacher’s lap; in 
another, where one student was laying their head on the table, the teacher called 
the student over and felt their head to make sure they did not have a fever and 
asked the student what was wrong. This teacher eventually got the student to 
participate by joking around and encouraging the student to complete the 
learning task. Teachers in many observations created personal connections with 
students by asking them what they did the evening or day before. 
 
Interactions were uneven between teachers and students in approximately 20% 
of the observations, displaying little familiarity. In one classroom, the teacher’s 
tone with two students was louder and more negative than with the rest of the 
class. In another classroom, the teacher’s interaction with students focused on 
correcting their behavior for the entire class period. 
 

Limited 0% 

Satisfactory 22% 

Proficient 74% 

Exemplary 4% 

                                                           
1 Teachers may be observed more than once by different review team members. 
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Class Environment Evidence Observed School Wide Rating 
 
Establishing a Culture for 
Learning 

 
Observers rated just 61% of the observations as proficient or exemplary in 
Establishing a Culture for Learning. On the positive side, teachers often 
communicated the importance of learning. In one observation, a student was 
finishing breakfast and the teacher told the student they hoped the student 
would be finished by the time centers started because, “We don’t want you to 
miss anything!” Teachers praised students for completing work of high quality 
and students took pride in their work. In one classroom, after the teacher had 
modeled an activity for a small group, the student told the teacher, “I can do it 
because I’m very smart!” and the teacher responded, “You are very smart!” In 
another observation, a student showed pride in their work by saying, “I did it! 
Look!” after completing a learning task. Teachers generally demonstrated high 
regard for student ability, as in one classroom observation where the teacher 
told students, “You can do anything. I believe in you.” In another classroom 
observation, the teacher told students, “You can do anything you put your mind 
to. Say, ‘I can do it.’” 
 
In roughly 40% of the classrooms, however, teacher expectations were not 
universally high, and teachers appeared to have low energy for the learning 
task. When teachers in these classrooms requested student participation, only 
some students complied and raised hands to answer questions or participate in 
reading activities like the Morning Meeting message. Students in another 
observation continued to socialize as the teacher sent them back to their tables 
to practice writing, indicating little commitment to the learning task. In another 
observation, a teacher or aide asked students to select a book for read-aloud; 
but when the students selected a book, the teacher didn’t read it, saying that the 
book was too long for them. 
 

Limited 17% 

Satisfactory 22% 

Proficient 57% 

Exemplary 4% 
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Class Environment Evidence Observed School Wide Rating 
 
Managing Classroom Procedures 

 
Observers rated 57% of the observations as proficient in Managing Classroom 
Procedure, with none rated exemplary. Teachers and aides collaborated to 
ensure smooth transitions. Paraprofessionals and teachers took separate groups 
of students to the bathroom, with clear standards for lining up and how students 
should behave in lines, such as with their fingers on their mouths to hold in 
bubbles and by maintaining space between them and their neighbors in line. In 
one classroom, students waited quietly as the teacher called them to the carpet 
by table to transition from independent work to group story time. In other 
observations, teachers used students as clean-up helpers to transition from one 
activity to another. Teachers throughout these rooms used songs and chants to 
help with routines and transitions, such as “criss cross applesauce,” to get 
students to sit on the carpet correctly.  Teaching aides throughout classrooms 
also supported instruction by leading small groups. 
  
However, in almost half of the observations, routines functioned unevenly, 
leading to a loss of instructional time. In one classroom, students needed 
several reminders to respond to the teacher’s request to transition. Procedures 
in other classrooms were chaotic, as demonstrated by students chatting with 
other students when they were supposed to be independently working, moving 
to areas of the classroom where they had not been assigned, and using materials 
beyond those intended for the learning task. 
 

Limited 13% 

Satisfactory 30% 

Proficient 57% 

Exemplary 0% 

 
Managing Student Behavior 

 
Observers rated 61% classroom observations as proficient in Managing Student 
Behavior, with none rated exemplary. These teachers established standards of 
conduct in the classroom. Student behavior was generally appropriate. Teacher 
attempts to correct rare instances of negative behaviors were gentle and 
effective, as teachers gave reminders such as, “Use your walking feet, please,” 

Limited 13% 
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Class Environment Evidence Observed School Wide Rating 
and, “Bubbles in your mouths, please.” Teachers also monitored student 
behavior by moving around the room during learning tasks. They used wide-
ranging, inventive strategies to respond to student misbehavior, such as 
breathing exercises, puppets, class discussion, and behavior tracking.  In one 
classroom, the teacher used a gentle voice to guide the student from under the 
table back to his seat. Teachers consistently recognized positive student 
behavior by naming the specific action students took, such as listening to 
classmates, helping clean up, tracking the teacher with their eyes, staying 
“frozen” at their tables until called to the carpet, and by keeping their finger on 
their mouth to “hold in the bubble” in line. 
 
Behavior management was not effective in roughly 40% of the observations, 
leading to a loss of instructional time. In one classroom, the teacher appeared to 
be unaware of student misbehavior. In a few classrooms, the teachers attempted 
to address an individual student’s misbehavior, though the negative behaviors 
continued. The teacher in one observation seemed to have a different response 
for the same misbehaviors among different students, as the teacher ignored 
behaviors with some students but gave a consequence (moving the student’s 
clothespin down to a more negative color on a pole) to another student who had 
the same misbehavior. In another observation, the teacher threatened a student 
with a consequence, but failed to follow through. 
 

Satisfactory 26% 

Proficient 61% 

Exemplary 0% 
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INSTRUCTIONAL DELIVERY

This rubric summarizes the school’s performance on the Instructional Delivery elements of the rubric during the unannounced visits. The label 
definitions for classroom observations of "limited," "satisfactory," "proficient," and "exemplary" are those from the Danielson framework.  PCSB 
considers any rating below "proficient" to be under the standard of quality expected of DC charter schools.  On average, less than half  (43%) of 
classroom observations received a rating of proficient or exemplary for the Instructional Delivery domain.  This is extremely low for a school 
entering its 15th year of operation. 
 

Instructional Delivery Evidence Observed School Wide Rating 
 
Communicating with Students 
 

 
Observers rated just over half (56%) of the observations as proficient or 
exemplary in Communicating with Students. These teachers clearly 
explained content and invited student participation. In one classroom, the 
teacher described rhyming words and asked students how they knew that a 
certain word rhymed with another word, leading students to answer that the 
words have the same ending. Teachers in several classrooms invited 
students to explain content to other students, such as in one classroom 
observation when the teacher asked, “Can someone raise a silent hand and 
remind us what a plus sign means?”  Teachers used rich vocabulary, 
appropriate to students’ level of development, and repeated new words 
throughout lessons. In one classroom where the teacher was reading a story 
about the jungle, the teacher frequently reviewed the new vocabulary, 
including the different words for the levels of the jungle, showing students 
with hands the location of the levels relative to each other. In another 
classroom observation, the teacher emphasized the proper way to discuss 
differences in a subtraction problem, telling students, “There are three 
leftover, so we would say there are three fewer pencils.” In another 
classroom, the teacher told students, “We’re so excited about enlarging our 
brains! What does ‘enlarge’ mean?”  
 
However, the learning objective was unclear in almost half of the 
observations, with teachers referring only in passing to what students would 

Limited 22% 

Satisfactory 22% 

Proficient 52% 
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Instructional Delivery Evidence Observed School Wide Rating 
be learning or not at all. In one classroom the teacher appeared to switch 
activities based on student behavior, without clear indication of how the 
activities related to an instructional purpose.  In another classroom, the 
teacher had students sing four songs and listen to a story about baby 
animals and did not tell students the purpose of the learning activities. 
Teachers in some classrooms provided no specific directions or procedures 
for the learning tasks. In a few classrooms, explanations consisted only of a 
monologue by the teacher, inviting minimal to no student participation. 
 

Exemplary 4% 

 
Using Questioning and Discussion 
Techniques 

 
Observers rated just 13% of the observations as proficient in Using 
Questioning and Discussion Techniques, with none scoring exemplary.  
This is a particularly weak result. A small number of teachers varied 
between open-ended and recitation-style questions, such as in one 
classroom where the teacher asked, “What was the shape of the balls? What 
could I use from nature to make the snowman’s eyes? What do you predict 
will happen next?” 
 
Observers rated the vast majority of observations (87%) below proficient. 
Across observations questioning required mostly recall on the part of 
students with a single correct response, such as questions around the 
recognition of letters, animals, and colors or the number of objects on a 
page.  Many teachers favored asking questions that required only one-word 
responses. In most classrooms teachers did not encourage students to 
answer in complete sentences or elaborate on their answers, such as by 
asking how they knew that their answer was right. In many classroom 
observations teachers did not appear to have a system for ensuring that all 
students participated in the discussion and questions.  
 

Limited 17% 

Satisfactory 70% 

Proficient 13% 

Exemplary 0% 
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Instructional Delivery Evidence Observed School Wide Rating 
 
Engaging Students in Learning 

 
Observers rated 52% of classroom observations as proficient or exemplary 
in Engaging Students in Learning. Materials and resources throughout these 
classrooms generally supported the learning goals. Students enthusiastically 
participated in learning and free-play centers and in small groups with the 
teacher. In one observation, students were asked to isolate the beginning 
sounds (onsets) of words by matching a card with the last two letters of a 
word on it and its picture with the correct beginning letter from a pile of 
letters. These teachers connected learning tasks to real life and to other 
subject areas, such as in a manipulative center where a teacher told students 
that they needed to practice using zippers so that when the weather got 
warmer, they would be able to take their jackets off outside. In another 
classroom, the teacher asked students to draw on knowledge from their 
Spanish class by saying “white” in Spanish as the students learned colors in 
English. 
 
However, observers rated approximately half of observations below 
proficient. In these classrooms, learning tasks were a mix of those requiring 
thinking and recall. In one classroom, students spent time generating a list 
of words that began with their letter of the day and moved on to a read-
aloud without any closure or explanation. Students in some classrooms 
performed only rote, low-cognitive challenge tasks, such as singing songs 
for most of the class.  Pacing in these classrooms was uneven, such as in 
one classroom where students were sitting on the carpet for the entire 
observation period of thirty minutes. Students in this classroom continued 
to lose focus, lie on the ground, and socialize with their neighbors around 
non-academic content. 
 

Limited 17% 

Satisfactory 30% 

Proficient 48% 

Exemplary 4% 
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Instructional Delivery Evidence Observed School Wide Rating 
 
Using Assessment in Instruction 

 
Observers rated 52% of the observations as proficient or exemplary in 
Using Assessment in Instruction. Feedback to students included specific 
guidance on how students could improve. In one classroom students 
worked on writing the letter H; the teacher watched and gave students 
specific feedback on how to improve. The teacher modeled how to write 
“H” for some students. In another classroom, a student was able to self-
correct with feedback from the teacher. In another classroom, as students 
played at centers, the teacher rotated individual students through a short 
math assessment. The teacher in one observation gauged how students 
represented math problems by asking the students to look at pictures and 
write the math problem that the picture represented on notecards; the 
teacher provided individual feedback. Students had the opportunity to 
provide feedback to each other in one observation where students had to cut 
objects out of paper along dotted lines; students corrected each other in 
respectful ways.  
 
However, observers rated approximately half of classroom observation as 
below proficient. In these classrooms teachers requested only global 
indications of student understanding, without ensuring that all students 
understood the presentation. In some observations the teacher asked for 
volunteers to gauge understanding (such as letter recognition and math 
concepts) without eliciting that all students understood the presentation. 
Throughout these observations teachers made little attempt to adjust lessons 
based on student understanding. In some observations there was little to no 
monitoring of student learning, as students did not seem to be learning 
content—they were observed singing songs they knew or playing freely 
with minimal interaction by the teacher.   
 

Limited 22% 

Satisfactory 26% 

Proficient 52% 

Exemplary 0% 
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APPENDIX I: CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT OBSERVATION RUBRIC 
 

Class 
Environment Limited Satisfactory Proficient Exemplary 

Creating an 
Environment 
of Respect 
and Rapport 

Classroom interactions, both between 
the teacher and students and among 
students, are negative or inappropriate 
and characterized by sarcasm, 
putdowns, or conflict 

Classroom interactions are generally 
appropriate and free from conflict but 
may be characterized by occasional 
displays of insensitivity.  

Classroom interactions reflect general 
warmth and caring, and are respectful 
of the cultural and developmental 
differences among groups of students. 

Classroom interactions are highly 
respectful, reflecting genuine warmth 
and caring toward individuals. 
Students themselves ensure 
maintenance of high levels of civility 
among member of the class.  

Establishing a 
Culture for 
Learning 

The classroom does not represent a 
culture for learning and is 
characterized by low teacher 
commitment to the subject, low 
expectations for student achievement, 
and little student pride in work.  

The classroom environment reflects 
only a minimal culture for learning, 
with only modest or inconsistent 
expectations for student achievement, 
little teacher commitment to the 
subject, and little student pride in 
work. Both teacher and students are 
performing at the minimal level to 
“get by.” 

The classroom environment 
represents a genuine culture for 
learning, with commitment to the 
subject on the part of both teacher and 
students, high expectations for student 
achievement, and student pride in 
work.  

Students assumes much of the 
responsibility for establishing a 
culture for learning in the classroom 
by taking pride in their work, 
initiating improvements to their 
products, and holding the work to the 
highest standard. Teacher 
demonstrates as passionate 
commitment to the subject.  

Managing 
Classroom 
Procedures 

Classroom routines and procedures 
are either nonexistent or inefficient, 
resulting in the loss of much 
instruction time.  

Classroom routines and procedures 
have been established but function 
unevenly or inconsistently, with some 
loss of instruction time. 

Classroom routines and procedures 
have been established and function 
smoothly for the most part, with little 
loss of instruction time. 

Classroom routines and procedures 
are seamless in their operation, and 
students assume considerable 
responsibility for their smooth 
functioning.  

Managing 
Student 
Behavior 

Student behavior is poor, with no 
clear expectations, no monitoring of 
student behavior, and inappropriate 
response to student misbehavior.  

Teacher makes an effort to establish 
standards of conduct for students, 
monitor student behavior, and 
respond to student misbehavior, but 
these efforts are not always 
successful.  

Teacher is aware of student behavior, 
has established clear standards of 
conduct, and responds to student 
misbehavior in ways that are 
appropriate and respectful of the 
students. 

Student behavior is entirely 
appropriate, with evidence of student 
participation in setting expectations 
and monitoring behavior. Teacher’s 
monitoring of student behavior is 
subtle and preventive, and teachers’ 
response to student misbehavior is 
sensitive to individual student needs.  
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APPENDIX II: INSTRUCTIONAL DELIVERY OBSERVATION RUBRIC 
 

Instructional 
Delivery Limited Satisfactory Proficient Exemplary 

Communicating 
with Students 

Teacher’s oral and written 
communication contains errors or is 
unclear or inappropriate to students. 
Teacher’s purpose in a lesson or unit 
is unclear to students. Teacher’s 
explanation of the content is unclear 
or confusing or uses inappropriate 
language.  

Teacher’s oral and written 
communication contains no errors, 
but may not be completely 
appropriate or may require further 
explanations to avoid confusion.  
Teacher attempts to explain the 
instructional purpose, with limited 
success. Teacher’s explanation of the 
content is uneven; some is done 
skillfully, but other portions are 
difficult to follow.  

Teacher communicates clearly and 
accurately to students both orally and 
in writing. Teacher’s purpose for the 
lesson or unit is clear, including 
where it is situation within broader 
learning. Teacher’s explanation of 
content is appropriate and connects 
with students’ knowledge and 
experience.  

Teacher’s oral and written 
communication is clear and 
expressive, anticipating possible 
student misconceptions. Makes the 
purpose of the lesson or unit clear, 
including where it is situated within 
broader learning, linking purpose to 
student interests. Explanation of 
content is imaginative, and connects 
with students’ knowledge and 
experience. Students contribute to 
explaining concepts to their peers.  

Using 
Questioning and 
Discussion 
Techniques 

Teacher makes poor use of 
questioning and discussion 
techniques, with low-level questions, 
limited student participation, and 
little true discussion.  

Teacher’s use of questioning and 
discussion techniques is uneven with 
some high-level question; attempts at 
true discussion; moderate student 
participation.  

Teacher’s use of questioning and 
discussion techniques reflects high-
level questions, true discussion, and 
full participation by all students.  

Students formulate may of the high-
level questions and assume 
responsibility for the participation of 
all students in the discussion.  

Engaging 
Students in 
Learning 

Students are not at all intellectually 
engaged in significant learning, as a 
result of inappropriate activities or 
materials, poor representations of 
content, or lack of lesson structure.  

Students are intellectually engaged 
only partially, resulting from 
activities or materials or uneven 
quality, inconsistent representation of 
content or uneven structure of 
pacing.  

Students are intellectually engaged 
throughout the lesson, with 
appropriate activities and materials, 
instructive representations of content, 
and suitable structure and pacing of 
the lesson.  

Students are highly engaged 
throughout the lesson and make 
material contribution to the 
representation of content, the 
activities, and the materials. The 
structure and pacing of the lesson 
allow for student reflection and 
closure.  
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Instructional 
Delivery Limited Satisfactory Proficient Exemplary 

Using 
Assessment in 
Instruction 

Students are unaware of criteria and 
performance standards by which their 
work will be evaluated, and do not 
engage in self-assessment or 
monitoring. Teacher does not 
monitor student learning in the 
curriculum, and feedback to students 
is of poor quality and in an untimely 
manner.  

Students know some of the criteria 
and performance standards by which 
their work will be evaluated, and 
occasionally assess the quality of 
their own work against the 
assessment criteria and performance 
standards. Teacher monitors the 
progress of the class as a whole but 
elicits no diagnostic information; 
feedback to students is uneven and 
inconsistent in its timeliness.  

Students are fully aware of the 
criteria and performance standards by 
which their work will be evaluated, 
and frequently assess and monitor the 
quality of their own work against the 
assessment criteria and performance 
standards. Teacher monitors the 
progress of groups of students in the 
curriculum, making limited use of 
diagnostic prompts to elicit 
information; feedback is timely, 
consistent, and of high quality.  

Students are fully aware of the 
criteria and standards by which their 
work will be evaluated, have 
contributed to the development of the 
criteria, frequently assess and 
monitor the quality of their own work 
against the assessment criteria and 
performance standards, and make 
active use of that information in their 
learning. Teacher actively and 
systematically elicits diagnostic 
information from individual students 
regarding understanding and 
monitors progress of individual 
students; feedback is timely, high 
quality, and students use feedback in 
their learning.  
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Applicant Information Sheet  
Request for Approval  

This proposal is a request to assume operations of Washington Academy Public Charter School upon its closing.  
 
 
 
Name of Charter School   Howard Road Academy  
 
Contact Person    LaTonya Henderson, Chief Administrative Officer 
 
Address     701 Howard Road, SE,  Washington, DC  20020  
Daytime Telephone   (202) 610-4193   E-mail   LHenderson@howardroadacademy.org  
Fax     (202) 610-2845 
 
Name of Person Authorized to Negotiate   Tracey Johnson, Board President  
 
Authorized Signature _____________________________________________________________________  
 
Proposed Budget   $1,110,169  
 
Enrollment: From age/grade  3/ECU  to age/grade 11/6 Number of students  254  
 
Do you wish to retain the existing Washington Academy school sites? Yes 
 
Jones Memorial United Methodist Church  
 
X Yes □ No If yes, for what duration? □ End of SY-07-08 X  SY 08-09  
 
Pennsylvania Ave. Baptist Church  
 
X  Yes □ No If yes, for what duration? □ End of SY-07-08 X SY 08-09  
 
Name of Educational Service Provider (if applicable): Mosaica Education, Inc.   
  
LEA Status: Will the school elect to be treated as a Local Education Agency (LEA) for purposes of Part B of the IDEA and 
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973? (A document explaining public charter school LEA status is available upon 
request.)   XYes  □ No 

mailto:LHenderson@howardroadacademy.org


 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Board of Trustees of  Howard Road Academy (HRA) is pleased to present the following proposal for assuming 
the operations of the Washington Academy (WA) effective March 1, 2008. 
 
We believe that it is in the best interest of the charter school movement at large – and thus Howard Road Academy 
- that continuity of service at Washington Academy is ensured.  Closing the Washington Academy mid-year would 
have serious negative ramifications not just on the school’s students and staff, but also on the reputation of charter 
schools throughout the Washington DC area.   
 
We recommend a long-term solution for Washington Academy.  We believe that a smooth transition to new long-
term management by HRA is in the best interest of the Charter School Board, the Washington Academy, and the 
community and students the Academy serves.  HRA today operates at full enrollment and has a long waiting list.  
As a Board, we have extensive hand-on experience in operating a successful charter school, and we are enthusiastic 
about the prospect of serving a larger number of DC-area students.   

 
We have demonstrated the necessary financial responsibility.  At HRA, our Board has proven its ability to 
effectively manage school operations within budget while providing quality education for its students.    
This financial management has included school start-up, acquisition/development of new facilities, and 
facilities expansion.  HRA opened in 2001. We finished FY 2006 with a budget surplus and excellent 
results on our audit by an independent auditor.   
 
We have demonstrated educational excellence.  Under our guidance, HRA has made AYP during both the 
2005-2006 and 2006-2007 school years.  Further, we have implemented numerous improvements over our 
tenure to ensure ongoing student achievement.   

 
The Board of Trustees of Howard Road Academy will manage a smooth and effective transition for Washington 
Academy this year, and offer an outstanding long-term solution for the school’s future.   
 
Academic Program 

 
Our academic program at HRA combines a rigorous program of the basics with the innovative integrated Paragon® 
Social Studies curriculum, intensive teacher professional development, and outstanding instructional strategies.   
 
The strength of this program is evident in its results: 
 
 HRA is one of few the DC charter schools achieving AYP for both of the last two school years 
 HRA compares well to both PCSB schools and to BOE schools in 2007 District testing. 

 
HOWARD ROAD ACADEMY CITYWIDE RANKING READING AND MATH  

PCSB, BOE AND DCPS SCHOOLS - 2007 
 

SCHOOL CONTENT RANKING % GAIN % PROFICIENT 
Howard Road Academy – PCSB Schools Reading 3 14.5% 63.39 
 Math 2 19.9% 54.24 
Howard Road Academy – DCPS Schools (City Wide) Reading 8   
 Math 7   
Howard Road Academy – BOE Schools Reading 1   
 Math 1   

 
We intend to begin immediately to transition WA to our academic program upon assumption of operations and to 
fully transition WA to this program for the 2008-2009 school year. 
 



 

 
Governance  
The Board of Trustees at Howard Road Academy has proven both active and effective.  This Board, which is 
comprised of community members and parents, is seven members strong.  Mosaica Education, Inc. serves as the 
school’s educational service provider.  Recognized as an “Educational Innovator” by the U.S. Department of 
Education1, Mosaica Education, Inc. manages over 70 public charter schools, serving 15,000 students in eight 
states, the District of Columbia, and the countries of Qatar, and United Arab Emirates.   
 
Together, HRA Board and Mosaica Education have achieved outstanding results for HRA: 
 HRA has produced excellent academic results. 
 HRA received an overall rating of better than 9 out of 10 on its spring 2007 parent satisfaction surveys. 
 In 2007 audit, independent auditors found that: “No matters involving internal control over financial 

reporting that are considered to be weaknesses were identified and no instances of non-compliance which 
are required to be reported under Government Auditing Standards were identified”.2 

 HRA has successfully acquired its own permanent facility and is preparing for an expansion so we can 
serve some of the many students on our waiting list 

 HRA’s financial position is solid 
 HRA has been effective in recruiting excellent teachers  
 HRA operates at full capacity with a waiting list 

 
We will manage Washington Academy to the same high standards and anticipate equally excellent results. 
 
Finance  
We have prepared viable operating budgets and cash flow projections based both on the given enrollment of 254 
and a more conservative enrollment of 190 students.  Total Revenues of $1,110,169 and expenses of                 
$1,109,489 are anticipated for the final months of the 2007-2008 school year under the 254 enrollment assumption.  
Assuming an enrollment of 190, we place revenues at $831,477 and expenses at $819,570.  In both instances, we 
conservatively assumed that almost all revenue would come from per pupil allocations.  
Facilities  
In the short term, we intend to keep all WA students where they are today.  This will be least disruptive. Further, 
the distance between the two sites would make a quick consolidation difficult for students’ families, and 
maintaining the status quo in the short term will enable us to conduct a more thorough assessment of facilities 
options for the longer term.  The options for consideration going forward include:  maintaining both current sites, 
consolidating students into one of the two WA sites, and/or identifying and securing a different site or sites that will 
better serve the school. We will make a final decision on sites for next school year by June 1, 2008. 
 
Staffing  
Mosaica Education will bring on additional management team members in order to make the transition work as 
effectively as possible.  Key personnel have already been identified.  These seasoned administrators are versed in 
running school campuses to the high standards set at HRA.   All current WA teaching staff will be interviewed, and 
their capabilities and certifications will be reviewed.  In keeping with HRA’s policies, starting in school year 2008-
2009, WA will limit class sizes to a maximum of 25 students per class. 
 
In summary, Howard Road Academy is prepared to begin the replication of our strong academic program and 
financial and operational management at Washington Academy. Not only are we best positioned to do so, our 
proven track record of success to date will assure success for the students at Washington Academy. 

                                                 
1 U.S. Department of Education, The Education Innovator, September 8, 2003.  
 
2 2007 School Performance Reports:  Howard Road Academy Public Charter School, published by the District of Columbia 
Public School Board. 



 

A.  ACADEMIC PROGRAM 
 
1. Mission and Philosophy  
 
Mission:  The mission the Howard Road Academy will share with the Washington Academy is to provide a 
rigorous academic program geared toward college preparation and designed to engender a lifelong love of learning.   
 
Philosophy:   At Howard Road Academy, we offer students a rigorous program of the basics coupled with an 
innovative integrated Social Studies curriculum.  The design of this program comes from our educational service 
provider Mosaica Education, Inc., and it has proven highly successful in generating strong academic progress in 
schools across the country.   
 
We structure each day for maximum educational impact, emulating the research-based best practices of the Reading 
First program for ELA instruction, and utilizing the best in math and science curricula.  We also offer the innovative 
Paragon® curriculum, an integrated social studies program that allows students to learn about the history of great ideas 
and heroes in U.S. and world culture in a hands-on approach with integrated art and technology. This innovative 
curriculum and academic approach has successfully increased student achievement at schools across the country. 
 
2. Curriculum 
 
 Student Population:  The Washington Academy currently serves students from Early Childhood/Pre-school to 
grade 6.  We plan to continue to serve all of these grades through the end of the 2007-2008 school year, and 
through 2008-2009.  Subsequently, contingent upon space availability, we plan to add a grade per year for the next 
two years, so that the school ultimately serves students through the 8th grade.   

Proposed Curriculum:   
Objectives:  Consistent with the school’s overall objective and philosophy (presented above), Washington 
Academy will offer rigorous, researched-based curricula geared toward college preparation and designed to 
engender a lifelong love of learning.   

Standards:  This curriculum will be completely aligned with the standards set forth by the District of Columbia and 
No Child Left Behind.   

Content/Materials to be taught for Core Subjects:   
Early Childhood/Pre-school/Pre-K: 
HRA does not currently offer Early Childhood or Pre-K programs at its campus. However, the HRA Board 
intends to request an amendment to HRA’s charter to enable HRA to offer them at its present and other 
campuses; while we won’t have space at our facility until our expansion is completed for the 2009-10 
school year, in the interest of continuity and minimal disruption at WA, we are willing and able to continue 
these programs for the remainder of this school year and next at Washington Academy.    

 
Mosaica Education offers Pre-K programs today at many of its other schools – and its founders (Dawn and 
Gene Eidelman) as the former owners of the Prodigy child care company, which provided pre-K and 
preschool programs across the country, have extensive experience in this area.  Mosaica was also invited by 
the government of Qatar to establish an early childhood program there. Through a wide range of learning 
centers in Mosaica’s current United States programs, children are able to explore, manipulate, solve 
problems, and learn at their own rate.  Skills are carefully charted and each child’s development is reported 
to the parents.   Pre-reading skills are vigorously supported through activities emphasizing letter 
recognition, visual discrimination, eye-hand coordination, auditory discrimination, and concept 
development.   Letters, sounds, word recognition, and language experiences are presented as foundations 
for reading.  Pre-math concepts, such as sets, size, and counting, are developed through manipulatives and 



 

hands-on experiences.  Thematic units developed around topics of interest that integrate literacy and 
numeracy further stimulate the children’s desire to learn.  Art projects, a fitness program, foreign language 
and music round out the pre-kindergarten program.  Further information on these programs is included in 
the appendices.  Howard Road Academy will implement the same level and quality of program at the 
Pennsylvania Avenue site where Washington Academy now offers an early childhood and pre-K program. 
 
Elementary/Middle School - the basics:   
Short-term:  For the remaining months of the 2007-2008 school year the practical choice is to continue on 
with the current curricula for the basics of English language arts (ELA), math and science.  This will create 
the smoothest transition for students and teachers, and it is not viable to bring in new textbooks on such 
short notice.   We will, however, modify how this curriculum is delivered to ensure maximum 
effectiveness.  Our approach is discussed further in the instructional strategies below.  We are pleased to 
note that Open Court is our preferred ELA curriculum and it is currently in use at WA. 

Longer-term:  For school year 2008-2009 and beyond, we propose to utilize the following curriculum:   
 
 Elementary school core morning program:    

 Language Arts:  Open Court Reading, Phonics, and Language Arts - SRA/McGraw-Hill 
 Math:  SRA Real Mathematics - SRA/McGraw-Hill,  
 Science:  Science 2006, published by Harcourt Brace.   

 
 Middle school core morning program: 
  Language Arts:  Prentice Hall Literature Timeless Voices, Timeless Themes - 2005 and 

Prentice Hall Writing and Grammar - 2004  
 Math:  Impact Mathematics – McGraw Hill/Roscoe 
 Science: Holt Science & Technology, Integrated Science ©2006  

 
These core-subject curricula are well-established and well-regarded.  They are interdisciplinary, and lend 
themselves to programming connecting the basics with Paragon®. (discussed below)  
 
Key in our selection of these curricula is the availability of specialized materials for students in need of 
intervention:  both Open Court Reading (elementary) and Prentice Hall (middle school) provide strong 
solutions.  These materials have proven effective for supplementary learning.  This is an important factor in 
the Washington Academy community where so many students currently read below grade level.   

Elementary/Middle School Social Studies/Technology/Music & Art:  We feel it is viable and 
appropriate to shift the social studies and technology curricula immediately.   

For social studies, HRA uses Mosaica Education’s own proprietary, integrated Paragon® social studies 
curriculum – and we plan to use this curriculum at WA as well.  Paragon® is an interdisciplinary world 
history curriculum that follows a student-centered, personalized approach to learning that combines 
constructivism with rich content.  Paragon® Curriculum K-5 is divided into eight five-week units or 
Human Eras.  Each unit immerses students in a school-wide study of the same historical time period, with 
each grade focused on a unique essential question, geographic location and concentration of study.   This 
structure enables Paragon® to satisfy District standards by highlighting the areas that students are expected 
to master at a specific grade level and by aligning daily lessons plans with grade level expected outcomes.  
Paragon® provides continuity by maintaining the over-arching chronological order dictated by history, but 
accommodates specific content standards with five-week units based on an essential question that can 
address skills and content knowledge appropriate for different grade levels.  Paragon Humanities 6–8 units 



 

in Middle School are ten-week long quarters that align in modules with Washington DC’s social studies, 
history, economics, and civics content standards. 

A testament to MEI’s arts- integrated Paragon curriculum, five of the Mosaica Education-managed schools 
in Michigan were awarded a federal multi-year dissemination grant to concentrate on true cross-curricular 
arts integration and pedagogies and to track student achievement. Mosaica is incorporating new and 
effective methods from this study and others in its professional development plans.  Materials from 
Paragon® aligned to DC standards are included in the appendices to this application.   

We consider technology, music and art to be fundamental elements of an HRA education. Technology at 
WA, as at HRA, will be integrated throughout the various school curricula rather than being taught as a 
discrete subject.  Music and art will be incorporated throughout the various school curricula and will also 
be offered as “specials” at WA in the long term.    

Instructional Strategies:  The approach in use at HRA today incorporates a wide range of instructional 
strategies.  These are research-based and have been proven successful at numerous schools throughout the 
country.  These strategies are discussed in further detail below (see A3).  Key elements include:  adopting best 
practices from the highly successful Reading First program, devoting mornings to rigorous curriculum of the 
basics (ELA and math/science), teaching to multiple intelligences, utilizing Personalized Student Achievement 
Plans (PSAPs) to bring out the best in each student, integrating technology throughout the curriculum, and 
using myriad assessments to ensure that our programs are working and our students are excelling.   
 
Assessments:  As with instructional strategies, assessments are described in greater detail in their own section 
below.  HRA is committed to achieving its performance goals.  As such, it utilizes a wide range of assessments 
including national norm-referenced tests, all tests required by DCPS, computer adaptive assessments, criterion-
referenced tests in reading/language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies, authentic assessments using 
portfolios, performance-based assessments and documentary assessments.  Further discussion of how these 
different assessments will be utilized is provided below in A6. 
 
Special needs students: Both Open Court Reading (elementary) and Prentice Hall (middle school) provide 
excellent specialized materials for students in need of intervention solutions.  This is an important factor for 
Washington Academy where so many students currently read below grade level.  The instructional strategies 
(see A3) HRA employs also lend themselves to individualized learning.  WA will put these strategies to use 
and provide after-school tutoring for students needing extra help.   We favor inclusion and will pursue it 
whenever possible.  However, we recognize that some students may need more accommodation than inclusion 
alone can provide.  Our approach for identifying and assisting these students as needed is described below 
under A4. 
 
English Language Learners:  At present, Washington Academy has no ELL students enrolled, and the make-
up of the local community is such that ELL enrollment is not anticipated.  Nevertheless, Mosaica Education has 
considerable experience in supporting ELL students, and the core curricula selected for WA for 2008-2009 and 
beyond offers supports for ELL inclusion.   Further detail on serving ELL students is provided below in A5. 
 
Gifted students: We do not plan to offer a separate curriculum for gifted and talented students at WA.  Rather, 
we will enrich and challenge gifted and talented students – as well as other students who may have a passionate 
interest in a given topic - through extensions to the existing curriculum.  
 
Across subjects, Mosaica Education has developed enriching interventions that augment the curricula, enabling 
students in a single classroom to address any given topic at a variety of different levels.  Often, particularly in 
the Paragon curriculum, there are opportunities for students to work individually or in pairs – and during these 



 

times students with different capabilities and/or interest levels will be given different types of tasks appropriate 
to their personal capabilities and needs.  Students will also have opportunities to present their findings and 
share their learning with their classmates – thus turning this differentiated approach into a richer learning 
experience for all.   
 
The Paragon® curriculum treats all students as gifted students. Each lesson features an “Above and beyond” 
segment that provides supplementary materials and suggestions for further study, allowing a continuum of 
learning possibilities. Teachers will guide students to the appropriate materials based on their individual 
learning plans and goals and will help students challenge themselves and exceed their goals at every step.    
 

3. Methods of Instruction  

At HRA, as with other schools supported by Mosaica Education, innovative, research-based instructional strategies 
are employed to ensure best-practice delivery of all curricula.  The same will be true at Washington Academy.  
Intensive teacher professional development and teacher mentoring in effective teaching strategies will begin as 
soon as the HRA Board assumes WA operations. The strategies include:  

• Cooperative learning:  in cooperative learning, learning occurs as a result of interactions between members of a 
group (meaning two or more individuals).  Cooperative learning promotes all students’ high achievement through 
sharing their strengths and helping each other to overcome their weaknesses.   

 
• Graphic Organizers are tools that help students to sort, organize, summarize, retain and recall important information.  

Since most learners are visual, graphic organizers provide a great alternative to print for a more conceptual, big 
picture.  These tools also foster effective group brainstorming techniques.   

 
• Role-plays provide students with the opportunity to “step into the shoes” of another person or historical period.  It 

allows students to understand another point-of-view experientially, kinesthetically and affectively.  It gives them the 
chance to work out challenges and construct knowledge creatively.  Students in the “audience” of a role-play learn 
from the performance of their peers.   

 
• Activating prior knowledge:  students use knowledge they already possess in order to construct and build further 

knowledge.  When using prior knowledge, students are more likely to make connections and draw analogies.  Students 
feel confident in learning because they feel that they already possess some of the knowledge.  Using prior knowledge 
empowers students to learn more.   

 
• Personal connection journaling leads students into a topic by connecting to their personal experiences.  Teachers 

guide them to share family histories, personal and current experiences and anecdotal stories to make the content 
relevant.  It may be used as a lead-in to a lesson, as a means of activating prior knowledge or as a comprehension 
activity for students to understand on a personal level an idea or historical event.   

 
• Socratic Discussion:  in Socratic discussion, the teacher uses logical, incremental questions to arouse interest and 

guide students in using their own insights to explore or decipher a complex idea or topic.  In the Socratic Method the 
teacher uses no other instructional tool other than question asking.  The teacher skillfully guides her students through 
making observations, connections, analysis and discoveries:  each line of questioning, rather than being scripted, flows 
from the teachers’ familiarity with students’ prior knowledge, experience, level and frame of reference, as well as the 
responses the students give. When students answer questions for themselves, instead of passively relying on the 
teacher as a source of information, they construct the knowledge themselves and are more likely to remember and 
apply what they learn. 

 
• Experiential Learning:   HRA and Mosaica Education believe that “people learn best by doing” and that “learning is the 

driving force in human growth and development.” Experiential activities will range from simulated “life” experiences in 
the subject areas of history and governance to math and the sciences.  WA will feature both in-school experiences-based 
learning units that are connected with field trips and community-based learning experiences. 



 

 
• Teaching to Multiple Intelligences.  HRA recognizes different domains of ability, or “intelligences”, as described by 

Dr. Howard Gardner3 and will apply these at WA as well.  Gardner’s Theory of Multiple Intelligences provides a 
foundation for recognizing the different abilities and talents of students. This theory acknowledges that while all students 
may not be verbally or mathematically gifted, children likely have expertise in other areas, such as music, spatial 
relations, or interpersonal skills.  Approaching and assessing learning in this manner allows a wider range of students to 
successfully participate in classroom learning. Our program seeks to capitalize on children’s various skills, experiences, 
and talents to provide them with multiple opportunities to learn and succeed.  

 
• Reciprocal Teaching:  Using reciprocal instruction, a teacher introduces a concept and then reinforces it by circling 

back to it in later lessons.  WA will use the Mosaica model, which is predicated on the Paragon Curriculum's yearly 
passage through the eight ages of history, to daily lessons that are integrated across multiple disciplines. 

 
• Constructivist Teaching Practices:  According to the Association of Supervision and Curriculum Development’s 

The Language of Learning, “many researchers say that each individual 'constructs' knowledge instead of receiving it 
from others.” This paradigm encourages teachers to value students' points of view, structure lessons to challenge 
students' suppositions, recognize that students must see relevance in the curriculum, plan lessons around big ideas, and 
assess student learning in the context of daily classroom investigations. 

 
• No Tracking by Ability.  HRA is committed to providing all students with a first-rate education and believes that early 

tracking often polarizes students into winners and losers and becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy.  A substantial body of 
research suggests that tracking generally fails to increase learning and has the unfortunate consequence of widening the 
achievement gaps between students judged to be more able from those judged less able4. We realize that children have 
varying abilities and will accommodate their differences through personalized learning plans, use of tutorials, adaptive 
curriculum-based software and constructivist teaching practices at Washington Academy. 

 
• Use of Technology.  The national average student-to-computer ratio ranges from 8:1 in low-economic districts to 5:1 

in affluent districts; WA will have a target ratio of two or three students to one multimedia computer.  In addition, 
every teacher and administrative staff member is assigned a laptop computer.  All of the computers will be networked 
and have Internet access.  WA will use feature-rich multimedia to supplement all facets of learning - Math, Science, 
Language Arts and the Paragon® curriculum and infuse technology into our experiential activities.  In-class computer 
usage improves student learning in two main ways.  First, computer software allows frequent monitoring of student 
progress at individual and class levels.  Second, it enables students of different abilities to work at levels that 
challenge them. WA will use the A+Learning software program to supplement teacher instruction and track student 
progress in math and language arts.  A+Learning aligns with District of Columbia standards and national standardized 
tests including the ITBS and Terra Nova. A+Learning provides detailed reports to help evaluate individual students’ 
needs, provides information for use in parent conferences, guides instructional decisions, and assesses progress toward 
critical goals.  The software’s “adaptive” features allow struggling students to experience successes while motivating 
able learners to extend their reach.  

 
• Personalized Student Achievement Plans (PSAPs).  In a coordinated analysis of initial base-line test results, teacher 

assessments of student learning styles and current learning levels, parent input, student self-analysis, and any 
requirements delineated in existing IEPs, staff at the Academy will design personalized learning plans for every 
student.  These plans become the basis for monitoring individual student achievement.  As students grow and master 
skills, the learning plans are modified to reflect increasing levels of challenge or emphasize areas of weakness that 
require intensive focus.  These plans allow the leadership, teachers, parents, and the students to consistently document 
and reflect on learning successes or on-going needs.  The use of A+Learning software tutorial program enhances the 
ease of modifying student plans by offering “real- time” student assessments in Reading / Language Arts, 
Mathematics, and ESL or Bilingual education.  

                                                 
3 Gardner, H. The unschooled mind: how children think and how schools should teach (1991); Gardner, H., & Hatch, T., 
Multiple intelligences go to school: Educational implications of the theory of multiple intelligences (1989) at 18(8), 4-9. 
4 Oakes, J. 1990a. “Multiplying inequalities: The effects of race, social class, and tracking on opportunities to learn 
mathematics and sciences,” Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corporation. ED 329 615; Oakes, J., 1985. “Keeping track: How schools 
structure inequality,” New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 



 

 
4. Students with Disabilities  
 
Under Section 504 and Title II, students with disabilities enrolled in public schools, including charter schools, are 
entitled to a free appropriate public education (FAPE).  We intend to comply with these regulations, Child Find, 
and the District’s approved Policies and Procedures for the Provision of Specially Designed Instruction and Related 
Services at Washington Academy, implementing a series of effective practices that seek to identify at-risk students 
at the point of enrollment and prescribe the necessary instructional interventions that will meet the needs of 
individual students.   
 
One such model is the Teacher Support Team Program (TSTP) developed by Chuck Stockwell, a long-time 
educator and school founder.  TSTP meets recommendations issued by the President’s Commission on Excellence 
in Education Report in 2001 and requirements under NCLB.  TSTP is a general education service delivery approach 
that ensures compliance with special education legislation.  A trainer will work with school staff to organize teams 
of expertise, train staff on the process of screening all students for foundational skill readiness (spoken language, 
motor, ocular, motor, and reading) and designing 10-week interventions to build skills in these areas.  This process 
correctly identifies students that merely lack foundation skills and need quick training and greatly reduces the 
number of students who are misplaced in special education.  It also permits students who require more long-term 
services to receive appropriate attention.  This is a model, therefore, designed to prevent learning failure. 
 
Philosophically, we favor inclusion, and whenever possible Howard Road Academy will apply at Washington 
Academy a general education service delivery approach rather than pull students out of the classroom.  We 
recognize, however, that not all special needs can be adequately addressed through inclusion.  Thus, when 
necessary, we will employ a “pull out” approach to provide specialized education for students who need it at 
Washington Academy.  
 
Students who are pulled out will receive specialized instruction from qualified special-education teachers in the 
subjects necessary.  When special education services are delivered using an inclusive model, services will include 
such activities as teacher consultation and co-teaching, with the special education teacher concentrating on 
differentiation of instruction to address student goals and objectives within the general education class. When a 
“pull out” model is used, students will receive supplemental instruction (after receiving original instruction in the 
general education curriculum in the general education classroom).  This supplemental instruction could range from 
differentiation of the general curriculum to meet student goals and objectives, or additional targeted instruction to 
meet skill gaps and deficits using additional or alternate curriculum as defined by the IEP team.  
 
The intention is always to provide the supports necessary for the student to participate and progress in the general 
curriculum. Both our inclusion and pull-out programs will be designed to comply with federal and district special 
education legislation and will be tailored to the needs of the student. 
 
 The specific nature of the special education services required at WA will be a function of the specific special needs 
of the school’s students.  IEP information and parental insight obtained at time of enrollment will enable us to begin 
to shape these services – once school begins, observations and assessments will help to define these further.   
When a student enrolls in WA with an active IEP, and as the charter changes hands, the school and parents will 
either agree to implement the current IEP as written, or will agree to a comparable services agreement for a period 
of no more than 30 days, at which time a new IEP will be developed with information collected as previously 
described (enrollment information, observations curriculum based assessments).  The school will operate special 
education programming (such as Resource Rooms or other educational programming) that meets requirements set 
forth by district rules governing special education. Ancillary services will be provided to students based on need as 
outlined on their Individualized Education Plans (IEP).  All decisions made regarding placement and services by 
the IEP team will be made to help the student progress and participate in the general curriculum. 
   



 

Throughout planning, assessment and implementation, Washington Academywill benefit from the oversight of 
Mosaica specialists in special education.  Howard Road Academy special education students are well served as are 
those students at the Mosaica schools with any significant enrollment of students with special needs; we are 
confident that Howard Road Academy and Mosaica’s success in effectively addressing the special needs of these 
students will serve Washington Academy students well.    
 
5. English Language Learners  

At present, we do not anticipate a need for ELL programming at the Washington Academy sites.  However, should 
a need arise, we will use an inclusion approach that incorporates elements of immersion and sheltered content.   
This approach will challenge students to quickly acquire English-language skills and will do so in a manner that 
keeps them closely involved in regular classroom life.  Mosaica serves a number of schools with significant ELL 
populations, and has developed a professional development program specifically designed to prepare foreign-
language specialists to work effectively with English language learners using an inclusion approach.  

The program explores six effective teaching strategies for language teachers:   Immersion, Total Physical Response 
(TPR), Cross-Curricular Connections, Reinforcing Parts of Speech, Writing in a Foreign Language, Listening in a 
Foreign Language.  In addition to delving in depth into these strategies, this program also addresses the particular 
classroom-management challenges that arise in a classroom with various levels of ELL and native English speaking 
students, and it includes a discussion of how to effectively implement these six strategies. 

A Mosaica Education language specialist versed in effective teaching strategies for ELL instruction will provide 
professional development instruction as necessary.  ELL instructors will be certified and will comply with the 
qualification for their specialty as set forth by the District.   

Teachers at WA will be expected to tailor the content and vocabulary they use with their given classes to a level 
appropriate to the students they are teaching.  Methods for doing so, and for including/involving ELL students in 
classroom exchanges, will be components of our planned teacher professional development for WA faculty.   

6. Student Assessment  
 
Existing performance data will be obtained from each student upon our assumption of WA operations. Data from 
ongoing assessments, annual tests, pre- and post-testing and the other forms of assessment mentioned below will 
then be logged and kept in each student’s individual file and included as part of each student’s Personalized Student 
Achievement Plan (PSAP). 

1. All student performance data and school business records will be tracked and monitored by highly-
qualified staff in order to meet and exceed DC standards;  

2. Our core curriculum is fully aligned with DC content standards and as such our assessments provide 
guidance towards outcomes;  

3. Our specific student expectations meet requirements for annual growth, growth of student subgroups, 
attendance requirements and measure all students using a statistically valid assessment approved under the 
District’s accountability plan.   

4. A progress monitoring plan meeting District requirements will be put in place. Parents will receive regular 
updates about their child’s progress as per District law, and Washington Academy will work closely with 
parents to ensure a collaborative effort in improving student academic achievement. 

 
Baseline standards for achievement will be set:  

1. Utilizing national norm-referenced testing:  the ITBS (Iowa Test of Basic Standards) will be taken as a pre-
test and post-test (twice annually) by all students. Subsequent to 2007-2008, these baselines will be 
established within the first three months of the school year.  



 

2. Using the school’s prior performance on assessments required by the District of Columbia.  (These may have 
to be tempered should drastic changes in enrollment occur despite all efforts to make the transfer of charter as 
smooth as possible). 

 
Outcomes to be achieved include meeting and/or exceeding AYP as indicated by participation in District-wide 
testing, achieving NCE gains of 2.5 or better on the ITBS, achieving high levels of parent satisfaction, and 
demonstrating excellent progress against PSAPs. 
 
Assessments will include:   
District-wide assessments:  The academy will participate in all required District-wide assessments in accordance 
with District rules and regulations. 
 
National norm-referenced tests:  as cited above. 
 
Computer adaptive assessments:   In addition, the use of computer adaptive assessments has the advantage of 
allowing frequent and convenient monitoring of the academic achievement of individual students, entire classes and 
the whole school.  Thus, the most frequent assessment will be the weekly reports of student performance generated 
by the A+Learning software.   
 
Criterion-referenced tests in Reading/Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies—specifically for 
detailed information about how well a student has performed on each of the educational goals of the curriculum. 
 
Authentic assessments using portfolios—print and videotape:   We will rely heavily on student portfolios at 
Washington Academy.  These portfolios will document students’ work, display a command of skills and content, 
and provide insight into the learning process over time.  These portfolios will include a variety of student work 
samples along with observations and evaluations of student learning and performance by the student, peers, school 
staff and parents. 
  
Performance-based assessments: These assessments require students to actively solve problems and apply 
knowledge in production-driven learning activities.  These activities may include science experiments, dramatic and 
oral presentations, video productions, research, etc. Each Human Era curricular unit will culminate in a 
collaborative production.  Children can elect to perform a dramatic production with a group of students on-stage, 
another group in costumes and set design, yet another in sound effects and lighting. Still another group of students 
can work together in promotions and marketing, designing a program with web site images and flyers with their 
own computer-generated designs. The possibilities are endless. Paragon® serves as an invitation to teachers and 
students alike to identify and actualize the possibilities best suited to their unique talents and collaborative efforts. 
 
Documentary assessments: These assessments involve organizing the information a teacher collects regarding a 
child’s learning process and achievements.  Interpretations of these assessments will be used to individualize 
curriculum and instruction.  These methods of assessment are connected to students’ lives and learning experiences 
and represent the real-world challenges they will face.  
 
Tailored instruction:  The assessments we will use at Washington Academy will be designed to gauge student 
progress against goals, and a key element of teacher professional development and mentoring at WA will be the use 
of these assessments in tailoring instruction to better serve the needs of classes and individual students. These 
assessments will serve as the basis for PSAPs, and they will be continually referred to as the school fine-tunes its 
curricula to address Washington Academy enrollment. 
 
Alignment to standards:  The curricula at Washington Academy will all be aligned to District standards and, 
consistent with the curricula, the assessments will serve as measures of the school’s success in meeting these 
standards.  



 

 
7. Basis for Promotion and Graduation  
 
At Washington Academy as at HRA, a “no social promotion” policy will mandate that students earn their way from 
one grade to the next through academic achievement.  The school will provide myriad interventions both in the 
classroom and after school to assist students in achieving that goal.   
 
8. Safety, Order, and Student Discipline: Describe the procedures in place to ensure the school is a safe, orderly, 

and drug free environment where both teachers and learners can feel secure and where effective learning can 
take place. Describe the school's philosophy regarding student behavior, discipline, and participation in school 
activities for the general student population and special needs students. Describe the role of teachers, 
administrators, and other school staff in monitoring student behavior, advising and mentoring students, 
maintaining communication with parents and families, and other activities associated with orderly schools. See 
§38-1802.02(10) and §38-1802.02(11), DC School Reform Act.  

 
We will adapt the comprehensive behavior management system and discipline plan in place at HRA today for us at 
the Washington Academy sites.  Creating a school culture and an environment conducive to learning is paramount to 
the Mosaica design that we currently use.  The Code of Civility is a crucial tool in achieving the desired culture and 
environment.  The Code delineates the rights and responsibilities of all the members of the school community—
students, parents, teachers, administrators, and trustees—to ensure school integrity and to foster an environment 
conducive to learning.   
 
The Code of Civility will be distributed to parents and students at the assumption of the charter and at the beginning of 
each school year.  The parent, student, and teacher will be required to sign the acknowledgment page, stating that the 
parent understands the Code of Civility, including the consequences of unacceptable behavior by the student.  The 
acknowledgement page also states that the parent has reviewed and discussed the Code of Civility with the child, and 
that the teacher shares responsibility with the parent to ensure a safe, secure school for learning.   
 
Like the academic curriculum, this behavior management system is based on a large and varied body of research 
literature.  CHAMPs, a program developed by Randall Sprick, Mickey Garrison, and Lisa Howard, has been derived 
from that literature, and serves as the basis for Mosaica’s behavior management strategies.  The program is centered 
on the following principles or beliefs:   
• Classroom organization has a huge impact on student behavior; therefore teachers should carefully structure 

their classrooms in ways that prompt responsible student behavior 
• Teachers should overtly teach students how to behave responsibly (i.e., be successful) in every classroom 

setting 
 
A copy of the Code of Civility in use at HRA is included in the appendices. 
 
9. Structure of the School Day and Year.  

As soon as HRA Board assumes Washington Academy operations, WA daily schedules will be adjusted to emulate 
as closely as possible the schedules followed at HRA.  (To minimize disruption, the length of the WA school day 
will not be changed for the remainder of school year 2007-2008.  However, going forward, WA will match HRA’s 
extended instruction time).   



 

HRA’s daily schedules allow for two full hours of ELA instruction, a full hour each of math and science and 90 
minutes of integrated social studies curriculum.    This time allotment for ELA is modeled after Reading First5, a 
program with documented success in improving ELA performance among students below grade proficiency levels.  
Teachers at Washington Academy will instruct students in reading (including phonics for K-2), writing, arithmetic 
and science everyday in the morning without exception. The reading will be literature-based and drawn from classical 
and multi-cultural works.  Students will be immersed in an experiential-based math and science program.   
  
This year’s HRA calendar (included in the appendices) will be used as a guide for scheduling for Washington 
Academy. However, our actual schedule will largely take into account the calendar parents had assumed the school 
would follow – as with all else, we will make every attempt to be as non-disruptive as possible. WA’s 2008-2009 
calendar will be modeled after HRA’s current calendar, with adjustments made to reflect holidays, etc. in 2008-2009.   
 
The longer school day and year proposed for 2008-2009 and beyond will enable Washington Academy students to 
graduate with significantly more schooling than other children.  A sample elementary school schedule for our 
proposed extended day is provided in the appendices as well. 

 
 
 

10. Before- and After-care Programs 
 

We plan to offer the OASIS Before and After School Program at Washington Academy.  The OASIS Program, an 
acronym for “Opportunities After School for Intellectual Success,” is committed to providing children with various 
enriching and rewarding experiences that will enhance their childhood memories about school and learning.  We 
believe that by being actively involved in our program, each child will have increased opportunities for developing 
social, psychological and academic growth – we’ve witnessed its effectiveness first-hand at HRA. 
 
The OASIS program has been developed to assist parents in providing their school-age children the opportunity to 
relax, study and involve themselves in personal interests in a safe environment when they are not in school.  The 
program does not duplicate the educational program, but rather supplements the program in a recreational manner.  
The A+Learning software program will be used during OASIS as an academic tutorial.   
 
The OASIS program is offered for a nominal fee, and that fee is adjusted on a sliding-scale basis to reflect the 
families’ ability to pay.  The OASIS program will be offered at both Washington Academy sites.  The proposed 
hours of operation will initially match the before/after school hours currently being offered by WA.  Each site will 
be staffed by one person from the WA staff, and volunteers will be recruited from the community.   
 
Further information on OASIS is included in the appendices to this application. 

                                                 
5 Reading First grants are awarded to a limited number of schools nationwide.  Their purpose is to provide intensive ELA 
instruction.  Mosaica Education, the educational management company used by HRA, has adopted many of the Reading First 
best practices so that the schools they support can benefit with or without a Reading First grant. 



 

B.  GOVERNANCE  

1.  Board of Trustees: Describe the selection process and the terms of office of the Board of Trustees. See §38-
1802.02(9), DC School Reform Act. Describe how parents have meaningful input into the selection of at 
least two parents to the Board of Trustees. See §38-1802.05, DC School Reform Act. Describe the 
composition, roles, and responsibilities of the Board. Please provide the name and home address of each 
member. See §38-1802.05, DC School Reform Act. Describe how the Board functions in making executive 
decisions about the operation of the school. Describe the relationship of the Board of Trustees to the 
school’s administrative structure and staff, and to the parents, and students. Please submit the board’s 
Articles of Incorporation and bylaws in the appendices. See §38-1802.02(7), DC School Reform Act.  

 
Washington Academy will be governed by the HRA Board of Trustees.  The governing Board will set the direction 
for the charter school in accordance with this Charter Application.  The governing Board will set policy, is 
responsible for compliance with the charter contract and all applicable laws, and will help guide and promote the 
ongoing vitality of Washington Academy, its staff and its students.  The names and addresses of the current board 
are listed below – their resumes are included in the appendices to this application. 
 

Tracey Johnson, Board President 
15414 Overlea Court 
Accokeek, MD 20607 
 
Carla Bailey 
12 Union Hall Court 
Baltimore MD 21228  
 
Clara Duhon 
PO BOX 1150 
Clinton MD 20735 
 
Jewel A. Goodman 
843 Chatsworth Drive 
Accokeek, MD  20607 
 
Chrystal L.M. Jones 
1432 T Street, SE 
Washington, DC  20020 
 
Keith Reed 
346 March Lane 
Bolling AFB DC, 20032 
 
Derek J. Spencer 
15412 Overlea Ct.  
Accokeek MD. 20607 

 
Method of Selection:  In accordance with local regulations, parents and other individuals from the community 
comprise the governing Board of Trustees.  As a Board, we actively solicit Board applications from parents at 
HRA, and will also solicit Board applications from parents at WA for future vacancies.  As vacancies arise, the 
governing Board shall nominate and vote on a list of potential members until the number of board members reaches 
a maximum of seven members.   
 
Qualifications:  Qualifications for Board membership shall include but not be limited to: 1) An interest in children 
and quality education; 2) Enthusiasm for HRA/WA and their mission; 3) A willingness to devote time and energy 
to accomplishing the school’s mission; 4) Special skills needed to address Academy operations; 5) The ability to 
represent the community and interpret community needs and views; 6) A willingness to accept and support 
decisions made democratically; and 7) An ability to act as a representative of the schools within the community. 



 

 
Length of Term:  The term of each of the Board of Trustees shall be three (3) years. 
 
Number of Trustees:  The number of HRA Board members is currently at seven (7), though we anticpate 
expanding the Board to include at least one parent member from each Washington Academy site. 
 
Background Checks:  All Trustees are required to submit to background checks in accordance with District law. 
 
Removal of Board Members: Board members may be removed by a majority vote of the existing Board. 
 
Board Meetings:  The Board meets a minimum of ten times per year.  The Board decides, by majority vote, the 
number of additional meetings required to conduct Academy business.  Public notice of all Board meetings is 
posted on the school’s front door and bulletin board not less than 48 hours prior to scheduled meetings.  Notices 
state the date, time, and place of meetings and shall include the following language: “This meeting is open to all 
members of the public.” 
 
Function of Board of Trustees:   
A. Primary Function and Duties of the Board:  The primary function of the Board of Trustees is to oversee the 
education of students enrolled at HRA and WA by setting policy.  The responsibility of the Board is to pass the 
necessary resolutions to create policies and guidelines necessary for the effective operation of the school.  Board 
members rely on school staff and Mosaica Education for information but are also required to visit the school on a 
routine basis and participate in school events. These policies and guidelines include, but are not limited to the 
following: 
• Educate students 
• Ensure the safety and welfare of the students on campus 
• Acquire and dispose of school property 
• Determine matters relating to school employees and contractors 
• Control the expenditure and receipt of school funds 
• Make joining arrangements and cooperative arrangements 
• Set the curricula and course for educating students 
• Employ an education service provider responsible for management 
• Coordinate decisions on daily operational issues 
  
B. Planning:   
1)  Define a future vision for Washington Academyand the means for achieving that vision. 

• Define the Washington Academymission. 
• Ensure that action steps are measurable and monitored for progress. 

 
2) Financial Management: 

• A Budget and Finance Committee consisting of selected Board members, Mosaica representatives, and the 
school’s CAO develops the annual budget.  The Board approves and monitors the annual budget, ensuring 
a balanced budget. 

• Obtain and approve an annual audit. 
• Periodically review insurance coverage to ensure assets are protected. 

 
3) Human Resources: 

• Ensure compliance with laws regarding employers and assist staff in policy development. 



 

• Oversee Mosaica’s employee hiring procedures 
• Approve personnel policies. 
• Approve employment contracts 
• Oversee Mosaica’s management of employee matters and functions 

 
The governing board will work with Mosaica to ensure that CAO performance exceeds expectations each year. 
They will do this by reviewing student achievement scores, reviewing teacher performance in the classroom, 
reviewing parent-satisfaction forms and by speaking with the CAO directly about the direction and leadership 
provided. This information will then be shared with Mosaica and a decision reached about CAO compensation, 
training, and future employment. 
 
The Board has ultimate authority over Washington Academy– it has engaged Mosaica to act on its behalf, 
performing management functions as set forth in the Management Agreement.  Pursuant to that, Mosaica will hire 
all Washington Academy employees under carefully defined parameters and with the ultimate approval of the 
Board.  Likewise, should Mosaica deem it necessary to terminate employees, it will do so with the Board’s 
approval.   
 
4) Information and Technical Support: 

• Mosaica Education, Inc. will assist the Board in establishing a management information system with the 
technological and software support to ensure its effectiveness and compliance with DC requirements. 

• Assist staff in determining a needs assessment to make quality decisions. 
 
5) Board Affairs: 

• Define the Board’s composition and mission. 
• Ensure Board continuity 
• Institute Board governance training to help guide policy making and monitor effectiveness. 
• Require Board members to be prepared for each meeting. 

 
Rules for defining delegable and non-delegable powers: 
The Management Agreement sets forth certain decisions that have to be made or approved by the Board and those 
that can be made by Mosaica as manager. In particular, the Board must approve budgets, significant school 
policies and other important matters. The bylaws also set forth certain actions that require Board and/or officer 
action, including the authority of officers to sign significant contracts.   
  
Committees:  The Chair of the Board has authority to establish committees proposed and approved by majority vote 
by the members of the Board of Trustees.  Authority of established committees is defined and approved by the 
Board.  At present, planned subcommittees are as follows: Curriculum, School Business, Community Relations and 
Outreach, Accountability, and Student Activities. 
 
Board/Academy Staff Relations:  The contracted EMO will employee all Washington Academystaff and therefore, 
with oversight from the Board of Trustees, Mosaica Education will manage the daily monitoring of school 
operations. Washington Academy’s CAO will act as the main liaison between the governing board and school staff. 
The CAO will attend all board meetings and prepare reports for board members as needed.  Mosaica’s Regional 
Vice President (RVP) will also attend Academy board meetings to ensure board members are complying with the 
Open Meetings and Records laws and maintaining proper board relations with parents and the community.  A 
representative staff member will sit on the governing board in a rotating position as an advisory member and other 
Washington Academy teachers and staff will be invited to participate in governance and advisory issues based on 
the establishment of committees by the governing board.  As part of its services to Washington Academy, Mosaica 
will submit annual reports on comprehensive teaching and staff evaluations that will include staff members’ self-
analyses. 



 

 
Articles of Incorporation and Bylaws for HRA are included in the Appendices. 

 

2. School Management Contracts:  

The Board of Trustees has a contract with Mosaica Education, Inc., a school management firm.  The following 
documents are provided in the appendices:  

a. A copy of the contract, including roles and responsibilities, performance evaluation measures, 
payment structure, conditions for renewal and termination, and investment disclosure  

 
b. Audited financial statements (Mosaica does not prepare an annual report)  
 
c. The total number of canceled contracts;  

 
dA description of the firm's roles and responsibilities for the financial management of the proposed 
charter school, including descriptions of the accounting software to be used, the procedures for 
financial reporting to the Board of Trustees and the District of Columbia Public Charter School Board, 
and the internal controls that will be in place for the proposed charter school.  

 
(as noted in the appendices, Mosaica Education does not have a credit rating since it has not issued bonds).



 

C.  FINANCE 
 
1. Anticipated Sources of Funds: Discuss the level of funding you calculate will be generated by the per pupil 

allocation that you will be entitled to receive if you are approved to assume operations of the closed school. 
Indicate the amount and sources of additional funds, property, or other resources you expect will be available 
for the costs of operation of the public charter school. Where grants or loans are included, please indicate 
which of these are in hand and which are anticipated. For anticipated grants or loans, please provide evidence 
of firm commitments where they exist.  

 
  The following excerpt from the proposed budget shows anticipated funding for WA at an enrollment of 254.  

As illustrated, we have made the conservative assumption that little additional funds will be available 
beyond the per pupil allocations. 

 
 

Washington Academy Public Charter School  
FY08 Budget  

All Funds  
  

 Enrollment of 254  FY08  
  Mar - June  

Revenues  
  
Per Pupil Revenues  
  
Per Pupil Regular                  753,786  
Per Pupil SPED                    44,856  
Summer School                           -    
Facility Allotment                  263,229  
   

Subtotal - Per Pupil Revenues 
                     

1,061,871  
   
Federal Meals Program                    48,298 
   
Subtotal - Federal Revenues        48,298  
   
Subtotal - Other Revenues        -    
   

Total Revenues 
               

$1,110,169  
 

      Under an even more conservative assumption for an enrollment of 190, the revenues are anticipated to be as 
follows:   

Washington Academy Public Charter School   
FY08 Budget   

All Funds   
   

 Enrollment of 190  FY08   
  Mar - June   
   



 

   

Revenues   
   
Per Pupil Revenues   
   
Per Pupil Regular                  563,349   
Per Pupil SPED                    35,008   
Summer School                           -     
Facility Allotment                  196,903   
    
Subtotal - Per Pupil Revenues                  795,261   
    
Federal Meals Program                    36,216   
    
Subtotal - Federal Revenues                    36,216   
    
    
Subtotal - Other Revenues                           -     
    
Total Revenues                  831,477   
   

2. Financial Management and Accounting: Describe the financial management and internal accounting 
procedures of the school, including the fiscal controls you in place to ensure accountability.  

 
HRA uses Mosaica Education’s services for financial management and accounting as follows – the same processes 
and procedures will be applied at WA:  
 
Mosaica Education provides comprehensive financial, payroll, and accounting services through staff at its Midwest 
hub and New York Offices.  The staff assigned to the various accounting, payroll, and reporting functions all have a 
high level of school accounting experience and/or professional certifications qualifying them to perform their 
assigned tasks.  The staff utilizes  
 
The typical finance management model Mosaica utilizes includes designating a hub accountant and a school-based 
employee with a college degree in accounting and several years of related work experience, who are assigned to 
perform day-to-day accounting and data processing functions, assist school site personnel in developing quality 
internal controls over cash flows, asset management, and procurement processes.  In addition, the accountant works 
closely with school site staff and the regional staff to provide detailed financial reporting on a monthly basis and 
takes an active role in assisting auditors through the audit process.  In addition to having an accountant assigned to 
each school, the regional hub office has a payroll/benefits department that processes time records provided by the 
school's staff to generate payroll checks and payroll reports that provide division/department breakdowns to the 
accountants.  The payroll/benefits department is staffed by a number of individuals with significant payroll training 
and experience that helps them relate key data in easily manageable formats to the accountants.  All financial 
reports and key procedures involving reconciliations, payroll allocations and budget to actual variances are 
reviewed by the regional school controller, a CPA with extensive experience as a school auditor and/or providing 
school business management services.  In addition to assisting as needed in the daily and monthly accounting 
process, the school controller also facilitates the budget development/amendment process and oversees the audit 
process.  MEI has found that the budget development/amendment process is most meaningful when a finance 
committee from the school's board of Trustees, the school leadership (as the practical source to identify what the 
school's needs are and how best to provide for those needs on a day to day basis) and regional management 
company leadership (as a resource for problem solving and thinking outside the box) are involved as team.  To this 



 

end, an annual budget workshop and periodic group sessions are held to address both the general budget 
development process and to address school specific issues that need attention.  
 
The governing body of the school provides the vision and direction of the school and the finance/payroll staff  work 
with the finance committee of the governing board to help them realize their visions in the most cost effective and 
time efficient manner possible.  Monthly budget to actual reports are provided within 25 days of month end, 
supporting documentation for board authorized disbursements is made available for review as checks are being 
signed by the board, and oversight of the budget development process and control over the budget approval process 
are all ways that the governing boards are kept informed and involved. 
 
On a monthly basis, Mosaica Education Inc. will prepare an Income Statement, a Balance Sheet and a Statement of 
Cash Flow. The HRA Governing Board will review these documents on a monthly basis for budget compliance. 
The preparation of the annual budget will begin 120 days before the beginning of the fiscal year and will be 
adopted by the Governing Board prior to the beginning of each fiscal year. Audits will be prepared by October 1 of 
each year by a District of Columbia independent auditor and will be paid for as a normal business expense of the 
school and provided for in the school budget. 
 
Rita Hackel Chapin, Mosaica’s Chief Financial Officer oversees school finances and answers to the school’s 
governing board. Ms. Chapin, who earned her MBA at the Wharton School of Business, formerly worked for 
Citibank.   
 
The following personnel will also be integrally involved in managing finances for WA:   

 Sr VP School Finance – Roger Gray  
 Director of Finance – Rich Troutman  
 Assistant Corporate Controller (including Payroll & Benefits) – Diane Jiggetts  
 Manager, Financial Planning & Analysis and Purchasing – Carla Holder  
 Corporate, Midatlantic, and West Payroll – Caroline Kerins  
 Corporate, Midatlantic, and West Benefits Coordinator - Nadyah Bissessar  

 
 
Further information on our financial management and control processes can be found in the appendices documents 
on Mosaica Education.  
 
 
 
3. Civil Liability and Insurance: In the appendices, provide documentation of the types of insurance and the levels 

of coverage currently in place for the school.  
 
Please see the appendices for documentation of HRA’s current insurance coverage.  Similar coverage, in 
compliance with District requirements, will be obtained for Washington Academy. 

 



 

D.  FACILITIES 
 
 
Identification of a Site: Describe the locations where students will be served. If the applicant proposes to use its 
existing facilities, describe how the space is adequate to serve the additional students; transportation services to be 
provided (if any); and if serving the additional students is within the school’s Certificate of Occupancy. If the 
proposed enrollment exceeds the school’s capacity as stated in the Certificate of Occupancy, provide a timeline for 
obtaining a revised Certificate of Occupancy. If the applicant proposes to use the existing facility/facilities of the 
closed school, provide a description of the anticipated lease costs, the amount of building space you anticipate 
using (e.g., number of classrooms/floors; square feet); and the timeline for applying for a new Certificate of 
Occupancy in the school’s name. Also, discuss the future plans for where students will be served, if not using the 
facility/facilities beyond the current school year.  
 
Washington Academy is currently housed in two locations.  Presuming that these sites are sufficient to 
accommodate current enrollment (representatives attempted to visit these sites to assess them prior to preparing this 
application, but they were not permitted to enter the facilities), and consistent with our plan to make the transfer of 
Washington Academy as non-disruptive as possible for the students and their families, we plan to continue to use 
both these facilities and to keep all students at their current locations through the end of this school year.  We will 
pursue valid Certificates of Occupancy for both sites upon assumption of responsibility for Washington Academy. 
 
The HRA board, with the support of Mosaica Education, has successfully obtained a permanent site for HRA and is 
currently working on the application for bond financing for a new addition at its present site to accomidate the large 
number of students on its waiting list, as well as early childhood and pre-K students and Grade 8 students.  We have 
experience in and an understanding of local DC real estate as pertains to facilities suitable for school use.  Should 
the Washington Academy charter extend into 2008-2009 and beyond, the Board intends to begin this spring to 
investigate whether Washington Academy’s facilities are optimal from both an educational and financial vantage 
point.  In doing so, we will explore other options, including consolidation into a single facility and/or relocation to 
other facilities – new or existing – in the community.   
 



 

E.  STAFFING 
 
 
1.  Key Leadership Roles: Please provide the names and qualifications of the persons who will hold the following 

or equivalent critical positions or roles--chief administrative officer (e.g., principal, executive director, or 
headmaster); curriculum leader (e.g., curriculum coordinator or director, lead teacher, principal); and 
business officer. If you are proposing to use the existing facility/facilities of the closed school, explain how the 
persons in these positions will interface with staff, students and parents at that site.  

 
The following personnel have been identified for key leadership roles at WA:   
 
CAO/Program Facilitator – 1:  Allen Blessing 
CAO/Program Facilitator – 2:  Vargha Azad  
Business Officer/Assistant CAO - for both sites:  Harold Belcher 
 
Resumes of these individuals are included in the appendices.  They will immediately assume their roles upon 
assumption of responsibility for Washington Academy, and they will be located onsite at the Washington Academy 
sites so as to be readily accessible to staff, students and parents.  EAch CAOs will be assigned to one site and will 
have their offices at that site .  The Assistant CAO will float between the two sites as needed. 
 
As listed in the Transition Plan, an open meeting for parents and community members will be held (ideally in 
conjunction with DCPS on February 16th or 19th as tentatively proposed), during which these administrators, with 
support from the HRA Board and administrators as well as Mosaica personnel, will introduce themselves, the goals 
for the school and the transition process, and field questions.   
 
 
2. Staffing Plan: Please provide information about the anticipated number of staff members, their positions, and 

the pupil teacher ratio. Describe your plans, if any, to retain existing staff from the closed school.  
 
HRA’s Board will act to make Washington Academy financially viable in part by reducing and streamlining 
administration and staff.  In February 2008, mid-school year, our objective will be to make these changes in the 
least disruptive manner while keeping quality squarely in mind. For fall of 2008, we anticipate greater changes.  
Given our experience at HRA, we are confident that we can make these changes while improving educational 
standards: 
  
Reducing administrative personnel:  A reduction in administrative personnel at Washington Academy will not 
equate to a reduction in resources.  Our educational management company, Mosaica Education, brings significant 
administrative resources to bear.  At Howard Road Academy, our administrators are supported by a network of 
experts in all areas – from curriculum to professional development, records and financial management to IT, 
classroom management to parent and community relations.    
 
In the interest of conducting a quick and effective transition, current top administrators at Washington Academy 
will be replaced with personnel as identified in E1 above.   
 
Other administrative personnel currently in existing roles at Washington Academy will be interviewed.  Three 
possible courses of action will result for each individual:  termination at the start of the new charter, termination at 
the end of the school year, or indefinite retention (assuming that the charter extends into the next school year and 
beyond).  Considerations will include the financial impact of retention, each administrator’s capabilities, each 



 

administrator’s ability and willingness to adapt in a changing learning environment, and each administrator’s 
willingness to accept a salary + bonus compensation scheme going forward.6   
 
Additional new administrators, as needed, will be swiftly recruited.  Mosaica Education has schools across the U.S. 
and has extensive recruiting capabilities.  Mosaica also has the personnel necessary to bring in stand-ins as needed 
until the right longer term administrators can be brought onboard.   
 
Reducing teaching staff:  At HRA, we limit class size to no more than 25 students.  We will apply the same size 
standards at Washington Academy beginning in school year 2008-2009.  With that in mind, Washington’s current 
staffing shows some room for reduction.  
 
The HRA Board is committed to quality.  Existing WA teachers will be interviewed, and their experience and 
certifications will be reviewed.  As at HRA, we will also look closely at attitudes and objectives:  we will seek 
personnel that are open to a rigorous approach that combines best practices and innovation, and we will seek 
personnel that are willing to step up to the challenge of salary + bonus incentive-based compensation. We anticipate 
that some teachers will be let go, some will retained until year end, and the best may be retained indefinitely.  
 
As per the enclosed budget, the Washington Academy staff will be configured as follows for the remainder of this 
school year: 

Enrollment 254 190 
Teachers                                               12        10 
IAs 5 2 
SpEd Teachers            1 1 
IT Teacher/Tech 1 0 
Psychologist    1 0.5 
BIS 1 1 
Program Facilitator 1 1 
AA 2 1 
CAO 1 1 
Custodians & Ops 3 2.5 
Food Service 2 1 
Nurse 2 1 
Security Officer 1 1 
OASIS 2 x 0.5 2 x 0.5 
Total FTEs 34 24 

 
Based on our experience with HRA, we are confident that Washington Academy will be able to attract a qualified, 
enthusiastic staff that embraces the school’s mission.  The charter school mechanism allows for schools that are 
schools of choice for teachers as well as for students and parents.   
 
Washington Academy’s teaching staff will be provided the tools necessary to succeed: extensive professional 
development; the freedom to focus on helping children learn; and access to state-of-the-art educational resources, 
including the latest textbooks, multimedia technology, and personal and classroom computers linked to the Internet.  
Because student learning will be interpreted as a direct reflection on how well they are taught, teachers and 
administrators will be personally and professionally invested in children’s success and singularly focused on 
accelerating achievement.   
 

                                                 
6 At HRA, our teachers are paid a salary and are eligible for a bonus provided that they achieve certain specific performance 
hurdles.  The rationale:  this creates a powerful incentive for teachers to take ownership of their students’ educational 
experience and academic performance.  



 

Washington Academy will prize diversity in its workforce, as a diverse staff brings a valuable breadth of 
perspectives to tasks and decisions faced in any given day.  Discrimination against any individual on the basis of 
race, religion, color, national origin, gender, age, sexual orientation, disability, medical condition, marital status, or 
veteran status will not be tolerated.  All reasonable accommodations will be made for those covered by the 
Americans with Disabilities Act.   
 
The school’s commitment to affirmative action means that beyond providing equal opportunities to all employees, 
the Academy will take positive action to hire and promote people of color, women, disabled persons, and veterans.  
Affirmative action will apply to all personnel activities, including employment advertising and recruiting; 
opportunities for upgrading and transferring; and providing opportunities for training and development.  Mosaica 
will maintain the highest standards for equal employment opportunity and affirmative action including complying 
with applicable federal, state, local laws and regulations, and initiating and supporting programs and practices 
designed to create and sustain a diverse faculty and staff. 
 
Washington Academy will offer teachers opportunities for professional growth and bonuses for outstanding job 
performance.  
 
 
3. Employment Policies: Describe your policies regarding salaries, contracts, hiring and dismissal, evaluation of 

staff, benefit plans, (including pensions), and other matters related to staffing.  
 
As at HRA, all Washington Academy employees will be employees of Mosaica Education, Inc. Compensation will 
be competitive with the local district and is outlined in the attached budget. In addition to a competitive salary, all 
Academy employees will receive merit-based bonuses, and opportunities for career advancement both within the 
school and within Mosaica’s network of over 70 schools in the U. S. and abroad. Each teacher will receive a laptop 
computer.  
 
Mosaica’s health insurance provider is Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Michigan.  
 
All benefits eligible employees may participate in the school’s medical benefits program (medical, prescription, 
vision, dental, life and long-term disability insurance). 
 
Full-time employees:  Washington Academy will contribute 100% of full-time employees’ single premium 
coverage during employment by BCCS.  Dependent coverage is available at the expense of the employee through a 
payroll deduction plan. Employees do get the advantage of group discount rates for dependent coverage.  
Employees are eligible for coverage the first day of the month following 30 days of employment.  Eligible 
employees who choose not to obtain medical insurance through BCCS are eligible to receive cash in lieu (CIL) 
payment of $70/pay period. The employee must submit required documentation of health coverage elsewhere. 
 
Part-time employees: Part-time employees regularly scheduled to work more than 20 or more hours per week may 
buy insurance for themselves and their dependents at full cost through a payroll deduction taking advantage of the 
BCCS group discount rate.  Employees are eligible for coverage the first day of the month following 30 days of 
employment. 
 
Employee rules and procedures are outlined in the Academy Employee Handbook, included in the appendices to 
this application.   
 



 

G.  BUDGET 
 
We have prepared two revised versions of the operating budget and cash flow for WA:  the first reflects the given 
254 enrollment, and the second more conservatively assumes an enrollment of 190.  These are presented in the 
pages that follow.   



 

H.  RESUMES 
 
Submit a résumé from each board member that describes the expertise and resources that they bring to the charter 
school. 
 
Please see the following pages for Board resumes, followed by signed and completed Conflict of Interest 
forms from each HRA Board member. 
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Cedar Tree Academy believes all children have the right to be respected, accepted and embraced 

as having capable, young minds. We are committed to academic excellence for all students and achieve this 
by building a foundation for lifelong learning, in a safe, nurturing learning environment. Our curriculum is 
designed to enhance social and emotional growth, as well as cognitive and creative development while 

preparing students to become active independent learners.   
 

Learn Today, Lead Tomorrow! 
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1.  SCHOOL DESCRIPTION  

A. Mission/Vision Statement  

Cedar Tree Academy believes all children have the right to be respected, accepted and 
embraced as having capable, young minds. We are committed to academic excellence 
for all students and achieve this by building a foundation for lifelong learning, in a 
safe, nurturing learning environment.  

B. School Program 
 

Curriculum Design and Instructional Approach 

Cedar Tree Academy Public Charter School is an early childhood learning center for 3, 4 
and 5 year old children in grades Pre-School, Pre-Kindergarten, and Kindergarten.   Our 
curriculum is designed to enhance the social and emotional growth as well as cognitive 
and creative development while preparing students to become active independent 
learners.  We set high expectations for our young students and inspire a genuine love of 
learning. 

All children are capable of achieving bright futures.  At Cedar Tree Academy we nurture 
them so they can learn today and lead tomorrow. 

Cedar Tree Academy Goals 

 We aim to build a solid foundation for future success for every student. 
 We stimulate and nurture every child in our care to develop physical, cognitive, social 

and emotional skills. 
 We provide experiences that offer each child the ability to tap in to his or her potential 

as an individual and as a contributing member of the community. 
 We support parents as their children’s first teachers. CTA provides parent-child 

experiences and interactions, which enables the development of each child as a unique 
individual, ready to succeed in school and life. 

In Classrooms, you will see children working on the following:  

 learning the letters of the alphabet  
 learning to hear the individual sounds in words  
 learning new words and how to use them  
 learning early writing skills  
 learning about written language by looking at books and by listening to stories  
 becoming familiar with math and science  
 learning about community expectations such as sharing, taking turns, caring for 

oneself and others 

 
 
 
 

Cedar Tree Academy believes all children have the right to be respected, 
accepted and embraced as having capable, young minds. We are committed to academic 
excellence for all students and achieve this by building a foundation for lifelong learning, 
in a safe, nurturing learning environment. Our curriculum is designed to enhance social 
and emotional growth, as well as cognitive and creative development while preparing 

students to become active independent learners.  Learn Today, Lead Tomorrow! 
 

 

http://www.healthofchildren.com/knowledge/History_of_writing.html
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Core Academic Program 
 
Pre-School 
 
Mother Goose Time creatively weaves together art projects, music, storytelling, math games 
and science experiments around a monthly theme. Each month, our activities enable skilled 
teachers to balance teaching preschool skills and learning objectives. Mother Goose Time is a 
professionally designed preschool curriculum that nurtures the whole child and supports the 
child's social, emotional and intellectual growth.  Our curriculum materials are complete with 
detailed lesson plan guidebooks as well as an array of supporting hands-on materials that 
support the diverse learning styles of students. 

Pre-Kindergarten 4—Opening the World of Learning (OWL) 

Our pre-k 4 students follow the comprehensive pre-K curriculum, Opening the World of 
Learning (OWL).  OWL prepares children for Kindergarten with ongoing assessment of 
research-based success predictors and playful, purposeful, and personalized 
instruction.  OWL is based upon the belief that immersion in a learning-rich, pre-K 
environment is critical.  OWL prepares children for Kindergarten with ongoing assessment of 
research-based success predictors and playful, purposeful, and personalized instruction. The 
OWL curriculum is designed to develop oral language and early literacy skills for Pre-K 
children 

Kindergarten—Reading Street 

Scott Foresman Reading Street is an all-new comprehensive Reading and Language Arts 
series for the 21st Century. Reading Street delivers classic and soon-to-be classic literature, 
scientifically research-based instruction, and a wealth of groundbreaking online experiences 
for high student engagement. Reading Street Common Core helps you prioritize instruction to 
support higher levels of reading and writing. 

 Increase text complexity in reading 
 Provide accessible rigor 
 Balance fiction and informational texts 
 Build content-area knowledge 
 Emphasize close reading 
 Focus on informative/explanatory, argumentative/opinion, and narrative writing 
 Implement performance assessments 
 Integrate media and 21st century skills 

Pearson enVision Math 
 
Pearson enVision Math engages our students as it strengthens their understanding of math. 
enVision MATH uses problem based interactive learning and visual learning to deepen 
conceptual understanding. It incorporates bar diagram visual tools to help students be better 
problem solvers, and it provides data-driven differentiated instruction to ensure success for 
every student. enVisionMATH Common Core was built from the ground up to meet the 
Common Core State Standards. Mathematical Practices are deeply rooted in the curriculum. 
These practices promote student success in mathematics. 

http://www.pearsonschool.com/index.cfm?locator=PSZuQp&PMDBSUBCATEGORYID=&PMDBSITEID=2781&PMDBSUBSOLUTIONID=&PMDBSOLUTIONID=6724&PMDBSUBJECTAREAID=&PMDBCATEGORYID=806&PMDbProgramID=67761
http://www.pearsonschool.com/index.cfm?locator=PSZuQp&PMDBSUBCATEGORYID=&PMDBSITEID=2781&PMDBSUBSOLUTIONID=&PMDBSOLUTIONID=6724&PMDBSUBJECTAREAID=&PMDBCATEGORYID=806&PMDbProgramID=67761
http://www.pearsonschool.com/index.cfm?locator=PSZuQp&PMDBSUBCATEGORYID=&PMDBSITEID=2781&PMDBSUBSOLUTIONID=&PMDBSOLUTIONID=6724&PMDBSUBJECTAREAID=&PMDBCATEGORYID=806&PMDbProgramID=67761
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Parent Involvement Efforts 
 
Cedar Tree Academy has embarked upon a renewed vision to collaborate with parents in an 
effort to increase student achievement and create a positive school climate. The table below 
outlines our Parental Involvement Calendar: 

Activity Date of Activity Party Responsible 
Open Houses August 20 and 21, 2013 Principals, Teachers and Staff 

Back to School Night September 12, 2013 Teachers and Staff 

Fall Harvest Festival October 21, 2013 Parent Center Director, Teachers 
and all staff 

Winter Extravaganza December 17, 2013 All Teachers and Staff 

Spring Book Fling March 24-28, 2014 All Teachers and Staff 

PTO Meetings First Tuesday of each month Parents Teachers and Staff 

Week of the Young Child April 18-23, 2014 All Parents and Staff 

Planting of the School Garden April 28 – May 2, 2014 All Parents and Staff 

Celebration Around the World May 22, 2014 All Teachers, Staff, Parents and 
Students 

Kindergarten Graduation June 25, 2014 Kindergarten Teachers and Staff  
 
2 .  SCHOOL PERFORMANCE  

A.  Performance and Progress 
 

1. Cedar Tree Academy is committed to academic excellence for all students. We will 
achieve individual measurable academic outcomes through a rigorous, engaging, 
and safe learning environment designed to build a strong foundation in all areas of 
development.  The chart below describes our progress on our mission specific goal 
or goals. 

 
Goal: 70% of parents will report “Satisfied” or “Highly Satisfied” with the school on 
the end of the year parent satisfaction survey. 

 
 

 

 
CTA - 701 Howard Road SE  
Average Ratings† (N=225)* 
*Total Score is an average of all category average ratings 

 

 

 

 

 

8.97 9.27 9.15 9.03 8.81 8.92 9.03 

Overall
Satisfaction

w/Child's
Experience at

School

Overall Quality
of Education

Program

Feels Welcome Safe School Physical
Education
Teacher

Satisfaction

Music Teacher
Satisfaction

Total Score*
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PERCENTILE DETAIL 

 

 Overall 
Satisfaction 
w/ Child’s 

Experience 
at School 

% 

Overall 
Quality of 
Education 
Program            

% 

Feels 
Welcome 

% 

Safe School 

% 

Physical 
Education 
Teacher 

Satisfaction 

% 

Music 
Teacher 

Satisfaction 

% 

10=Strongly Agree 63.60 78.80 78.80 75.80 59.30 61.50 

7-9=Agree somewhat 30.30 15.20 9.10 9.10 25.90 30.80 

5-6=Neutral 0.00 0.00 6.10 9.10 11.10 0.00 

2-4=Disagree somewhat 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.70 7.70 

1=Strongly disagree 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 

N/A 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Goal: 70% of parents will report “Satisfied” or “Highly Satisfied” with the school on 
the end of the year parent satisfaction survey. 

Results: Cedar Tree exceeded this goal, with 93.90% of parents reporting “Strongly 
Agree” or “Agree Somewhat” with the overall satisfaction with the child’s experience 
at school. 

Student Achievement 

Cedar Tree Academy Public Charter School adopted the Performance Management 
Framework (PMF) as its goals and academic achievement expectations. The Chartering 
Authority, DC Public Charter School Board will report the academic achievement of Cedar 
Tree in its annual publication of the PMF results. 

Lessons Learned and Actions Taken 
 
There are numerous lessons that the staff at Cedar Tree learned throughout this transition 
from Elementary/Middle School to an Early Childhood Center. We have changed to focus of 
professional development of teachers to hone in on the early childhood learner.  Many of 
the staff members have joined the National Association for Education of Young Children. All 
teachers in the upcoming year will join the association in order to increase their knowledge 
base and stay current with best practices. 
 
We also learned the importance of children coming from healthy families. With so many 
families in crisis, behavior problems and academic problems arise. We have partnered with 
the Far Southeast Family Strengthening Collaborative and continued a relationship with 
Department of Behavioral health to create a more robust Parent and Family Center. 
 
 

 



Cedar Tree Academy PCS 7 
 

Unique Accomplishments 
 

 Opened a successful Early Childhood Center exceeding our expectations for 
enrollment. 

 Planted and unveiled our first School Garden complete with garden vegetables and 
fruit. 

 Installed a new state of the art early childhood playground. 
 Councilmember Muriel Bowser gave keynote address at the Kindergarten 

Graduation. 
 Hosted a family Harvest Festival with over 500 in attendance. 
 Hosted our first Multicultural Celebration where students were exposed to 15 

different countries. 
 Partnered with Jumpstart from Trinity and Howard University to increase academic 

achievement. 
 Partnered with the Far Southeast Family Strengthening Collaborative 
 Partnered with the Department of Behavioral Health 
 Continued a partnership with the Southeast Tennis and Learning Center where 

students learn from professional tennis players. 
 
 
List of Donors 
No significant donors for the 2013-2014 School Year 
 
Data Report 
 

Question Source Data Point 
School 
Answers (fill 
in blank field) 

1 PCSB LEA Name Cedar Tree 
Academy PCS 

2 PCSB Campus Name Cedar Tree 
Academy PCS 

3 School Ages served – adult schools only  

4.a PCSB All Grades 322 

4.b PCSB PK3 115 

4.c PCSB PK4 139 

4.d PCSB KG 68 

4.e PCSB 1 0 

4.f PCSB 2 0 

4.g PCSB 3 0 

4.h PCSB 4 0 

4.i PCSB 5 0 

4.j PCSB 6 0 

4.k PCSB 7 0 

4.l PCSB 8 0 

4.m PCSB 9 0 

4.n PCSB 10 0 
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4.o PCSB 11 0 

4.p PCSB 12 0 

4.q PCSB PG 0 

4.r PCSB Ungraded 0 

5 School Total number of instructional days 
Number of instructional days, not including holidays or professional  
development days, for the majority of the school. If your school has  
certain grades with different calendars, please note it. 

191 

6 PCSB Suspension Rate 
 
                                                

                                                
       

4.66% 

7 PCSB Expulsion Rate 
 

                           

                                                
       

0.00% 

8 PCSB Instructional Time Lost to Discipline 
 

                                                         

                                                                    
      

0.07% 

9 PCSB  Promotion rate 
 
                                                                           

                                                                

                                                
      

98.8% 

 PCSB AVERAGE DAILY MEMBERSHIP 
The SRA requires annual reports to include a school’s average daily 
membership. 
PCSB will provide this using three data points:  
(1) audited enrollment; (2) mid-year withdrawals; and (3) mid-year entries. 

 

10 PCSB Mid-Year Withdrawals Rate 
 

            

                                                  
                              

                                                  
     

10.9% 

11 PCSB  Mid-Year Entries      

                                                                

                                                  
     

0.0% 

12 School Teacher Attrition Rate 
 
                                                 

                                           

                                                    
     

 

5% 

13 School Number of Teachers 
 “Teacher” is defined as any adult responsible for the instruction of students 
at least 50% of the time, including, but not limited to, lead teachers, teacher 
residents, special education teachers, and teacher fellows. 

15 

14 School Teacher Salary 
1. Average: $ 

Range -- Minimum: $                           Maximum: $ 

52,500 
50,000-
55,000 

15 School Square footage for entire building (list separate facilities separately) 31,000 
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16 School Square footage for entire classroom space 30,000 

17 School Cafeteria (Yes/No) No 

18 School Theater/Performing Arts Space (Yes/No) No 

19 School Art Room (Yes/No) No 

20 School Library (Yes/No) Yes 

21 School Music Room (Yes/No) Yes 

22 School Playground (Yes/No) Yes 

23 School Gym (Yes/No) No 

24 School Playing field large enough to hold outdoor sports competitions (Yes/ No) No 

25 School Integrated/Infused Arts Program (Yes/No) 
School integrates arts into academic curriculum beyond dedicated art 
periods. 

No 

26 School Classical Education School (Yes/No) 
School integrates classical texts in the Greek and Roman tradition into the 
curriculum. 

No 

27 School College Prep Program (Yes/No) 
School uses a college preparatory curriculum. 

No 

28 School Expeditionary Learning Program (Yes/No) 
School uses the expeditionary learning curriculum as its primary academic 
focus. 

No 

29 School Evening Program (Yes/No) 
School offers a course schedule that allows students to attend classes 
exclusively  
in the evening hours. (School may also offer a separate day-time program.) 

No 

30 School Extended Academic Time (Yes/No) 
School has at least 30% more mandatory academic time than the DCPS 
calendar. 

Yes 

31 School GED Program (Yes/No) 
School has a program that specifically prepares students  
for a GED in lieu of a high school diploma. (School can also have a diploma 
track program.) 

No 

32 School Language Immersion Program  (Yes/No) 
School offers a language immersion program or  
teaches academic content in a language other than English. 

No 

33 School Math, Science, Technology Focus (Yes/No) 
School uses math-, science-, or technology-focused  
curriculum beyond what is required by the Common Core State Standards. 

No 

34 School Montessori Program (Yes/No) 
School uses a Montessori instructional approach to learning. 

No 

35 School Online/Blended Learning Program (Yes/No) 
School offers an online-only or blended learning program. 

No 

36 School Public Policy/Law Program (Yes/No) 
School integrates law or public policy into the curriculum. 

No 

37 School Reggio Emilia Program (Yes/No) 
School uses the Reggio Emilia inspired curriculum. 

No 

38 School Residential Program (Yes/No) 
School offers a program for students to stay overnight at the school. 

No 

39 School Special Education Focus (Yes/No) 
A majority of students receive special education services. (Must be more than 
50%.) 

No 

40 School Stand-Alone Preschool (Yes/No) 
A preschool/prekindergarten without any upper grades. 

No 
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41 School World Culture Focus (Yes/No) 
School integrates world cultural awareness  
(such as Multiculturalism or African heritage) into the curriculum. 

No 

42 School Dual Enrollment (Yes/ No) 
School offers dual enrollment with the charter school and a higher education 
institution. 

No 

43 School Career/Technical Program (Yes/No) 
School offers a Career and Technical Education (CTE) program of study.   

No 

44 School Credit Recovery Courses Offered (Yes/No) 
School offers a mechanism for students to earn credits in courses they did not 
pass the first time. 
If Yes:  Are credit recovery courses free to the student? 
 

No 

45 School Advanced Placement (Yes/No) 
School offers Advanced Placement course options to all students. 
If Yes:   

 Name of AP courses offered in SY13-14? 

 How many students took each course? 

 How many students took the AP exam? 

How many students passed with a 3 or higher?  (OPTIONAL) 

No 

46 School International Baccalaureate Program (Yes/No) 
School offers International Baccalaureate option to all students. 
If Yes:   

 Names of IB courses offered in SY13-14? 

 How many students took each course? 

 How many students sat for the exams? 

How many students received an IB diploma? 

No 
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Appendix A:  Staff Roster 
 

Full Time Employee Roster 
 

Last Name First Name Role/Responsibility 

Barnhill Darnell Security 

Brown Darlene Teacher 

Brown Lola Teacher 

Bryant Natasha Paraprofessional 

Cann Dequirry Paraprofessional 

Cash Tiffany Paraprofessional 

Coleman Danieta Admin Assistant 

Coleman Hazel Denise HR Director 

Edison Celenease Director of Curriculum & Instruction 

Edwards Marie Paraprofessional 

Faulker  Amber Building Aide 

Fogle Chanel Director of Parent Center 

Fonville Belita Teacher 

Hannah Dayna Teacher 

Henderson LaTonya Executive Director 

Henderson Marquisha Paraprofessional 

Hicks Latrice Director of Accountability 

Hill Christen Camille Paraprofessional 

Hill Mariela Teacher 

Jackson Camille Building Aide 

Jayanthi Usha Accounts Manager 

Jennings Melinda Paraprofessional 

Johnson Todd Director - Before/After Care 

Johnson Aminah Hadiyah Teacher 

Jones Dennis Teacher 

Kelley Shirl Building Aide 

Kent Jin K Food Service 

Knox-Smith Crystal Teacher 

Lancaster Deborah Paraprofessional 

Lewis Breedlove Robinette Director of Operations 

Long Sadiqa School Counselor 

Lowe Freddie Teacher 

Lundy Christal Teacher 

Matta Anastashia Paraprofessional 

May LaDonna Admin Assistant 

McQueen Tiffany Paraprofessional 
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Staff Qualifications  
 
All teachers are highly qualified at Cedar Tree Academy.  One hundred percent of Cedar 
Tree teachers have Bachelor Degrees and forty-two percent the hold Master Degrees. 

Meissner Alexis Teacher 

Paige Tiara Teacher 

Park Elisa Food Service 

Pierorazio Erin Teacher 

Porter Sequoia Paraprofessional 

Powell Kameka Paraprofessional 

Quick Clinton Paraprofessional 

Ray Regina Special Education Coordinator/Teacher 

Smith Francine Christine Admin Assistant 

Stevens Lauren Teacher 

Stewart Emma Paraprofessional 

Tucker Meghan Teacher 

Washington Ternaira Ophel Paraprofessional 

Watts Crystal Teacher 

Whitehead Dondra Teacher 

Williams Justin Paraprofessional 

Wilson Schiviena Paraprofessional 

Zellner Torrance IT 
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Appendix B: Board Roster 2013-2014 
 
 

Board Member Position 

Carla Bailey Board Chair 
Monica Ray  Board Co-Chair 

Vaun Cleveland   Treasurer  
Jewell Goodman  Secretary  

Antwon Biddy Sr.   Parent  

Arneice Williams  Parent  

Sandy Allen  Member 

LaTonya Henderson  Ex-Officio 
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Appendix C: Unaudited Year end 2013 Financial Statement 

Budget vs. Actual 
Cedar Tree Academy Public Charter School 

As of  6/30/2014 

                  

                  

    Month Ending  6/30/2014   Year-to-Date 

    Actual Budget Variance  Actual Budget Variance 

REVENUE                 

Per Pupil Charter Payments               

  UPSFF General Payment 259,338 327,197 (67,859)  3,938,459 3,926,361 12,098 

  UPSFF Special Education 
Funding 

30,318 9,911 20,407  105,290 118,936 (13,646) 

  UPSFF Summer School Funding (116,330) - (116,330)  28,134 20,246 7,888 

  UPSFF Facilities Allotment 84,167 80,250 3,917  966,000 963,000 3,000 

  Subtotal: Direct Student 
Expense 

257,492 417,358 (159,866)  5,037,883 5,028,542 9,341 

           

Federal Funding        

  Federal Entitlements 117,404 53,422 63,982  513,699 534,220 (20,521) 

  Other Federal Income 34,952 47,139 (12,188)  326,110 471,395 (145,285) 

  Food Service Income 24,580 17,061 7,519  196,417 170,607 25,810 

  Subtotal: Direct Student 
Expense 

176,936 117,622 59,314  1,036,225 1,176,221 (139,996) 

           

Private Grants & Donations        

  Fundraising Income - 25,050 (25,050)  601 150,302 (149,701) 

  Subtotal: Direct Student 
Expense 

- 25,050 (25,050)  601 150,302 (149,701) 

           

Other 
Income 

         

  Rental Income-MLK 18,000 18,000 -  216,000 216,000 - 

  Food Service Sales - - -  - - - 

  After-Care Reimbursements 10,793 7,273 3,520  99,502 72,729 26,773 

  Interest Income 652 756 (105)  8,716 9,074 (358) 

  Other Income 1,115 125 990  3,060 1,500 1,560 

  Subtotal: Direct Student 
Expense 

30,559 26,154 4,405  327,278 299,303 27,975 

           

  TOTAL REVENUES 464,987 586,185 (121,197)  6,401,987 6,654,369 (252,382) 

           

ORDINARY EXPENSE        

Personnel Salaries and Benefits        

  Salaries and Wages 143,678 19,818 123,860  2,417,041 2,534,387 (117,346) 

  Staff Bonuses 4,000 21,667 (17,667)  105,250 130,000 (24,750) 
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  Health Benefits 277 14,210 (13,933)  157,572 170,521 (12,948) 

  Social Security/Medicare 8,197 17,808 (9,610)  185,339 203,826 (18,487) 

  Pension Benefits 790 2,328 (1,538)  8,709 26,644 (17,935) 

  Unemployment Insurance 926 1,974 (1,049)  52,289 43,876 8,412 

  Workers comp 5,009 2,517 2,492  46,051 30,202 15,849 

  Staff Development Expenses 9,445 14,309 (4,864)  127,219 157,397 (30,178) 

  Subtotal: Personnel Expense 172,322 94,630 77,691  3,099,469 3,296,853 (197,384) 

                  

Direct Student Expense               

  Student Supplies and Materials 14,899 - 14,899  165,593 151,435 14,158 

  Library and Media Center 
Materials 

- - -  - - - 

  Student Assessment Materials - 477 (477)  725 5,248 (4,523) 

  Paragon Supplies - - -  - - - 

  Special Education Contracted 
Services 

14,727 17,254 (2,527)  134,583 207,046 (72,463) 

  Contracted Services-
Miscellaneous 

15,213 14,950 263  129,850 149,496 (19,646) 

  Student Events/Food 5,292 1,818 3,473  27,743 20,000 7,743 

  Before and Aftercare Supplies - 434 (434)  - 4,771 (4,771) 

  Food Service Expenses 25,574 17,561 8,013  188,672 193,166 (4,494) 

  Subtotal: Direct Student 
Expense 

75,704 52,493 23,211  647,166 731,162 (83,997) 

           

Occupancy Expenses        

  Rent - 1,324 (1,324)  3,893 15,893 (12,000) 

  Building Maintenance and 
Repairs 

4,494 10,909 (6,415)  153,920 200,000 (46,080) 

  Utilities 10,393 14,080 (3,687)  161,009 168,960 (7,951) 

  Janitorial Supplies 223 - 223  3,636 - 3,636 

  Contracted Building Services 11,881 11,667 214  136,782 140,000 (3,218) 

  Mortgage Interest Expense 17,421 18,591 (1,171)  211,135 223,096 (11,961) 

  Subtotal: Occupancy Expenses 44,412 56,571 (12,159)  670,375 747,948 (77,574) 

                  

Office Expenses        

  Office Supplies and Materials 676 2,222 (1,546)  20,552 26,669 (6,117) 

  Office Equipment Rental and 
Maintenance 

1,809 1,510 299  14,838 18,119 (3,280) 

  Office Equipment/Non-Capital - 417 (417)  4,827 5,000 (173) 

  Contracted Tech Support 
Services 

11,750 8,763 2,988  99,402 105,150 (5,748) 

  Admin-Software - 398 (398)  2,981 4,771 (1,790) 

  Telephone and Internet 2,155 1,250 905  23,735 15,000 8,735 

  Legal and Accounting 5,906 12,206 (6,300)  128,982 146,470 (17,488) 

  Printing and Binding - 321 (321)  3,371 3,851 (480) 

  Postage and Shipping - 290 (290)  2,973 3,481 (508) 

  Subtotal: Office Expenses 22,296 27,376 (5,080)  301,663 328,512 (26,849) 

                  

General Expenses               
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  Contracted Administrative 
Services 

27,728 18,650 9,078  203,327 223,800 (20,473) 

  Insurance-General 5,015 2,817 2,199  42,565 33,800 8,765 

  Transportation 57 954 (898)  9,061 10,496 (1,435) 

  Other General Expenses 744 2,917 (2,173)  26,844 35,000 (8,156) 

  Board Supplies - 211 (211)  1,228 2,530 (1,302) 

  Nursing Supplies 192 119 73  533 1,431 (899) 

  PCSB Administrative Fee - - -  28,869 28,869 - 

  Management Fee - - -  - - - 

  Bank Fees 279 1,042 (763)  4,679 12,500 (7,821) 

  Advertising 5,241 5,577 (336)  136,471 122,697 13,774 

  Membership Dues and Fees-
Admin 

- 818 (818)  1,927 9,000 (7,073) 

  Fundraising Supplies - 199 (199)  100 2,385 (2,285) 

  Subtotal: General Expenses 39,257 33,303 5,953  455,603 482,509 (26,905) 

                  

Depreciation Expense               

  Depreciation 30,241 34,075 (3,834)  373,454 408,906 (35,452) 

  Subtotal: General Expenses 30,241 34,075 (3,834)  373,454 408,906 (35,452) 

           

  TOTAL EXPENSES 384,231 298,449 85,782  5,547,730 5,995,890 (448,160) 

NET 
INCOME 

  80,756 287,735 (206,979)  854,257 658,479 195,778 

                  

CAPITAL BUDGET               

  Facilities - - -  - - - 

  Furniture & Equipment - - -  - - - 

TOTAL CAPITAL BUDGET - - -  - - - 
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Appendix D: Approved Budget 
 

FY15  Budget 
Cedar Tree Academy Public Charter School 

March 31, 2014 Version 

    

  FY15 FY15 

  Budget % of Total Revenue 

 Enrollment 345  

  
  

REVENUE  
  

Per Pupil Charter Payments 
  

 UPSFF General Payment 4,633,428 64.4% 

 UPSFF Special Education Funding 162,021 2.3% 

 UPSFF Summer School Funding 189,850 2.6% 

 UPSFF Facilities Allotment 1,059,840 14.7% 

 Subtotal: Per Pupil Charter Payments 6,045,139 84% 

  
  

Federal Funding 
  

 Federal Entitlements 170,688 2.4% 

 Other Federal Income 251,543 3.5% 

 Food Service Income 187,388 2.6% 

 Subtotal: Federal Funding 609,619 8% 

  
  

Private Grants & Donations 
  

 Private Grants 236,682 3.3% 

 Subtotal: Private Grants & Donations 236,682 3% 

  
  

Other Income 
  

 Food Service Sales - - 

 Rental Income-MLK 216,000 3.0% 

 After-Care Reimbursements 67,565 0.9% 

 Interest Income 9,346 0.1% 

 Fundraising Income 10,000 0.1% 

 Subtotal: Other Income 302,911 4% 

  
  

 TOTAL REVENUES 7,194,352 
 

  
  

ORDINARY EXPENSE 
  

Personnel Salaries and Benefits 
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 Principal/Executive 242,569 3.4% 

 Teachers 889,199 12.4% 

 Special Education 51,000 0.7% 

 Teacher Aides 833,485 11.6% 

 Before/After Care 81,600 1.1% 

 Other Ed Professionals 332,662 4.6% 

 Summer School 143,940 
 

 Business/Operations 108,549 1.5% 

 Clerical 217,314 3.0% 

 Custodial - 0.0% 

 Other Staff - 0.0% 

 Substitutes - 0.0% 

 Total Salaries and Wages 2,900,318 40.3% 

 Staff Bonuses 100,000 1.4% 

 Health Benefits 210,022 2.9% 

 Social Security/Medicare 229,524 3.2% 

 Pension Benefits 30,887 0.4% 

 Unemployment Insurance 63,202 0.9% 

 Workers comp 35,013 0.5% 

 Staff Development Expenses 152,119 2.1% 

 Subtotal: Personnel Expense 3,721,085 52% 

  
  

Direct Student Expenses 
  

 Student Supplies and Materials 170,250 2.4% 

 Library and Media Center Materials - 
 

 Student Assessment Materials 6,900 0.1% 

 Paragon Supplies - 
 

 Special Education Contracted Services 204,000 2.8% 

 Contracted Services-Miscellaneous 184,800 2.6% 

 Instructional Software 13,800 0.2% 

 Student Recruitment 34,500 0.5% 

 Student Events/Food 26,900 0.4% 

 Before and Aftercare Supplies 6,038 0.1% 

 Food Service Expenses 234,173 3.3% 

 Subtotal: Direct Student Expense 881,360 12% 

  
  

Occupancy Expenses 
  

 Rent 18,000 0.3% 

 Building Maintenance and Repairs 100,750 1.4% 

 Utilities 169,260 2.4% 

 Janitorial Supplies 13,950 
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 Contracted Building Services 155,000 2.2% 

 Mortgage Interest Expense 205,066 2.9% 

 Subtotal: Occupancy Expenses 662,026 9% 

  
  

Office Expenses 
  

 Office Supplies and Materials 29,325 0.4% 

 Office Equipment Rental and 
Maintenance 

15,000 0.2% 

 Office Equipment/Non-Capital 5,000 0.1% 

 Contracted Tech Support Services 95,250 1.3% 

 Admin-Software 4,914 0.1% 

 Telephone and Internet 31,470 0.4% 

 Legal and Accounting 149,790 2.1% 

 Printing and Binding 5,175 0.1% 

 Postage and Shipping 5,175 0.1% 

 Subtotal: Office Expenses 341,099 5% 

  
  

General Expenses 
  

 Contracted Administrative Services 205,000 2.8% 

 Insurance-General 40,675 0.6% 

 Transportation 12,500 0.2% 

 Other General Expenses 40,000 0.6% 

 Board Supplies 1,500 0.0% 

 Board Events 10,000 0.1% 

 Board PD 20,000 0.3% 

 Nursing Supplies 1,450 0.0% 

 PCSB Administrative Fee 34,692 0.5% 

 Management Fee - 
 

 Bank Fees 12,875 0.2% 

 Advertising 50,000 0.7% 

 Membership Dues and Fees-Admin 2,000 0.0% 

 Fundraising Supplies 10,000 0.1% 

 Subtotal: General Expenses 440,692 6% 

  
  

Contingency 
  

 Contingency Funds 143,887 2.0% 

 Subtotal: Contingency Expense 143,887 2% 

Depreciation 
  

 Depreciation 398,475 5.5% 

 Subtotal: Depreciation 398,475 6% 

 TOTAL EXPENSES 6,588,624 91.6% 
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

 1

ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

Performance/Data Verified Target Met? 
Fifth Year Target 

Baseline Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Y N 
1.1  Original five year target: 
By spring 2006, 70% of students who started HRA during 
2000-2001 school year and are still enrolled in 2006 will have 
an average Reading NCE score of 53.41  
 
PCSB’s Fifth Year Target:  School-wide, HRA will achieve 
no less than the middle performance level  in reading on the DC 
CAS2  

40.9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

48.1  49.8

 
57.20% 

 
X  

1.2  Original five year target: 
By Spring 2006, 70% of students who started HRA during the 
2000-2001 school year and are still enrolled in 2006 will have 
an average Mathematics NCE score of 53.33

 
PCSB’s Fifth Year Target: 
PCSB’s Fifth Year Target: 
School-wide, HRA will achieve no less than the middle 
performance level  in mathematics on the DC CAS4

40.8    54.9 49.9
 
 
 
 

53.59% 

 
 

X 
 

1.3  95% of students will score 70% or above on Performance 
Assessment 
 

97% 
 

97%   
  

97% No data
provided  X

                                                 
1 DCPS, acting as the State Education Agency, changed the standardized assessment from SAT-9 to DC CAS in spring 2006. Therefore, the absence of common data does not 
allow for an evaluation of the five year reading target as stated in the accountability plan.  
 
2 In its December 2006 monthly meeting, the PCSB approved final revisions to the Charter Review Framework for schools undergoing Charter Review.  Using DC CAS P-Value, 
the percentage of items answered correctly, the PCSB established that a school undergoing Charter Review must achieve no less than a school-wide average of middle performance 
level (50-70% of questions answered correctly) on the DC CAS in reading.    
 
3 DCPS, acting as the State Education Agency, changed the standardized assessment from SAT-9 to DC CAS in spring 2006. Therefore, the absence of common data does not 
allow for an evaluation of the five year mathematics target as stated in the accountability plan. 
 
4 In its December 2006 monthly meeting, the PCSB approved final revisions to the Charter Review Framework for schools undergoing Charter Review.  Using DC CAS P-Value, 
the percentage of items answered correctly, the PCSB established that a school undergoing Charter Review must achieve no less than a school-wide average of middle 
performance level (50-70% of questions answered correctly) on the DC CAS in mathematics.     



Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

 2

ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

Performance/Data Verified Target Met? 
Fifth Year Target 

Baseline Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Y N 
       

Attained majority of 5-year academic performance goals? 2 1 
Achieved no less than school-wide middle performance level in DC CAS in reading and math? X  
Currently meets the State Education Agency’s standard for AYP in reading and math? X5  
 
Comments:  Howard Road Academy met 3 of 3 academic performance standards.  

                                                 
5 Howard Road Academy has been identified as a school “in need of improvement” and will remain in this status until it makes AYP for two consecutive years.    
However, the school did meet the State Education Agency’s 2005-2006 AYP standards for reading and math.   



Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

 3

 
NON-ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

Performance Data Verified Target Met? 
Fifth Year Target 

Baseline    Year 5 Y N
2.1 Students will demonstrate skills necessary to reason, 
communicate and live with dignity in a civil society – 
 
a) <1-2 incidents of student violence or disruption each week 
 
b) >90% of students receive "Student of the Day" award at least 
once during the year 
 
c) >50% of students receive High Five awards during the year 
 
d) >90% of students surveyed feel safe in school 
 

a)  10 incidents  
 
b) school exceeded 50% of 
students receiving “Student 
of the Day”  
 
c) 49% of students earned 
High Five Awards 
 
d)  school exceeded 50% of 
students feeling safe in 
school 

a) 1.8 incidents  
 
b) 98% of students 
received “Student of the 
Day” 
 
c) 67% of students 
received High Five awards  
 
d) 84% of students felt safe 
 in school  

 

X 
  

X 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 

2.2  92% daily attendance rate  86% daily attendance rate 91% daily attendance rate  X 
2.3  Students will participate in extracurricular activities –  
10% student participation in activities 

>50 of students 
participated in 
extracurricular activities  

60% of students 
participated in 
extracurricular activities  

X  

2.4 Faculty & staff will effectively implement the school model 
and curriculum design –  
 
a) 15% or lower turnover rate of staff  
 
b) 75% of teachers rate school as fair or better 
 
c) Achieve a score of 8.5 or higher on Parent Satisfaction 
Survey.  
 
d) 75% of students in grades 5-7 rate teachers as fair or better  

a)  SY ’03-‘04 
30% staff turnover  
 
b) SY ’05-’06  
76%6

  
c) SY ’03-‘04 
8.21 Parent satisfaction 
 
d) SY ’04-‘05 
81%    

a) 10% turnover rate 
 
b) 76% of teachers rate 
school as fair or better  
 
c) 8.69 satisfaction score  
 
d) 86% of 5-7 graders rate 
teachers as fair or better  

 

X 
 

X 
 

X 
 
 

X 
 
 

 

                                                 
6 Howard Road Academy was unable to provide verifiable data related to teacher satisfaction prior to its fifth year of operation.  Therefore, baseline data and the 
fifth year performance data are the same.  



Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

 4

NON-ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

Performance Data Verified Target Met? 
Fifth Year Target 

Baseline    Year 5 Y N
School-wide average within 80% of five-year targets? X  
Attendance targets met?  X 
Enrollment levels sufficient to sustain the economic viability of the school? X  
Re-enrollment of eligible students average 75% or higher for the past two years?  Average re-enrollment = 74% 
2005 – 2006 re-enrollment rate = 74 %  
2004 – 2005 re-enrollment rate = 74%            

 X 

 
Comments:  Howard Road Academy met 2 of 4 non-academic performance standards. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: GOVERNANCE - MEETINGS AND BOARD STRUCTURE 
 

Exemplary level of development and 
implementation 

Fully functioning and 
operational level of 

implementation 

Limited development and/or partial 
implementation 

Low level or no evidence of 
development and 
implementation 

The board holds regular meetings with 
sufficient membership to meet a quorum 
and submits copies of all minutes to the 
PCSB as required.  The minutes reflect 
exceptional governance practices in areas 
such as policy making and oversight of 
academic and financial performance 
through the effective use of committees. 
 
 
 
 
 

The board meets regularly and 
submits a majority of the 
minutes to the PCSB as required, 
which demonstrate sufficient 
membership to meet a quorum.  
The minutes reflect appropriate 
governance practices, such as 
policy making, and oversight of 
academic, operational, and 
financial performance.  The 
minutes demonstrate the Board’s 
awareness of the school’s 
performance, and that 
appropriate action is taken, as 
warranted, with or without a 
committee structure in place. 

The board meets sporadically and 
submits some of the minutes to the 
PCSB as required, which 
inconsistently demonstrate 
membership to meet a quorum. The 
minutes provide limited evidence of 
the Board’s familiarity with the 
school’s performance as it relates to 
academic, operational, and/or 
financial performance.  Committees, 
if in place, play a limited role in the 
oversight of assigned responsibilities.  
The Board does not give full attention 
to all issues confronting the school, 
but focuses on only one or two. 

The board meets infrequently, and 
most often with low attendance, 
and submits few, if any, copies of 
minutes to the PCSB as required.  
The minutes reflect poor 
governance practices in the face 
of serious academic, operational, 
and/or financial problems.  In 
particular, the minutes do not 
reflect evidence of sound 
decision-making at the Board 
level to effectively address issues 
facing the school.  Committees 
are not in place, or are not used 
effectively.  The Board’s 
composition and membership 
have not been modified to address 
the school’s challenges. 

Comments:  The PCSB has documentation of Howard Road Academy Public Charter School’s board meetings as follows: 2006 ( January, February, 
April, May, and June), 2005 (March, April, May, June, July, August, September and October), 2004 (February, September, October, November, and 
December), 2003 (January, October. November, and December), and 2002 (May, August, September, October and November).  The minutes document 
evidence of a quorum being present at all meetings and oversight of academic, operational, and financial performance were discussed.  The minutes 
demonstrate the Board’s awareness of the school’s performance, and that appropriate action was taken, as warranted, without a committee structure in 
place.  
 
Performance Level: 3.5 

 
 
 
 

 5



Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: GOVERNANCE - REQUIREMENT FOR PCSB ACTION 
 

Exemplary level of development and 
implementation 

Fully functioning and operational 
level of implementation 

Limited development and/or partial 
implementation 

Low level or no evidence of 
development and 
implementation 

The school has demonstrated 
exceptional performance, thereby 
requiring no remedial action from the 
PCSB. 

The school has demonstrated above 
average to average performance, 
requiring minimal remedial action 
from the PCSB.  The school has 
provided satisfactory responses to the 
remedial action within the designated 
timeframe. 

The school has demonstrated below 
average performance, requiring 
substantial and/or repeated remedial 
action from the PCSB.  The school 
has provided weak and/or incomplete 
responses to the conditions set by the 
Public Charter School Board, thereby 
failing to adequately respond within 
the designated timeframe.  Given 
time, the school is able to provide a 
satisfactory response. 

The school has demonstrated 
failing performance, 
requiring increasingly 
substantial remedial action 
over an extended period of 
time from the PCSB for 
issues for which the school 
has not provided an adequate 
response.  Examples of 
inadequate responses include 
failure to submit a response 
within the designated 
timeframe, weak and/or 
incomplete responses that 
fail to fully respond to the 
conditions. 

Comments:  Howard Road Academy Public Charter School received three remedial actions from the PCSB during its first five years of operation.  
The school provided satisfactory responses to each action within the designated timeframe.   
 
Performance Level:  3 
 
 

 

 6



Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: GOVERNANCE - ANNUAL REPORTING 
 

Exemplary level of development 
and implementation 

Fully functioning and 
operational level of 

implementation 

Limited development and/or partial 
implementation 

Low level or no evidence of 
development and implementation 

The board submits timely Annual 
Reports that fully describe the 
school’s performance in relation to 
the targets established in its 
accountability plan.  Quantitative 
evidence of performance is 
presented and aligned with all 
accountability plan targets. 

The board submits timely 
Annual Reports that describe the 
school’s performance in relation 
to the targets established in its 
accountability plan.  Quantitative 
evidence of performance is 
presented and aligned with the 
majority of accountability plan 
targets. 

Although not timely, the board 
submits Annual Reports within a 
reasonable amount of time from the 
due date that describes the school’s 
performance in relation to the targets 
established in its accountability plan 
on a limited basis.  Quantitative 
evidence of performance is available 
for some of the accountability plan 
targets and/or evidence is aligned 
with some of the accountability plan 
targets. 

The board submits late Annual Reports 
that largely fail to describe the school’s 
performance in relation to the targets in 
its established accountability plan.  
Quantitative evidence of performance is 
lacking substantially, either due to a 
failure to report performance or a 
failure to present evidence that is 
aligned with the accountability plan 
targets.  School may have been required 
to submit an amended or supplemental 
report. 

Comments:  Howard Road Academy Public Charter School has regularly submitted timely Annual Reports that describes the school’s academic 
and non-academic performance in relation to the targets established in its accountability plan.  However, the 2003 and 2004 Annual Reports lacked 
some quantitative evidence of its performance as it relates to the accountability plan targets. 
 
 
 
Performance Level:  3 
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: GOVERNANCE – ADEQUATE RESOURCES 
 

Exemplary level of development 
and implementation 

Fully functioning and operational level 
of implementation 

Limited development and/or 
partial implementation 

Low level or no evidence of 
development and 
implementation 

The board and the school’s 
administration deploy resources 
effectively to further the academic 
and organizational success of the 
school. 

The board and administration deploy 
resources that further the academic and 
organizational success of the school. 

The school’s deployment of 
resources at times contributes to 
the academic and organizational 
success of the school. 

There is little or no evidence that 
the school’s board and 
administration work to deploy 
resources in a way that supports 
the academic and organizational 
work of the school. 

Comments:  Howard Road Academy Public Charter School’s Board and administration effectively deploy resources to further the school’s 
academic success, as evidenced by its most recent Program Development Review findings.  The Board has shown commitment and dedication to 
retaining teachers who are best suited to the needs of the students. It provides both financial support and opportunity for teachers to become 
“highly qualified.”  The Board also remains active in pursuing additional financial support, facility acquisition and recruiting new members.  
 
 
 
Performance Level:  4 
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: GOVERNANCE – IMPLEMENTATION OF SCHOOL DESIGN 
 

Exemplary level of development and 
implementation 

Fully functioning and operational 
level of implementation 

Limited development and/or 
partial implementation 

Low level or no evidence of 
development and implementation 

Administrators and board members 
have a strong understanding of the 
school design and refer to it regularly in 
managing and governing the school.  

Administrators and board members 
understand the school design, but 
minimally use it to manage and 
govern the school.  

Most board members and school 
administrators understand the 
school’s design, but evidence of 
its use in the management and 
governance of the school is 
lacking substantially. 

Board members and administrators 
fail to demonstrate an understanding 
of the school’s design and/or they 
have failed to use the design in the 
management and governance of the 
school. 

Comments:  The Board provided input and guidance in developing the Memorandum of Understanding, School Improvement Plan, and the 
Accountability Plan as it relates to effectively implementing the school design.  As such, the Board demonstrates a strong knowledge and 
appreciation of the school’s design and works actively to support its full implementation.  To ensure that the design is fully implemented and 
integrated, the Board has linked academic performance with performance standards for key administrative personnel and staff.    
 
Performance Level: 4 
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: GOVERNANCE – LEADERSHIP 
 

Exemplary level of development 
and implementation 

Fully functioning and operational 
level of implementation 

Limited development and/or 
partial implementation 

Low level or no evidence of 
development and implementation 

The board has established a school 
that maintains exceptional 
performance and stability through its 
school leader.  Changes in the school 
leader either lead to exceptional 
performance or have not negatively 
impacted the school’s exceptional 
performance. 

The board has established a school 
that maintains above average to 
average performance and stability 
through its school leader.  Changes 
in the school leader either lead to 
improved performance or have not 
negatively impacted the school’s 
existing performance. 

The board has established a school 
that maintains below average 
performance and lacks stability 
through its school leader.  Changes 
in school leadership have not led 
to an appreciable improvement in 
performance. 

The board has established a school 
that is unstable and maintains failing 
performance through its school 
leader.  There have been no changes 
in school leadership in an attempt to 
improve performance. 

Comments:  Howard Road Academy is currently identified as a school “in need of improvement” and will remain in that status until it makes 
AYP for two consecutive years.  However, the school met the AYP reading and math standards for the 2005-2006 school year and has developed 
measurable plans to meet the standard this school year.  Achieving AYP and creating an instructional environment that promotes academic success 
can be contributed to the current leadership team’s tenacity to improve student performance.  While there has been no change in leadership [the 
principal has been there for four years], the Board has established a school that maintains average performance through its school leader.  
 
Performance Level:  3 
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: GOVERNANCE – OPERATING WITHIN BYLAWS 
 

Exemplary level of development and 
implementation 

Fully functioning and operational 
level of implementation 

Limited development and/or 
partial implementation 

Low level or no evidence of 
development and implementation 

The board’s composition and operations 
are substantially in keeping with its 
bylaws.  Bylaws are reviewed on a 
regular basis to ensure alignment 
between operations and bylaws.  
Appropriate changes are made as 
needed. 

The board’s composition and 
operations are substantially in 
keeping with its bylaws.  Bylaws are 
reviewed occasionally to ensure 
alignment between operations and 
bylaws.  Appropriate changes are 
made as needed. 

The board’s composition and/or 
operations are largely not in 
keeping with its bylaws.  Bylaws 
are reviewed sporadically, if at 
all, but do not result in changes 
to ensure alignment between 
operations and the bylaws. 

The board’s composition and 
operations are not in keeping with 
its bylaws.  Bylaws are not 
reviewed or consulted as it relates 
to the board’s composition and 
operations. 

Comments: While there is no evidence that the by-laws are reviewed on a regular basis to ensure alignment, the operations of the Board are 
substantially in keeping with its bylaws.  However, the Board should comply with the law regarding D.C. residency for the majority of its 
members.  
 
Performance Level:  3
 
 
OVERALL COMMENTS - ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: GOVERNANCE  
Howard Road Academy Public Charter School demonstrated fully functioning or exemplary performance in 7 of 7 categories, and thus meets the 
standard for organizational performance in governance. 
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAWS, RULES AND REGULATIONS 
 

Exemplary level of 
development and 
implementation 

Operational level of 
implementation and development 

Limited development and/or 
partial implementation 

Low level or no evidence of 
development and implementation 

School has an exemplary record 
of compliance with applicable 
laws, rules and regulations, 
maintains highly effective 
systems and controls for 
ensuring that legal requirements 
are met, and is currently in 
substantial compliance with 
relevant authorities.  

School has a record of substantial 
compliance with applicable laws, 
rules and regulations, maintains 
effective systems and controls for 
ensuring that legal requirements are 
met, and is currently in substantial 
compliance with relevant 
authorities. 

School has a record of partial 
compliance with applicable laws, 
rules and regulations, maintains 
inconsistently effective systems and 
controls for ensuring that legal 
requirements are met, and is 
currently in substantial compliance 
with relevant authorities.   

School has a poor record of compliance 
with applicable laws, rules and 
regulations, has ineffective or non-
existent systems and controls in place 
for ensuring that legal requirements are 
met, and is currently out of compliance 
with relevant authorities.  

Comments:  Howard Road Academy Public Charter School’s 2006-2007 Compliance Review revealed that the school’s performance is 
generally in keeping with applicable laws, rules and regulations.  
 
Performance Level:  3 
 
 

      OVERALL COMMENTS - ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: COMPLIANCE   
Howard Road Academy Public Charter School’s past Compliance Reviews revealed that over a five year period, the school has been 
substantially compliant with applicable laws, rules and regulations.  The school should ensure that funding sources are indicated on the 
inventories of assets.  Additionally, the school must adhere to NCLB (HQT) and residency requirements for Board members.   
 
Howard Road Academy Public Charter School demonstrated fully functioning or exemplary performance in 5 of 7 categories, and 
thus meets the standard for compliance.  
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: FISCAL MANAGEMENT – ACCOUNTING POLICIES 
 

1. Accounting Policies 

Above Average 
5 

Satisfactory 
4 

Watch – Improvements 
Required 

3 

Substandard – Probation 
2 

Poor – Revocation 
1 

School follows PCSB 
accounting guidelines.    
Guidelines include 1) using 
approved auditors as required; 
2) following audit policies; 3) 
maintaining records under 
accrual basis of accounting; 4) 
and reporting financial 
statements according to 
GAAP.    

With minor exceptions, 
school follows PCSB 
accounting guidelines.   

The school has failed to follow 
PCSB accounting guidelines for 
one audit cycle.  School has 
implemented a corrective plan. 

The school has failed to 
follow PCSB accounting 
guidelines for more than one 
audit cycle and/or the school 
has committed a significant 
breach in one cycle.  A 
corrective plan is in 
development. 

The school has failed to 
follow all PCSB 
accounting guidelines for 
more than one audit cycle.  
A corrective plan was not 
developed or was never 
followed.   
 
 
 

 
Comments:  Based on its interim financial reports and annual financial audits, HRA PCS has adhered to GAAP.  Key findings of the              
                        FY06 financial audit are… 

• Financial statements conform to accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. 
• No matters involving the internal control over financial reporting that are considered to be weaknesses 
• No instances of noncompliance which are required to be reported under Government Auditing Standards. 
• Other key audit findings 

o The school successfully remedied prior period audit findings 
o No additional reportable findings were presented in the FY2006 audit 

 
Overall, HRA PCS has been efficient in administering accounting policies which follow PCSB accounting guidelines. 
 

GRADE FOR ACCOUNTING POLICIES:   4.50
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: FISCAL MANAGEMENT – FINANCIAL REPORTING 
 

2. Financial Reporting 
a.  Audited Statements 

Above Average 
5 

Satisfactory 
4 

Watch – Improvements 
Required 

3 

Substandard – Probation 
2 

Poor – Revocation 
1 

Audits are submitted on a 
timely basis.  Annual audit 
receives an unqualified 
opinion with no findings.  
Management displays a high 
level of transparency and an 
interest in continuous 
improvement of financial 
management. 

Audits are submitted on a 
timely basis.  Annual 
audit receives an 
unqualified opinion with 
no findings.  
Management letter 
reflects minimal need for 
changes in financial 
management.  Any 
changes are implemented 
immediately. 

Audits are submitted on time 
or with slight delay due to 
specific circumstances.   
Audit findings show need 
for significant improvement; 
school implements changes 
immediately.  Procedures are 
tracked to ensure compliance 
with auditor’s 
recommendations. 
 
 

At least one audit has been 
significantly delayed.   
Annual audit receives a 
qualified opinion.  Audit 
report or management letter 
indicates significant 
financial problems; changes 
not implemented from prior 
year’s findings.  School 
develops realistic plan 
based on auditor’s 
recommendations to be 
implemented over the next 
year. 

Audits have been significantly 
delayed for more than one 
cycle and/or not submitted at 
all.  Annual audit receives a 
qualified opinion for two years 
or more.  Audit report or 
management letter indicates 
significant financial problems 
for which turnaround is not 
feasible; changes not 
implemented from prior year’s 
management letter. 

 
Comments:  HRA PCS has submitted its annual audits to the PCSB in a timely fashion.  Each of the school’s audits received an unqualified opinion.  
The school’s FY2005 audit identified two reportable findings pertaining to the school’s December 2004 enrollment audit and its fixed asset record.  The 
school successfully remedied each of the findings during the FY2006 accounting cycle. 
 
GRADE FOR FINANCIAL REPORTING (Audited Statements):  4.50
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: FISCAL MANAGEMENT – FINANCIAL REPORTING 
 

2. Financial Reporting 
b.  Budgets and Interim Financials 

Above Average 
5 

Satisfactory 
4 

Watch – Improvements 
Required 

3 

Substandard – Probation 
2 

Poor – Revocation 
1 

Budgets and interim 
financials are submitted on 
time and follow the PCSB 
template.  No significant 
problems identified in reports. 
 

Budgets and interim 
financials are submitted 
on time and follow the 
PCSB template with few 
exceptions.  Only minor 
spending variances or 
other problems are 
reported.   
 

Budgets and interim 
financials are submitted late 
and/or do not follow the 
PCSB template.   Significant 
variances or other problems 
are reported, but they have 
reasonable justifications and 
do not necessarily jeopardize 
the school’s financial health. 

Budgets and interim 
financials have not been 
submitted one or two times.  
Or, significant variances or 
other problems are reported 
without reasonable 
justifications.  The school’s 
financial health is potentially 
weakened. 

Budgets and interim 
financials have not been 
submitted on several 
occasions.   Or significant 
variances or other problems 
are reported, considerably 
jeopardizing the school’s 
ability to operate as a going-
concern. 

 
Comments:   HRA PCS has submitted its annual budgets and interim financial statements to the PCSB on time.  During the FY2006 accounting cycle, 
the school expects to generate measurable spending variances as a result of it not reaching its projected enrollment target.  However, because the school 
has a sizable net asset reserve, it will be able to function as a going concern with minimal operational interruptions.  
 
GRADE FOR FINANCIAL REPORTING (Budgets and Interim Financials):  4.00
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: FISCAL MANAGEMENT – FINANCIAL REPORTING 
 

2. Financial Reporting 
c.  Taxes and Insurance 

Above Average 
5 

Satisfactory 
4 

Watch – Improvements 
Required 

3 

Substandard – Probation 
2 

Poor – Revocation 
1 

Required IRS forms are filed 
and evidence of adequate 
insurance coverage is 
provided.  All documentation 
is adequately maintained. 
 

Required IRS forms are 
filed and evidence of 
minimal insurance 
coverage is provided. All 
documentation is 
adequately maintained, 
with minor exceptions. 

Required IRS forms are 
filed, but have been late 
once or twice.  Evidence of 
insurance is provided.  
Documentation is not 
properly filed or maintained. 

Required IRS forms are 
consistently filed late.  The 
school shows no evidence of 
adequate insurance 
coverage.  Documentation is 
not properly filed or 
maintained. 

Required IRS forms are not 
filed.  The school does not 
have adequate insurance 
coverage.   Adequate 
documentation is lacking. 

Comments:   The PCSB has not previously monitored schools’ submission of filings to the Internal Revenue Service, so data are not available to 
confirm or deny that forms have been filed.  Similarly, historical data on schools’ level of insurance coverage are incomplete, as this criterion was 
previously checked onsite without documenting specific levels.   
 
 
GRADE FOR FINANCIAL REPORTING (Taxes and Insurance):  N/A   
 
 
OVERALL GRADE FOR FINANCIAL REPORTING (AVERAGE): 4.25
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: FISCAL MANAGEMENT – INTERNAL CONTROLS 
 

3. Internal Controls 
a. Establishment and Adherence to Internal Controls Policy 

Above Average 
5 

Satisfactory 
4 

Watch – Improvements 
Required 

3 

Substandard – Probation 
2 

Poor – Revocation 
1 

Based on PCSB review and 
annual audit, school has clear, 
written internal controls in 
place to provide checks and 
balances.   Audit indicates 
that all internal control 
policies are followed. 

School has clear, written 
internal controls in place 
to provide checks and 
balances, with minor 
exceptions.   Weaknesses 
identified by PCSB or 
auditor are minor and can 
be addressed 
immediately. 

School has some internal 
controls in place.  
Weaknesses identified by 
PCSB or an auditor can be 
addressed over the course of 
the fiscal year. 

School lacks some major 
internal controls.  
Weaknesses identified by 
PCSB or auditor need one to 
two years to be addressed.  
School is developing a 
corrective action plan. 

School lacks basic internal 
controls and there is evidence 
of financial mismanagement. 

 
Comments:   The PCSB has not previously directly monitored schools’ adoption of internal controls, so the PCSB lacks data to affirm the existence of 
written policies other than what is reported by an independent auditor.  The school has engaged thorough audits and appears to have responded to 
recommendations for improvements to internal controls and as stated earlier, no matters involving the internal control over financial reporting that are 
considered to be weaknesses were presented in the school’s latest audit. 
 
 
GRADE FOR INTERNAL CONTROLS (Internal Controls Policy):  5.00
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: FISCAL MANAGEMENT – INTERNAL CONTROLS 
 

3. Internal Controls 
b.  Procurement 

Above Average 
5 

Satisfactory 
4 

Watch – Improvements 
Required 

3 

Substandard – Probation 
2 

Poor – Revocation 
1 

School is in compliance with 
PCSB’s contracting / 
procurement requirements. 

School is in compliance 
with PCSB’s contracting / 
procurement 
requirements, with minor 
exceptions noted. 

School has had some 
violations of PCSB’s 
contracting / procurement 
requirements over the course 
of the year.  Violations were 
reasonably justified.  
Policies and procedures are 
in place to preclude future 
violations. 

School has had consistent 
violations of PCSB’s 
contracting / procurement 
requirements.  A corrective 
plan is in development. 

School has had consistent 
violations of PCSB’s 
contracting / procurement 
requirements.   Management 
lacks capacity to assure 
compliance. 

 
Comments:   HRA PCS regularly submits appropriate documentation of contracts to the PCSB for review.  The PCSB believes that the school has been 
compliant in following procurement requirements. 
 
 
GRADE FOR INTERNAL CONTROLS (Procurement):  5.00   
 
OVERALL GRADE FOR INTERNAL CONTROLS (AVERAGE): 5.00
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: FISCAL MANAGEMENT – TRANSPARENCY OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 
 

4. Transparency of Financial Management 
a.  Annual Budgets 

Above Average 
5 

Satisfactory 
4 

Watch – Improvements 
Required 

3 

Substandard – Probation 
2 

Poor – Revocation 
1 

The schools prepares an 
annual operating budget, a 
cash flow projection and, 
when required, a capital 
budget by June 1 each year.  
Budget reflects thoughtful 
planning and detailed 
assumptions.  These 
documents are certified by the 
Board of Trustees.  
Modifications are made as 
necessary and are submitted 
to PCSB.     

With some exceptions, 
school regularly prepares 
annual operating budget, 
cash flow projection and, 
as required, a capital 
budget.  Budget reflects 
thoughtful planning.   
These documents are 
certified by the Board of 
Trustees. Modifications 
occur as necessary and 
are submitted to PCSB.   

The school does not 
consistently submit budgets 
and/or modifications of 
budgets to PCSB.  Budget 
lacks planning and/or clear 
assumptions.  There appears 
to be a lack of consensus or 
understanding of the budget 
by board members.  
Corrective plans are in 
process and will be 
implemented within a fiscal 
quarter. 

Budgets are not submitted 
on time and/or do not have 
board’s approval.   Clear 
budget policies are in 
development. 

School lacks budget policies 
and procedures.  The board 
and staff lack capacity to 
implement standard 
budgeting procedures. 

 
Comments:   HRA PCS has been very proactive in revising its budget as needed and providing updates to the PCSB.  Budgets are thoughtful, show 
detail and provide relevant explanations.  Budgets have been submitted to the PCSB on time. 
 
 
GRADE FOR TRANSPARENCY (Annual Budgets):  5.00
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: FISCAL MANAGEMENT – TRANSPARENCY OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 
 

4. Transparency of Financial Management 
b.  Management Organizations  

Above Average 
5 

Satisfactory 
4 

Watch – Improvements 
Required 

3 

Substandard – Probation 
2 

Poor – Revocation 
1 

School accurately discloses 
relationships with its 
management organization.  
Contracts are provided to 
PCSB and are deemed 
reasonable and fair. 

School accurately 
discloses relationships 
with its management 
organization.  Contracts 
are provided to PCSB and 
are deemed reasonable 
and fair with few 
exceptions. 

School does not adequately 
disclose relationship with 
organization upfront.   
Information is provided at 
PCSB’s request.  Contracts 
are unclear or present 
concerns in terms of 
financial and /or 
management control.  There 
are indications of poor 
relationship between school 
and management 
organization.  

School does not disclose 
relationship with 
organization upfront.   
Information is not easily 
obtained by PCSB.  There is 
evidence of poor 
relationship between school 
and management 
organization. 

School does not disclose 
relationship with organization 
upfront. PCSB cannot obtain 
satisfactory information.   

 
Comments:   HRA PCS has a management agreement with Mosaica Advantage, Inc.  (MAI), a wholly owned subsidiary of Mosaica Education, Inc. a 
charter management company, to provide services to the school including:  program development, faculty training, general, administrative and financial 
services.  The management agreement was amended in August 2004 and expires on June 30, 2011.  During the year ended June 30, 2006, MAI was paid 
total management fees of $1,064,255 as compensation for the services provided.  That stated, the PCSB feels that the school has been forthright in 
informing PCSB of all pertinent matters as they relate to HRA PCS and its management organization. 
 
 
GRADE FOR TRANSPARENCY (Management Organizations):  5.00
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: FISCAL MANAGEMENT – TRANSPARENCY OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 
 

4. Transparency of Financial Management 
c.  Related Party Transactions  

Above Average 
5 

Satisfactory 
4 

Watch – Improvements 
Required 

3 

Substandard – Probation 
2 

Poor – Revocation 
1 

School accurately discloses 
transactions with related 
parties, as required by 
PCSB’s guidelines.   

School accurately 
discloses transactions 
with related parties, with 
minor exceptions.   

School fails to disclose 
related party transactions.   
Information is provided at 
PCSB’s request.   

School fails to disclose 
related party transactions.     
Information is not easily 
obtained by PCSB.  There is 
evidence of inadvertent 
mismanagement. 

School does not disclose 
relationship with organization 
upfront. PCSB cannot obtain 
satisfactory information 
and/or there is evidence of 
unethical behavior and 
mismanagement. 

Comments:   Refer to Management Organizations detail (section 4b; page 20) Based on the information available, PCSB believes that the school 
discloses all related party transactions as required. 
 
GRADE FOR TRANSPARENCY (Related Party Transactions):  5.00 
 
 
OVERALL GRADE FOR TRANSPARENCY (AVERAGE):  5.00
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: FISCAL MANAGEMENT – FISCAL PRUDENCE 
 

5. Fiscal Prudence 
a.  Balanced Budget 

Above Average 
5 

Satisfactory 
4 

Watch – Improvements 
Required 

3 

Substandard – Probation 
2 

Poor – Revocation 
1 

The school has a balanced 
budget, based on reasonable 
assumptions, for the 
upcoming fiscal year.  
Expenses are less than 
revenues, or there is a 
reasonable explanation for 
deficit spending.  Budgeting 
is thoughtfully aligned with 
long-term financial goals. 

The school has a 
balanced budget using 
reasonable assumptions.  
Expenses are less than 
revenues, or there is a 
reasonable explanation 
for deficit spending.    
Current spending plans 
will contribute to long-
term financial goals. 

The school has a balanced 
budget using some 
questionable assumptions.  
Expenses are greater than 
revenues for one or more 
years. 

The school does not have a 
balanced budget nor has one 
with questionable 
assumptions.  Expenses have 
exceeded revenues more 
often than not. 

The school has no prepared 
budget.  Expenses 
consistently exceed revenues. 

 
Comments:   With the exception of FY2003, HRA PCS has concluded each of its fiscal periods with positive net income balances, enabling the school 
to amass a significant net asset reserve (see table). 
 

fiscal period 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
NI 433,617$       (26,819)$       

406,798$      
1,295,613$    1,243,680$  354,721$       

Cumulative Reserves 433,617$       1,702,411$    2,946,091$  3,300,812$     
 

GRADE FOR FISCAL PRUDENCE (Balanced Budget):  4.50
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: FISCAL MANAGEMENT – FISCAL PRUDENCE 
 

5. Fiscal Prudence 
b.  Debt Capacity 

Above Average 
5 

Satisfactory 
4 

Watch – Improvements 
Required 

3 

Substandard – Probation 
2 

Poor – Revocation 
1 

According to financial 
statements, school takes on 
debt only with very 
thoughtful planning and well 
within its debt service 
capacity.  Standard policies 
are in place to prevent 
unnecessary and/or onerous 
borrowing.   

According to financial 
statements, school stays 
within its debt service 
capacity as required by 
the lender. Standard 
policies are in place to 
prevent unnecessary 
and/or onerous 
borrowing.   

According to financial 
statements, school has 
significant debt and has 
exceeded its debt service 
capacity, potentially 
violating loan covenants.  
School and lender are 
implementing remedies.  
Polices were in place and 
were followed but 
extraordinary circumstances 
led to the current situation. 

According to financial 
statements, school has 
significant debt and/or has 
defaulted on its loan. Lender 
has school on a watch list.  
School and lender are 
discussing remedies.   
Polices were not in place or 
were not followed.   

According to financial 
statements, school has 
significant debt and defaulted 
on its loan.  The lender has 
called the loan.  No remedies 
are possible.   

Comments:   In August 2004, HRA PCS completed a transaction with Mosaica Advantage Inc. to purchase the land and building where the school currently resides at 
a contracted price of $7,000,000.  To effect the transaction, the school obtained a short-term bridge loan from a bank in the amount of $6,215,000.  The school obtained 
additional financing for the purchase transaction through a Loan Agreement with the District of Columbia Office of Charter School Financing and Support for 
$1,250,000.  This interest-only loan carries an interest rate of 5% and matures with a balloon payment in 2009.  Interest payments are made on a quarterly basis.  In 
November 2004, the school entered into a Bond Indenture and Loan Agreement with the District of Columbia pursuant to which the District issued $6,295,000 of 
Variable Rate Revenue Bonds.   The proceeds were used to pay off the aforementioned bridge loan.  The District Bonds bear interest at a variable rate and mature 
in2024. 

District Bonds DISB Loan Total
Projected 
Revenues

Estimated 
Debt Service

Fiscal Year Ended 
2007 230,000$       230,000$       7,988,262$     3%
2008 235,000$       235,000$       8,148,027       3%
2009 245,000$       245,000$       8,310,988       3%
2010 255,000$       1,250,000$   1,505,000$    8,477,208       18%
2011 265,000$       265,000$       8,646,752       3%

2012 and thereafter 4,735,000$    4,735,000$    n/a
Total 5,965,000$    1,250,000$   7,215,000$    41,571,236$    

 
The annual maturities of the school’s long-term debt are shown in the table above.  Assuming that the school’s annual revenues grow at 2%, the school should not have 
any problems satisfying annual debt service requirements.  GRADE FOR FISCAL PRUDENCE (Debt Capacity):  5.00
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: FISCAL MANAGEMENT – FISCAL PRUDENCE  
 

5. Fiscal Prudence 
c.  Appropriate Spending Decisions 

Above Average 
5 

Satisfactory 
4 

Watch – Improvements 
Required 

3 

Substandard – Probation 
2 

Poor – Revocation 
1 

School makes spending 
decisions appropriate for the 
management of educational 
programs.  Salaries and 
occupancy costs, in 
particular, are in line with 
industry comparables.  Minor 
variances from industry 
standards are well explained 
and justified.   

School makes spending 
decisions appropriate for 
the management of 
educational programs.  
Salaries and occupancy 
costs are slightly out of 
line with industry 
comparables, but with 
reasonable justifications.   

School makes some 
inappropriate spending 
decisions, inadvertently.  
Salaries and occupancy costs 
are out of line with industry 
comparables but still have 
sufficient justifications.   A 
corrective plan is being 
implemented. 

School has a record of 
inappropriate spending 
decisions, with some 
reasonable justification.  
Salaries and occupancy costs 
are considerably out of line 
with industry comparables.  
A corrective plan is in 
development. 

School has a record of 
inappropriate spending 
decisions which adversely 
impact programming, with no 
rational justifications.  There 
is evidence of unethical 
behavior and fiscal 
mismanagement.   Salaries 
and occupancy costs are 
egregiously out of line with 
industry comparables.  No 
corrective plan is feasible. 

Comments:  HRA PCS makes spending decisions appropriate for the management of educational programs.  Salaries and occupancy costs are in line with 
industry comparables and PCSB financial metrics.  As indicated by the chart below, the school’s five-year average salary and occupancy expenditures expressed 
as a percentage of total revenue are 44% and 10% respectively; well below PCSB established thresholds of 50% for salary and 25% for occupancy. 

HRA PCS: Expenditures as % of Revenues (FY2002-
FY2006 averages) 

8% 10%
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0%
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GRADE FOR FISCAL PRUDENCE (Appropriate Spending):  5.00
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: FISCAL MANAGEMENT – FISCAL PRUDENCE 
 

5.  Fiscal Prudence 
d.  Investment Decisions 

Above Average 
5 

Satisfactory 
4 

Watch – Improvements 
Required 

3 

Substandard – Probation 
2 

Poor – Revocation 
1 

According to financial 
statements, school has 
significant liquid assets and 
manages them prudently, 
prioritizing safety over level 
of return.  Clear written 
policies with board approval 
address how assets should be 
invested. 

According to financial 
statements, school has 
minimal liquid assets and 
manages them prudently, 
prioritizing safety over 
level of return.  Clear 
written policies with 
board approval address 
how assets should be 
invested. 

According to financial 
statements, school has 
minimal liquid assets but 
their management is 
questionable; investment 
decisions appear somewhat 
risky. 

According to financial 
statements, school has 
minimal to no liquid assets.  
Any assets invested are in 
high-risk/questionable areas. 

According to financial 
statements, school has no 
liquid assets or minimal 
assets with no track record of 
investment decisions. 

Comments:   HRA PCS has been able to successfully manage its working capital needs and has been able to generate positive working capital 
balances at the conclusion of each fiscal period (see table below).  Additionally, the school has purchased its building, which appears to be a sound 
investment.  However, one area of concern regarding investment decisions surrounds that school’s decision to enter in to an interest rate swap 
agreement with a financial institution to manage the cost and economic risk associated with variability in the school’s cash outflows for interest 
payments required under provisions of the variable rate District Bonds.  Little is known about the exact structure of the swap option arrangement. 
 

fiscal period 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Working Capital 433,617$         242,501$         1,375,911$      2,247,452$       2,108,965$       

 
 

GRADE FOR FISCAL PRUDENCE (Investment Decisions):  4.00
 
 
 
OVERALL GRADE FOR FISCAL PRUDENCE (AVERAGE):  4.625
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Accountability Plan Performance Analysis 
School: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School   

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: FISCAL MANAGEMENT – FISCAL PRUDENCE (SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION) 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Assets

Current Assets:
Cash 1,390,013$          935,785$             1,754,047$         2,977,469$          2,940,895$          
Segregated cash -$                     -$                     -$                    19,036$               23,097$               
Due from Federal Government 92,017$               185,735$             92,452$              52,331$               272,065$             
Prepaid expenses and deferred charges -$                     835$                    7,103$                19,596$               45,406$               
Certificate of Deposit 35,000$               35,000$               -$                    -$                     -$                     

Total Current Assets 1,517,030$          1,157,355$          1,853,602$         3,068,432$          3,281,463$          

Fixed Assets

Textbooks -$                     -$                     -$                    -$                     
Restricted cash -$                     -$                     -$                    322,275$             327,756$             
Deferred charges, net -$                     -$                     -$                    304,076$             283,822$             
PPE net -$                     423,584$             440,813$            7,679,986$          7,702,946$          

Total Fixed Assets, net -$                     423,584$             440,813$            8,306,337$          8,314,524$          

Total assets 1,517,030$          1,580,939$          2,294,415$         11,374,769$        11,595,987$        

Liabilities and Net Assets
Current liabilities

Accounts payable 101,953$             390,291$             84,891$              113,175$             144,868$             
Due to management company 981,460$             502,013$             163,828$            80,856$               71,848$               
Accrued payroll -$                     -$                     225,691$            278,727$             514,505$             
Deferred revenue -$                     -$                     3,281$                36,890$               194,945$             
Other liabilities -$                     22,550$               -$                    91,332$               11,332$               
Current portion of long-term debt -$                     -$                     -$                    220,000$             235,000$             

Total current liabilities 1,083,413$          914,854$             477,691$            820,980$             1,172,498$          

Long-term liabilties
Capital lease payable -$                     259,287$             114,314$            -$                     -$                     
Long-term debt -$                     -$                     7,465,000$          6,980,000$          

Total liabilities 1,083,413$          1,174,141$          592,005$            8,285,980$          8,152,498$          

Net Assets:
Net Income 433,617$             (26,819)$              1,295,613$         1,243,680$          354,721$             
Beg. Net Assets -$                     433,617$             406,798$            1,845,108$          3,088,788$          

Total Net Assets (Ending Net Assets) 433,617$             406,798$             1,702,411$         3,088,788$          3,443,509$          
Total liabilities and net assets 1,517,030$          1,580,939$          2,294,416$         11,374,768$        11,596,007$        

Long-term debt/ Total Equity ratio: -                       -                       -                      2.42                     2.03                     
Net-working capital: 433,617$             242,501$             1,375,911$         2,247,452$          2,108,965$          
Liqiudity ratio: 1.40                     1.27                     3.88                    3.74                     2.80                     

HRA PCS: 5-YEAR BALANCE SHEET ANALYSIS
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Revenue:
Support and revenue:

Fees and grants from government agencies 3,577,397$            4,976,823$            6,857,419$            6,762,547$            7,486,960$            
Total revenue 3,577,397$            4,976,823$            6,857,419$            6,762,547$            7,486,960$            

Expenses:
Personnel costs 1,572,783$            2,233,874$            2,297,070$            2,560,122$            3,915,777$            
Direct Student costs 343,543$               400,918$               487,987$               452,473$               571,010$               
Occupancy expenses 205,101$               867,648$               999,269$               457,798$               317,527$               
General and administrative expenses 1,022,353$            1,501,202$            1,777,480$            2,048,474$            2,327,925$            

Total expenses 3,143,780$            5,003,642$            5,561,806$            5,518,867$            7,132,239$            

Net Income 433,617$               (26,819)$               
433,617$               

-1%
45%

1,295,613$            1,243,680$            354,721$               
Beginning Net Assets -$                      406,798$               1,845,108$            3,088,788$            
Total Net Assets (Year End Balance) 433,617$               406,798$               1,702,411$            3,088,788$            3,443,509$            

Profit Margin 12% 19% 18% 5%
Personnel costs/Total Revenue 44% 33% 38% 58%
Direct Student costs/Total Revenue 10% 8% 7% 7% 8%
Occupancy expenses/Total Revenue 6% 17% 15% 7% 5%
G&A expenses/ Total Revenue 29% 30% 26% 30% 34%

HRA PCS: 5-YEAR INCOME STATEMENT ANALYSIS
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Charter Review Analysis - Howard Road Academy Public Charter School  
Based On Charter Review Framework 

 
 
ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 
 
A school becomes a candidate for revocation if it fails to meet 2 of the 3 academic 
standards below: 
 

 

Criterion #1: The school must attain the majority of the fifth year academic performance 
goals. 

Howard Road has 3 academic performance goals.  Therefore, the school needs to meet 2 
of 3 performance goals.  The school met 2 goals related to the district-wide standardized 
assessment (DC CAS) in reading and mathematics.  Howard Road failed to provide 
reliable data for the remaining target related to Paragon and therefore was not given 
credit.    
 
Overall, Howard Road Academy Public Charter School did meet this criterion.   
 
 

 

Criterion #2: The school must achieve no less than school-wide middle performance levels 
in reading and mathematics on the DC CAS. 

Howard Road achieved school-wide middle performance levels in reading and 
mathematics on the DC CAS. The school-wide average in reading was 57.20%.  The 
school-wide average in mathematics was 53.59%. 
 
Overall, Howard Road Academy Public Charter School did meet this criterion.  

 
 

 

 

H
a
 
O
 
 

 

Criterion #3: The school currently meets the State Education Agency’s standard for AYP
in reading and mathematics.  
oward Road met the State Education Agency’s 2005-2006 AYP standards in reading 
nd mathematics.     

verall, Howard Road Academy Public Charter School did meet this criterion.   
  

OUTCOME: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School met 3 of 3 academic 
standards, and thus does meet the standards for academic performance. 



Charter Review Analysis - Howard Road Academy Public Charter School  
Based On Charter Review Framework 

 
 
NON-ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 
 
A school becomes a candidate for revocation if it fails to meet 2 of the 4 non-academic 
standards below: 
 

 

Criterion #1: For non-academic student outcomes, the school-wide average should 
meet or exceed 80 percent of the five year targets.   

Howard Road has 10 non-academic targets.  Therefore, the school needs to meet 8 of 10 
non-academic targets.  The school met 8 targets and thus, it did meet the school-wide 
average of 80% of its fifth year targets.        
 
Overall, Howard Road Academy Public Charter School did meet this criterion.  

 
 

 

Criterion #2: The school must attain the attendance targets set in its accountability 
plan. 

Howard Road’s fifth year attendance target was 92%.  The school’s daily attendance rate 
for the 2005-2006 school year was 91%.  Therefore, the school failed to meet the fifth 
year attendance target set in its accountability plan.  
 
Overall, Howard Road Academy Public Charter School did not meet this criterion.  

 
 

 

Criterion #3: Enrollment levels must be sufficient to sustain the economic viability of 
the school. 

 
Howard Road student enrollment levels are sufficient to sustain the fiscal viability of the 
school.  
 
Overall, Howard Road Academy Public Charter School did meet this criterion.  

 
 

 

Criterion #4: Re-enrollment of eligible students should average 75 percent or higher 
for the past two years. 
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Charter Review Analysis - Howard Road Academy Public Charter School  
Based On Charter Review Framework 

 
Howard Road’s re-enrollment data for 2004-2005 was 74% and for 2005-2006 the re-
enrollment rate was 74%.  The average re-enrollment rate is 74%; therefore, the school 
did not meet the re-enrollment standard.      
 
Overall, Howard Road Academy Public Charter School did not meet this criterion.  
 
 

 

OUTCOME: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School met 2 of the 4 non-
academic standards, and thus meets the standards for non-academic 
performance. 
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Charter Review Analysis - Howard Road Academy Public Charter School  
Based On Charter Review Framework 

 
 
 
 
 
 
ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE – GOVERNANCE  
 

 

Criterion: A school will be a candidate for a Charter Warning if it demonstrates limited or low 
levels of development in 4 of 7 categories based on the following scale. 
 

Performance Level     Rating 
Exemplary      4 
Fully Functioning      3 
Limited/Partial Development    2 
Low Level/No Evidence of Development 1 

 
Category Performance Level/Rating 

Meetings and Board Structure 3.5 
PCSB Action 3 
Annual Reporting 3 
Adequate Resources 4 
Implementation of School Design 4 
Leadership 3 
Operating within Bylaws 3 
 
 

OUTCOME: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School demonstrated fully 
functioning or exemplary performance in 7 of 7 categories, and thus meets this standard for 
organizational performance. 
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Charter Review Analysis - Howard Road Academy Public Charter School  
Based On Charter Review Framework 

 
 

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE - COMPLIANCE 
 

 

Criterion: A school will be a candidate for a Charter Warning if it demonstrates a low or no 
evidence of development or implementation as it relates to compliance with applicable laws, 
rules and regulations based on the following scale. 
 

Performance Level     Rating 
Exemplary      4 
Fully Functioning     3 
Limited/Partial Development    2 
Low Level/No Evidence of Development  1 

 
Category Performance Level/Rating 

Health and Safety Regulations 3.5 
Certificate of Occupancy 4 
Insurance Certificates 4 
Background Checks 4 
Inventory of School’s Assets 3 
Open Enrollment Process 3 
NCLB Requirements 2.5 
 
 
 
OUTCOME: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School demonstrated fully 
functioning or exemplary performance in 6 of 7 categories, and thus meets this standard 
for organizational performance. 
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Charter Review Analysis - Howard Road Academy Public Charter School  
Based On Charter Review Framework 

 
 
ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE – FISCAL MANAGEMENT 
 

 

Fiscal Management Criterion: A school will be a candidate for revocation of its charter if it 
demonstrates substandard or poor performance in any 2 of 5 categories based on the 
following scale: 
 

Performance Level     Rating
Above Average     5 
Satisfactory      4 
Watch – Improvements Required   3 
Substandard – Probation    2 
Poor – Revocation     1 

 
Category Performance Level/Rating 

1. Accounting Policies 4.50 
2. Financial Reporting 4.25 
3. Internal Controls 5.00 
4. Transparency of Financial Management 5.00 
5. Fiscal Prudence 4.625 

 
 

OUTCOME: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School demonstrated satisfactory or 
above average performance in 5 of 5 categories, and thus meets this standard for 
organizational performance. 
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Charter Review Analysis - Howard Road Academy Public Charter School  
Based On Charter Review Framework 

 
 
 
Executive Summary 
Howard Road Academy Public Charter School met the academic, non-academic, 
and organizational performance standards in governance, compliance, and fiscal 
management, and thus is not a candidate for revocation.  
   
Academic  
Howard Road has performed very well meeting 3 of 3 academic standards. Although the 
school had only three fifth-year academic targets, it met 2 goals related to the district-
wide standardized assessment (DC CAS) in reading and mathematics and failed to 
provide reliable data for the remaining target related to Paragon.1  Therefore, Howard 
Road met the majority of its academic targets.   The school also met the State Education 
Agency’s standard in reading and mathematics and the standard related achieving no less 
than the middle performance level in reading and mathematics on the DC CAS.2
 
Non-Academic  
Howard Road met 2 of 4 non-academic performance standards.  The school met 80% of 
its fifth-year targets and the enrollment levels are sufficient to sustain the school’s 
economic viability.  However, the school did not meet the attendance target and missed 
the average re-enrollment rate target by 1%.      

  
Organizational – Governance 
Howard Road’s board has performed extremely well in governing the school, 
demonstrating exemplary or fully functioning performance in 7 of 7 categories.  
Specifically, Howard Road performed well in the areas of board meetings, responsiveness 
to PCBS action, deployment of adequate resources, implementation of school design, and 
the establishment of stable leadership.  The board could further its performance by ensuring 
compliance with the D.C. residency requirement for the majority of its members.   
 
Organizational – Compliance 
Howard Road met the organizational performance standards for compliance. Specifically, 
the school demonstrated exemplary or fully functioning compliance in 6 of 7 categories 
over the past five years.  The school should continue to appropriately address NCLB 

                                                 
1 Under the advisement of HRA’s Board of Trustees, the school increased reading and math instructional time (in 
preparation for DC CAS), thus decreasing time allocated to Paragon instruction.  As a result, the school did not 
administer the Paragon Assessment to all students at all grade levels. In the absence of complete and verifiable data, the 
school failed to meet the fifth-year target as stated in the accountability plan.       
 
2 State Education Agency changed the standardized assessment from SAT-9 to DC CAS in spring 2006. Therefore, the 
absence of common data did not allow for an evaluation of the fifth-year reading and mathematics targets as stated in 
the accountability plan. Consequently, in its December 2006 monthly meeting, the PCSB approved final revisions to 
the Charter Review Framework for schools undergoing Charter Review.  Using DC CAS P-Value, the percentage of 
items answered correctly, the PCSB established that a school undergoing Charter Review must achieve no less than a 
school-wide average of middle performance level (50-70% of questions answered correctly) on the DC CAS in reading 
and mathematics.    
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Charter Review Analysis - Howard Road Academy Public Charter School  
Based On Charter Review Framework 

 
requirements related to “HQT” and the identification of funding sources on inventoried 
assets.   
 
Organizational – Fiscal Management 
Howard Road Public Charter School met the organizational performance standards for 
fiscal management demonstrating satisfactory or above average performance in 5 of 5 
categories.  Based on the information available, the PCSB believes that HRA PCS has 
developed, implemented and maintained strong fiscal management practices.  The 
school’s FY2006 financial audit indicates that the school has sound accounting and 
internal controls policies in place.  The school has done an extremely good job submitting 
all necessary documents to the PCSB for review when required.  Annual budgets are 
extremely thoughtful and reflect careful planning and financial savvy.  As with any not-
for-profit organization, the school should seek to continuously improve its fiscal 
management and internal controls. 
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3333 14th Street NW Suite 210  Washington, DC 20010   t 202 328-2660  f 202 328-2661  
www.dcpubliccharter.com 

 

 
 

 
 
 
January 25, 2012 
 
 
Dr. Latonya Henderson 
Board Chair 
Howard Road Academy Public Charter School 
2005 Martin Luther King Ave., SE 
Washington, DC 20020 
 
Dear Dr. Henderson, 
 
This letter serves to inform you that in its public meeting held on January 23, 2012, the 
District of Columbia Public Charter School Board (PCSB) granted charter continuance to 
Howard Road Academy Public Charter School as it met the PMF academic standard and 
the non-academic criteria stated in §38-1802.13(a)(b) of the School Reform Act. 
 
The PCSB takes seriously its role in providing oversight of the schools under its 
authority, and sees the charter review process as one that assesses a school’s ability to 
meet high standards for providing quality education. We appreciate the efforts of your 
Board of Trustees, teachers, administrators and staff in serving students of Washington, 
D.C.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 

Brian Jones 
Chair 
 
cc: Marva Tutt, Executive Director 
       
 

http://www.dcpubliccharter.com/�
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3333 14th Street NW Suite 210 ���� Washington, DC 20010  ���� t 202 328-2660 ���� f 202 328-2661 ���� 

www.dcpubliccharter.com 

 

 

January 12, 2012    

 

 

Dr. Latonya Henderson, Chair 

Board of Trustees 

Howard Road Academy Public Charter School 

2005 Marin Luther King Jr. Avenue SE 

Washington, DC 20020 

 

 

Dear Dr. Henderson:  

 

The District of Columbia Public Charter School Board (PCSB) will meet on January 23, 

2012 at 6:30 PM to make a decision on Howard Road Academy Public Charter School’s 

charter continuance based on an analysis of its academic and non-academic performance.  

The meeting will be held at Carlos Rosario International Public Charter School (1100 

Harvard Street, NW). Pursuant to the School Reform Act, §38-1802.13 (a)(b), a public 

charter school is a  candidate for revocation if the eligible chartering authority determines 

that the school: 1) committed a violation of applicable law or a material violation of the 

conditions, terms, standards, or procedures set forth in the charter, including violations 

relating to the education of children with disabilities; 2) failed to meet the goals and 

student academic achievement expectations set forth in the charter; 3) engaged in a 

pattern of non-adherence to generally accepted accounting principles; 4) engaged in a 

pattern of fiscal mismanagement; or 5) is no longer economically viable. A standard 

charter school may be a candidate for charter revocation if its Performance Management 

Framework (PMF) performance falls into any one of the following categories: 

 

(1) Performs in Tier III for three consecutive years;   

(2) Performs in Tier III and shows ≥ 5 percentage point decrease in academic  

      score for two consecutive years; or   

 (3) Scores 20 percentage points or below in the most recent year.   

 

A non-standard charter school may be a candidate for revocation of its charter if it fails 

to:  (1) attain the majority of the academic performance goals listed in its accountability 

plan; or come within 90% of all missed academic performance goals on its accountability 

plan; (2) perform within a minimum of 90% of its accountability plan attendance targets; 

or (3) maintain enrollment levels sufficient to sustain the economic viability of the 

school. 

 

 



Enclosed is a copy of your school’s charter analysis based on its academic and non-

academic performance. Please carefully review the report and plan to attend the January 

23
rd

 meeting and have persons most knowledgeable about your charter school’s 

performance present as well.  The PCSB will engage Howard Road Academy Public 

Charter School in a question and answer period for approximately 15-minutes to gain a 

thorough understanding of the school’s overall performance.    

 

Should you have any questions, please feel contact Jacqueline Scott-English at (202) 28-

2671 or jse@dcpubliccharter.com.   

 

Sincerely, 

 
Brian W. Jones  

Chair 

 

Enclosures 

 

cc:   Nicole Garcia, Principal 

        Allen Blessing, Principal  

        Marva Tutt, Executive Director      
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The wider the range of possibilities we 

offer children, the more intense will be 

their motivations and the richer their 

experiences.
— Loris Malaguzzi



Introduction 
!
The District of Columbia has positioned itself as a national leader in the 
provision of early learning opportunities for young children.  The District has 
made early childhood the centerpiece of its education reform agenda, 
and now outranks other states in both access and spending.  In 2008, 
legislation was passed making free, universal pre-k available to all three- 

and four-year-olds residing within the District.  Currently the 
District serves 80% of all 
three-year-olds and 92% 
of all four-year-olds – in 
contrast to a national 
average of 4% for three-
year-olds and 24% for 
four-year-olds.  In terms of 
spending, while the 
national average 
expenditure is $4,026 per 
child, the Districts’ 
investment now stands at 
$11,000 - $14,000 per child 
(Barnett, Carolan, Squires 
& Clarke Brown, 2013). !

The District utilizes a mixed delivery system offering pre-k services in 
traditional public schools, charter schools, and publicly-funded 
community-based programs participating in the child care subsidy 
program.  Head Start services are available in Title I public schools, charter 
schools, and community-based programs.  Child care subsidies in some 
cases represent the sole source of funding for community-based programs 
or may be used to support wrap-around services to extend the day or 
program year.  !
With this increased investment and myriad of service delivery options, an 
understanding of quality and ensuring accountability is critical to fully 
realize the benefits of early childhood education in the District. The 
District’s leadership is committed to keeping with the national movement 
towards increased investment and public support for pre-kindergarten. At 
the federal level, Head Start Reauthorization, the Race to the Top Early 
Learning Challenge (RTT-ELC), and the impending Preschool 
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Development Grants mandate the implementation of 
program quality assessments and evaluations that expand 

the focus of state systems to include instructional quality. For example, all 
Head Start programs are subject to Classroom Assessment Scoring System 
(CLASS) observations as a part of ongoing monitoring, and programs that 
score in the bottom 10% are subject to re-competition for their grant. Thus, 
the District’s focus on measuring classroom quality is critical for ensuring 
that programs are high-quality pre-k in all sectors, and that they are 
accountable for having an impact on children’s short-term and long-term 
learning and development outcomes. 

The Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE) has oversight 
responsibility for monitoring and evaluating the quality of pre-k programs 
in the District. For the 2013-2014 school year, OSSE elected to use the 
CLASS Pre-k to collect data in classrooms across all three service delivery 
sectors.  In addition to having 
established reliability and 
validity as a measure of 
instructional quality, the CLASS 
was selected based on the 
fact that it is currently being 
incorporated into a number of 
Quality Rating and 
Improvement System (QRIS) 
efforts as well as into the DC 
public charter Program 
Management Framework 
(PMF). 

OSSE has partnered with 
School Readiness Consulting (SRC) to implement classroom observations, 
analyze results, and prepare a final report to summarize findings.  This 
report describes the experiences of the nearly 7,365 (three- and four-year-
old) children in participating classrooms across all three sectors, during the 
2013-2014 school year. The study aims to create a baseline understanding 
of pre-k classroom quality throughout the District. The results from the 
evaluation will help OSSE create consensus around decisions regarding 
the quality improvement needs of pre-k programs throughout the District.  
A subsequent phase of work may build on this baseline study, 
implementing CLASS observations District-wide to inform a broader quality 
rating process and communicate this information to early learning 
stakeholders. 
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!!
The two key research questions this evaluation project aimed to answer 
included:  

 

!!!
!

!5

!
1. What is the state of quality in the District of 

Columbia as measured by the CLASS? 
!

2. Are there characteristics of programs or classrooms 
that are associated with CLASS scores?



Study Design 
!

Sample 
The sample of pre-k programs, determined by OSSE, included a total of 82 
Community-Based Organization (CBO) classrooms (36 of which were Pre-k 
Incentive Grantees), 300 public charter school classrooms, and 109 D.C. 
Public School (DCPS) classrooms.   

!
Figure 1: Number of Classrooms Observed, by Sector  12

!
Pre-k Programs Included in the Study 
Pursuant to the Pre-k Enhancement and Expansion Act of 2008, the District 
of Columbia offers free pre-k services to all three- and four-year-old 
children. Parents are able to choose from a mixed delivery system of 
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 The number of classrooms in the total CBO population is unknown. 1

 All of the classrooms in DCPS and 11 of the charter school classrooms were observed 2

by another agency.



programs including charter schools, public schools or 
community-based programs.   !

In this study, classrooms in each sector that served a majority of three- and 
four-year-old children were observed.  Pre-k classrooms in the charter 
schools, public schools and community based organizations received Pre-
k Incentive grants, public funding on a per-student formula, or child care 
subsidy. In addition, some classrooms received additional Head Start or 
child care subsidy funding.  !
Funding Sources 
Per-Student Funding: The District of Columbia’s pre-k plan created a 
uniform per-student funding formula (USPFF) for providing services.  The 
rate for the 2012-2013 school year was $11,986 per child, for three-year-
olds, and $11,629 per child, for four-year-olds. DCPS, charter schools and 
community-based programs who receive Pre-k Incentive grants receive 
per-student funding.  !
Head Start Funding: The Head Start program provides a federal-to-local 
early childhood funding stream. The District of Columbia has several 
grantees and delegate agencies providing Head Start services to eligible 
children and families living below poverty levels as determined by the 
Poverty Guidelines published by the federal government (in 2014, $23,850 
for a family of four).  Children are also eligible if they are in foster care, 
homeless, or their families receive TANF or SSI.   !
In DCPS, the Head Start School-Wide Model (HSSWM), implemented in 
SY10-11, provides comprehensive Head Start services to all PK-3/PK-4 
children and their families in Title I schools, regardless of income. The goals 
of the HSSWM are to blend local early childhood resources and Head 
Start dollars in order to serve additional Head Start-eligible children, ensure 
equitable services for at-risk children, improve accountability and direct 
resources to address areas of noncompliance, ensure a consistent 
standard of high-quality services across all early childhood programming, 
and meet all federal Head Start regulations (District of Columbia Public 
Schools, 2014). Head Start funding can be found in every sector, and in 
this study included 109 DCPS classrooms and 11 classrooms located in 
CBOs.  !
Child Care Subsidy Funding: Community-based organizations receive 
federal and local funds to provide child care services to working families 
through the Child Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG). Funds are 
allocated to every state and the District of Columbia. Subsidies can be 
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used for child care services including before- and after-care. 
In this study, a sample of 82 CBO classrooms were selected by 

OSSE for observation. !
Delivery Systems 
Charter Schools:  Charter schools are independent entities that 
operate under the terms of a charter with a local or national authority.  In 
DC, charter schools are public, taxpayer-funded, and open to all DC 
residents.  Charter schools are not selective, but, if a charter is full, they 
may employ a lottery system to determine which students can attend.  
While charter schools receive per-student funding from the DC 
government, they operate independently of the DC school system.  
Charter schools are authorized and monitored by a separate entity, the 
DC Public Charter School Board (PCSB). Charter schools receive per-
student funding as well as additional funding for facilities.  !
Measuring teacher-child interactions using the CLASS Pre-K is a 
requirement of the charter schools’ Performance Management 
Framework (PMF), which is used to monitor and ensure the quality of early 
childhood education. The PMF provides information on program quality in 
other areas including student outcomes and attendance.  As required by 
the PMF, all pre-k classrooms (AY 2013-2014 = 300 classrooms) in the 
charter schools were observed as part of this study. !
Public Schools:  The District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) offer pre-
kindergarten for four-year-olds in all of their elementary schools.  Many 
elementary schools also offer preschool for three-year-olds. Children 
participating in the pre-kindergarten programs receive funding at the per-
student formula funding rate. Pre-k programs housed in DCPS implement a 
curriculum that meets the full range of children’s developmental needs 
and is aligned to the District of Columbia Kindergarten Readiness 
Standards.  In addition, at Title I schools, DCPS provides comprehensive 
child and family support services. Data from a sample of 109 Title I DCPS 
classrooms were included in this study.  The data were provided by a 
third-party evaluation partner of DCPS.  !
Community-Based Programs (CBOs): Neighborhood-based CBOs provide 
child-care and before- and after-school services. All community-based 
programs in the sample received public funding through the child care 
subsidy program. !

Pre-k Incentive Programs: Under the Pre-k Enhancement and 
Expansion Act of 2008, OSSE established the Pre-k Incentive 
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Program, which offered grants to community-based 
organizations to enhance high-quality standards such as 

teacher training opportunities, achieve accreditation, purchase 
curriculum and assessment materials, and increase parent 
involvement. These grantees are reimbursed at the same per-
student rate, and also receive funding through the child care 
subsidy program to provide year-round, extended day services. 
Thirty-six of the classrooms observed for this study are Pre-k Incentive 
Grantees. !

Measure 
The CLASS is an observation instrument developed to assess classroom 
quality at all age levels. It was originally designed for pre-k classrooms but 
has since expanded to other grade levels, from infant to secondary 
school. The CLASS Pre-k was the version used for this evaluation. Data from 
several studies suggest that the CLASS tool can be reliably used in a 
variety of settings, with diverse populations of children, including dual 
language learners (Hamre, Goffin & Kraft-Sayre, 2009). While the tool has 
been validated in classrooms with diverse cultural backgrounds, it has not 
been validated in self-contained special education classrooms. However, 
the majority of studies using the tool have included children with 
disabilities. Teachstone, the creator of the tool, provides additional 
guidance on scoring in both self-contained classrooms, and classrooms 
with dual language learners (Hamre et al, 2009) .  3

The CLASS is “based on developmental theory and research suggesting 
that interactions between students and adults are the primary mechanism 
of student development and learning” (Pianta, La Paro, & Hamre, 2008, p. 
1).  The CLASS is composed of ten dimensions organized into three 
domains of classroom experience – Emotional Support, Classroom 
Organization, and Instructional Support. The Emotional Support domain is 
designed to capture teachers’ attempts to support children’s social and 
emotional functioning in the classroom; the Classroom Organization 
domain measures classroom-level regulation processes that take place 
throughout the day; and the Instructional Support domain captures the 
ways in which teachers effectively support cognitive and language 
development in their classrooms (Pianta et al, 2008). Their respective 
dimensions are listed below in Figure 2. Each dimension is scored on a 
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scale between 1 and 7, with higher scores indicating higher 
quality . 4

!
Figure 2: CLASS Domains and Dimensions 

!!
Method 
Scheduling Observations 
Observations lasting approximately two to three hours took place during 
the course of one morning in each classroom. All observations were pre-
arranged, announced visits. The evaluation team consulted school 
calendars, as well as ‘do not visit dates,’ identified by administrators 
through an electronic survey.  On the same survey, administrators were 
asked to provide lists of all pre-k teachers who were to be visited as a part 
of the evaluation. Two-week observation windows were established per 
Local Education Agency (LEA) by randomly selecting an observation 
window for each school, through the use of an automated generator. 
Schools were grouped according to their LEA and assigned to the 
schedule in the order their name was generated.  Administrators were 
informed of their observation window at least two weeks in advance of 
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the observation to identify exact dates within the time frame 
that would represent the most  ‘typical’ classroom day. 

Observations were rescheduled if they were assigned on a day that did 
not meet the Teachstone standards for a ‘typical day.’   !
To ensure that teachers were observed on a typical instructional day, 
data collectors contacted the school the day before the visit to confirm 
the schedule and to also account for variables that would interfere with a 
typical day, such as an absent lead teacher, assembly, field trip, etc. 
Then, even on the morning of the observation, data collectors were 
prepared to re-schedule observations in the case that, once on site, they 
learned that the morning was atypical.  !
The observations in DCPS classrooms were completed by a separate 
evaluation firm, and the data were later provided to School Readiness 
Consulting by DCPS. In addition, eleven charter school classrooms were 
observed by another organization, and these data were later shared with 
School Readiness Consulting for analysis purposes. Thus, the procedures 
and methods described here do not apply to these classrooms, as the 
agencies that collected those data did not follow the same 
methodology. !
Data Collection 
One observation was conducted in each of the identified classrooms 
between January and May 2014. The CLASS-certified data collection 
team observed the processes and instructional interactions and behaviors 
that teachers promoted in the classroom, as dictated by the CLASS Pre-k 
tool. Data collectors recorded notes about each dimension and indicator 
observed during each cycle, and at the end of the observation cycle, 
they assigned numerical ratings for each of the CLASS dimensions. After 
assigning ratings, the observer began a new CLASS cycle (Pianta et al, 
2008).  This process continued until all cycles were completed and scored. 
Each classroom observation included between four and six cycles. 
Observations commenced at the time the school day began using a 30-
minute cycle coding process (i.e. 20-minutes of observation, 10 minutes of 
recording). Scoring took place during meals (if in the classroom), snacks, 
transitions, outdoor learning activities such as nature walks, and specials 
such as art, music, physical education, etc. Data collectors discontinued 
scoring during times of recess.   !
All scores were entered on hard-copy score sheets, then transferred daily 
into a protected scoring database. Hard-copies were delivered to the 
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data coordinator, who cleaned the data weekly to ensure 
alignment between hard and soft copies of scores. !

A random sample of 11% of the classrooms was selected for double-
coding. A double-coded CLASS observation requires that two CLASS-
certified observers independently observe the same setting at the same 
time and day, and compare scores to determine inter-coder reliability. 
Each double-coded observation included a lead data collector . After 5

completing each double-coded observation, data collectors met to 
review their individually-assigned scores. If any of their scores were 
different by more than two points, they discussed the discrepancy until 
they were able to reach a mutually-agreed upon score. This new score 
was entered as the official score for the observation. !
Data Management 
After each classroom observation, the data collector was responsible for 
inputting the CLASS scores into a protected online database created 
specifically for this project. Data collectors entered scores into the 
database by the end of the day of the observation. Once scores were 
entered in hard copies and online, data collectors submitted their score 
sheets to the data coordinator, who archived all observation data for 
future reference and to cross-check scores during the analysis and 
reporting phase of this project.  At the end of each week, the data 
coordinator cleaned the data by comparing the hard copies of hand-
scored sheets provided by data collectors with the online scores to ensure 
consistent scoring and reporting. The data coordinator then downloaded, 
archived, and locked all scores for the week.  After that point, only the 
data coordinator and project managers had access to the recorded 
scores. !
The data were stored on private external servers to reduce the risk of 
losing valuable information. The data were protected from use by 
unauthorized parties by requiring data collectors to use unique names 
and passwords to access the data collection system.  The data 
coordinator ensured that all identifying information was removed, and 
assigned each classroom a unique identification number. The data were 
stored securely and accessible only by project management and the 
data coordinator for the duration of the project.  !!
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Training and Reliability 
Each data collector held a current certificate with 

Teachstone proving their reliability on the CLASS Pre-k tool. Prior to the 
data collection period, all observers received extensive training on 
protocols for data collection and mandated reporter training. In addition, 
data collectors were screened by a manager for fidelity to the instrument 
during actual observation visits to a school.  To continue collecting data, 
data collectors were required to pass these fidelity checks.  Data 
collectors achieving less than 80%  fidelity participated in ongoing training 
with Teachstone resources, coaching from managers, and co-scoring 
activities before resuming data collection. !
Throughout the data collection period, data collectors participated in 
monthly training activities including video calibration and drift exercises to 
measure their understanding of CLASS principles. These activities helped 
ensure that data collectors were appropriately using the CLASS tool for 
classroom observations. Monthly meetings were also used to discuss 
calibration exercises and best practices for observing, to review 
discrepancies, and to resolve differences through in-depth discussion and 
negotiated consensus, in order to avoid observation drift. Re-alignment to 
the tool was accomplished through the use of related readings, video 
observations, and learning exercises. In addition, data collectors who did 
not meet the reliability standards were provided with additional resources 
and follow-up training. Data collectors who did not meet reliability 
standards during the calibration exercises were only assigned to 
supervised observations until they were able to reach mastery of the 
CLASS tool by sufficiently meeting reliability standards.  !
Double-coded visits also served as further training and reliability 
opportunities for the data collectors. Should a data collector score below 
80% reliability when co-scoring with a lead data collector from SRC, they 
received additional one-on-one training and support, as well as a follow-
up double-coding session, to align on the tool and demonstrate reliability. 

Data Analysis 
The results that are presented below were based on analyses of classroom-level 
CLASS data from DCPS, charter, and CBO programs. The analyses that were 
carried out provided an overview of how classrooms were doing on key aspects 
of teacher-child interaction across the District. In addition, the results provided a 
picture of classroom quality by Ward, teacher-child ratio, and type of funding, 
including Head Start, child care subsidy, and Pre-k Incentive. One of the goals of 
the analyses was to determine whether any characteristics of classrooms were 
associated with better CLASS domain scores. To that end, additional 
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comparisons, such as the association between CLASS scores and 
percentage of English Language Learners (ELLs) or QRIS rating, 

were initially pursued. However,  the data needed to carry out these analyses 
were not available to the research team at the time of analysis. The Further 
Research subsection provides more information about these proposed analyses.  !
Descriptive statistics were calculated for the sample in order to get a 
general sense of the characteristics of classrooms across the District. In 
order to answer some of the proposed research questions, chi square 
analysis was deemed as the most appropriate test. It was used to 
determine how likely it is that differences in distributions within different 
funding sources were due to chance.  A parametric test, such as a t-test, 
could not be used for some of the comparisons because the difference in 
sizes between groups was too large, and some of the distributions did not 
meet the assumption of normality required for a t-test. The appropriate 
way to interpret these findings is to look at the distribution of scores within 
each group, rather than comparing results across groups. For example, a 
finding that one group has 95% of scores in the high range does not imply 
that the comparison group only has 5% of scores in the high range. 
Instead, the chi square results provide distributions for each comparison 
group separately.  

Additionally, a t-test was used to compare mean differences in CLASS 
domain scores within community-based organizations. More specifically, 
classrooms that received a child care subsidy and were also part of the 
Pre-k Incentive program were compared to classrooms that only received 
a child care subsidy. In addition, ANOVA was used to compare 
differences in CLASS domain means between Wards. Correlation analysis 
was used to determine the association between average CLASS domain 
scores and teacher-child classroom ratio. 

Statistical significance describes the likelihood that a relationship exists between 
two variables, and that it is not due to chance. Several findings presented in this 
report were statistically significant. Another consideration, however, is the 
strength of the association between variables. CLASS average scores 
throughout the District were fairly consistent. As a result, the strength of the 
associations found, which refer to the size of the association between variables, 
were weak in almost every test performed (indicated by phi- and r-values). The 
findings provide some statistical evidence for the association between the 
variables of interest and CLASS scores, but do not always indicate a strong 
relationship.  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Study Results 

!
This study focused on a measure of teacher-child interactions that has 
been associated with overall classroom quality, and correlated with 
positive impacts on children’s development and learning. It has been 
found that teachers’ instruction-related interactions with children predict 
later academic and language skills, while their emotional interactions 
predict children’s social skills (Mashburn et al, 2008). Research specific to 
the CLASS Pre-k suggests that classrooms in which teachers demonstrate 
higher levels of Emotional Support help foster the social and emotional 
development of children. In addition, children display better self-
regulation skills in classrooms with teachers who demonstrate more 
effective Classroom Organization. Finally, classrooms in which teachers 
provide higher-quality Instructional Support have children who show 
higher academic progress in both pre-k and kindergarten (Hamre et al, 
2009). In fact, using national data of state pre-k programs, researchers 
have found threshold scores that are associated with increased child 
outcomes. Scores of five or more in Emotional Support and Classroom 
Organization, and three or more in Instructional Support have been 
associated with higher child social and academic gains (Burchinal, 
Vandergrift, Pianta, Mashburn, 2010).  !
1. Classrooms across the District received Emotional Support and 
Classroom Organization scores that were above the threshold for CLASS, 
and Instructional Support scores that were below the threshold for CLASS.  
National averages for CLASS domain scores are available, but the 
majority of the studies used to determine these averages have involved 
samples that may not be representative of the population in the District. 
Therefore, a possibly more helpful alternative to understanding the state 
of early childhood classroom quality in the District is the comparison to 
thresholds that have been found in the literature. Researchers have found 
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Research Question 1: What is the state of quality in 
the District of Columbia, as measured by the CLASS 

Pre-k? 



threshold scores that are associated with better child social 
and academic outcomes. Scores of five or more in Emotional 

Support and Classroom Organization, and three or more in Instructional 
Support have been associated with positive outcomes for children. Results 
of the analyses revealed that CLASS scores in the District were above 
these thresholds in Emotional Support and Classroom Organization, but 
below the threshold for Instructional Support. The examples that follow 
may provide additional context for understanding how teacher-child 
interactions are likely to be experienced by children in District classrooms. !
The Emotional Support domain measures attempts made by teachers to 
support the social and emotional functioning of children in their 
classrooms (Pianta et al, 2008). Classrooms with Emotional Support scores 
similar to those received on average by the District classrooms, are 
classrooms in which many indications of warm, positive, and respectful 
relationships between teachers and children exist. Teachers in these 
classrooms are sometimes aware of children’s needs, and are sometimes 
responsive and able to help children address problems that arise. In 
addition, teachers may be somewhat flexible to children’s interests and 
ideas, and at times provide support for children’s autonomy and 
expression (Pianta et al, 2008).  !
The Classroom Organization domain measures classroom-level regulation 
processes that take place throughout the day (Pianta et al, 2008). 
Classrooms with Classroom Organization scores similar to those received 
on average by the classrooms in the District, are classrooms in which 
behavioral expectations are communicated somewhat clearly and 
methods used to manage misbehavior are mostly effective. In these 
classrooms teachers maximize learning time most of the time and have 
established some routines that allow the classroom to run efficiently. 
Furthermore, teachers are sometimes able to facilitate lessons effectively 
while making learning objectives clear, providing children with a range of 
modalities, and sparking student interest (Pianta et al, 2008).  !
The Instructional Support domain measures the ways in which teachers 
effectively support cognitive and language development in their 
classrooms (Pianta et al, 2008). Classrooms with Instructional Support 
scores similar to those received on average by the classrooms in the 
District, are classrooms in which the teacher rarely provides children with 
opportunities to use higher-order thinking skills and the focus is largely on 
rote instruction. Teachers rarely provide feedback that expands learning, 
understanding, and participation, and may rarely use language 
facilitation or modeling techniques (Pianta et al, 2008).  
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!!
Figure 3 shows the mean scores for each domain, District-wide, and the 
threshold scores that have been established in the research literature 
(Burchinal et al, 2010). The findings suggest that District classrooms, on 
average, exceeded the threshold in the Emotional Support and 
Classroom Organization domains, but were below the threshold in the 
Instructional Support domain.  

 

!
Figure 3: District-Wide Means and Threshold Scores, as Established in the Literature !!

The analyses also revealed that 104 classrooms in the sample received 
CLASS domain scores above all three thresholds. Of these, 10 were CBO 
classrooms , 53 were charter classrooms, and 41 were DCPS classrooms. 6

Figure 4, below, represents this finding.  ! !!
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Nine out of the ten CBO classrooms that met all three thresholds were in the Pre-k 6

Incentive program. 



 

Figure 4: Classrooms Exceeding Threshold Scores in all CLASS Domains !!!!
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Due to limitations in availability of classroom characteristic data in year 
one, the results presented below are based on analyses of data that were 
available to the research team. The analyses presented here focus on 
classroom characteristics that include funding source (i.e. Head Start, 
child care subsidy, or Pre-k Incentive), location (i.e. ward), and teacher-
child ratio. Figure 5 presents definitions for each of the funding sources 
included in the analysis. 
 

Figure 5: Funding Source Definitions !!
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Research Question 2: Are there characteristics of 
classrooms that are associated with CLASS scores 

as a measure of quality?

Types of Funding Sources Included in the Analyses !
Head Start Funding 
Head start is the only federal-to-local early childhood 
funding stream, and provides services to children and 
families living below poverty guidelines administered by the 
federal government.    !
Child Care Subsidy Funding 
Community-based organizations receive federal and local 
funds to provide child care services to working families. 
Subsidies can be used for child care services including 
before- and after-care. !
Pre-k Incentive Program 
The Pre-k Incentive Program offers grants to community-
based organizations to enhance high-quality standards 
such as teacher training opportunities; receive 
accreditation; purchase curriculum and assessment 
materials; and increase parent involvement. All of the Pre-K 
Incentive classrooms also received child care subsidy 
funding.  



The District has a mixed delivery system whereby pre-k 
services are delivered in traditional public schools, public 

charter schools, and publicly-funded community based organizations for 
all children 30 months to five-years-old who reside in the District. 
Additionally, some children also benefit from Head Start services either in 
a community based setting, a Title 1 school, or a charter school setting. 
Finally, pre-k-aged children in the District can also be served in 
community-based organizations that participate in the child care subsidy 
program. In these instances, funding through the child care subsidy 
program may be the sole source of funding.  Child care subsidy funding 
can also be used as a funding source to provide wrap around care – 
either by extending the day or the program year.  Figures 6-8 depict the 
mean scores for each domain by type of funding. 

!
  

! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
Figure 6: Average Emotional Support Scores by Funding !!!!!!!
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!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
Figure 7: Average Classroom Organization Scores by Funding !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

Figure 8: Average Instructional Support Scores by Funding !
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CLASS dimension scores were analyzed to determine if any 
significant difference existed by funding type. For this analysis, 

CLASS domain scores were divided into two categories based on the 
research cited above that has found associations between CLASS 
threshold scores and child outcomes. This research suggests that scores of 
five and above on the Emotional Support and Classroom Organization 
domains, and scores of three and above on the Instructional Support 
domain are associated with better child social and academic outcomes 
(Burchinal et al, 2010).  The categories were labeled as high and low; the 
high category included scores above the thresholds described above, 
and the low category included scores below these thresholds.  !
2a. Head Start-funded classrooms had a greater percentage of high 
scores in Instructional Support than classrooms that were not Head Start, 
and a greater percentage of low scores in Emotional Support than 
classrooms that were not Head Start. 
Of the classrooms that were Head Start funded, 42.1% had high 
Instructional Support scores, while 19.2% of those that were not Head Start 
funded had high Instructional Support scores. Furthermore, the chi-square 
analysis yielded significant results, indicating an association between 
Head Start funding and Instructional Support scores (phi =.23; p <.001). This 
finding is represented below, in figure 9.  !! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

Figure 9: Instructional Support Scores Received by Head Start and Non-Head Start Classrooms !
Results of the analysis indicated that of the classrooms that were Head 
Start funded, 72.7% had high Emotional Support scores, while 88.1% of 
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those that were not Head Start funded had high Emotional 
Support scores. Furthermore, the chi-square analysis yielded 

significant results, indicating an association between Head Start funding 
and Emotional Support scores (phi =-.18; p <.001). This finding is 
represented below, in figure 10.  !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

Figure 10: Emotional Support Scores Received by Head Start and Non-Head Start Classrooms !!
The Chi square analysis yielded no significant association between Head 
Start funding and Classroom Organization scores.  !
2b. Classrooms that were part of the Pre-k Incentive program had a 
greater percentage of high scores in Emotional Support than classrooms 
that were not part of the Pre-k Incentive program.  
Of the classrooms that were part of the Pre-k Incentive program, 97.2% 
had high Emotional Support scores, while 83.3% of those that were not 
part of the Pre-k Incentive program had high Emotional Support scores. 
Furthermore, the chi-square analysis yielded significant results, indicating 
an association between participation in the Pre-k Incentive program and 
Emotional Support scores (phi =.10; p <.05). This finding is represented 
below, in figure 11.  !!
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!
 ! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

Figure 11: Emotional Support Scores Received by Pre-k Incentive and Non-Pre-k Incentive 
Classrooms !!

The Chi square analysis yielded no significant association between 
participation in the Pre-k Incentive program and Classroom Organization 
or Instructional Support scores.  !
2c. Classrooms that received public pre-k funding had a greater 
percentage of Classroom Organization and Instructional Support scores in 
the high range than classrooms that were only part of the child care 
subsidy program .  7

Of the classrooms that received public pre-k funding, 65.8% had high 
Classroom Organization scores, while 45.7% of those that were part of the 
child care subsidy program had high Classroom Organization scores. 
Furthermore, the chi-square analysis yielded significant results, indicating 
an association between participation in the child care subsidy program 
and Classroom Organization scores (phi = -.13; p <.05). This finding is 
represented below, in figure 12.  !

!24

 Public pre-k programs include all DCPS and charter programs. The child care subsidy 7

group included in this comparison does not include Pre-k Incentive classrooms because 
they receive funding that overlaps across several sources.



!!
 !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

Figure 12: Classroom Organization Scores Received by Public Pre-k and Child Care Subsidy 
Classrooms !!

Of the classrooms that received public pre-k funding, 26.9% had high 
Instructional Support scores, while 4.3% of those that were part of the child 
care subsidy program had high Instructional Support scores. Furthermore, 
the chi-square analysis yielded significant results, indicating an association 
between participation in the child care subsidy program and Instructional 
Support scores (phi = -.16; p <.05). This finding is represented below, in 
figure 13.  !!
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 !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
Figure 13: Instructional Support Scores Received by Public Pre-k and Child Care Subsidy Classrooms !!
The chi-square analysis yielded no significant association between 
participation in the child care subsidy program and Emotional Support 
scores. !
2d. Classrooms that were part of the Pre-k Incentive program had 
significantly higher Instructional Support scores than classrooms that only 
received a child care subsidy. 
When looking within the community-based organizations only, a t-test 
analysis revealed that child care subsidy classrooms that were also part of 
the Pre-k Incentive program had significantly higher Instructional support 
scores than CBO classrooms that were only part of the child care subsidy 
program, t(68)=2.79, p<.05. Note that this analysis excluded CBO 
classrooms that also received Head Start funding. This finding is 
represented below, in figure 14.  !!!!!
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!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
*=statistically significant at the p<0.05 level 

Figure 14: CBO CLASS Domain Scores by Program Type !!
2e. Ward 7 was the only ward that had significantly lower Emotional 
support and Classroom Organization scores when compared to any other 
ward.  
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) looking at mean Emotional Support 
scores in classrooms across the District Wards yielded significant results, F(6, 
483)=2.84, p<.05. A post hoc comparison using the Tukey test indicated 
that significant differences in scores for this domain existed only between 
Ward 1 (m=5.74, sd=.52) and Ward 7 (m=5.38, sd=.65). Significant 
differences in mean Classroom Organization scores were also found, 
F(6,483)=2.531, p<.05, but a Tukey post hoc test indicated that these 
differences existed only between Ward 7 (m=4.91, sd=.75) and Ward 8 
(m=5.26, sd=.69). No significant differences in mean Instructional Support 
scores were found between any of the Wards in the District. It should be 
noted that Ward 3 was excluded from this analysis because there was 
only one classroom in the sample that was located in Ward 3. Thus, the 
sample size for the Ward was too small, making it difficult to draw 
meaningful conclusions. The figures below show the average CLASS 
domain scores by Ward.  

!
!
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Figure 15: Emotional Support Average by Ward  

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
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!
!

 Figure 16: Classroom Organization Average by Ward 
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!

Figure 17: Instructional Support Average by Ward 

!
2f. Lower teacher-child ratios (i.e. more adults in the room) were 
associated with higher Emotional Support scores.  
Finally, we examined observed teacher-child classroom ratios, and 
explored whether these ratios were associated with average CLASS 
domain scores. We found that there were between 1 and 19 children per 
each adult in the classroom, with an average of 6.91 children per adult. 
The only significant correlation between CLASS domain scores and 
teacher-child ratios was in the Emotional Support domain. There was a 
significant negative correlation, meaning that as teacher-child ratios 
decreased (indicating that there were more adults in the room), 
Emotional Support scores increased, r(489) = -.16, p < .01. !!
!
!
!
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Summary and 
Discussion 

Summary 
The results of this study point to a need to target support for programs that 
will help them improve in the Instructional Support domain.  Aggregated 
CLASS scores for classrooms in the District were compared to threshold 
scores—a metric for looking at CLASS scores’ likely impact on children’s 
development and learning.  On average, the classrooms in the District 
scored above the threshold in Emotional Support and Classroom 
Organization, but below the threshold in Instructional Support.  This, again, 
is suggestive of the need to target support for programs in the Instructional 
Support domain.  !
Across Wards, CLASS domain averages remained relatively constant. A 
comparison between all Wards revealed that most wards were not 
significantly different from each other in any CLASS domain. However, two 
statistically significant differences were found, in relation to Ward 7’s 
performance in Emotional Support and Classroom Organization. These 
findings suggest that Ward 7 is performing at a disadvantage compared 
to some of the other Wards in the District. Targeted funding to improve 
classroom quality in this particular Ward may be beneficial.  !
There were also some differences found between classrooms according 
to funding type. Classrooms were labeled as high-scoring, or low-scoring 
in each domain; these labels were assigned based on whether or not 
classrooms met threshold scores for the CLASS in each domain. Head 
Start-funded programs had a greater percentage of classrooms that met 
the threshold in Instructional Support, compared to classrooms that were 
not funded by Head Start. However, programs that were not Head Start-
funded had a greater percentage of classrooms that met the threshold in 
Emotional Support when compared to classrooms that were Head Start-
funded. Almost all of the classrooms in the Pre-k Incentive program had 
Emotional Support scores that met the threshold. Thus, the percentage of 
classrooms that met the threshold for Emotional Support was larger for Pre-
k Incentive classrooms, than for classrooms that were not part of the Pre-k 
Incentive program.  !

!30



Programs that received public pre-k funding had a greater 
percentage of classrooms that met the threshold in 

Classroom Organization and Instructional Support than classrooms that 
received child care subsidy funding only. Given that public pre-k 
programs are funded at higher rates per child than child care subsidy-only 
programs, this finding points to the need to further examine the impacts 
that additional funding can have on a program’s capacity to provide 
high-quality early education. Additionally, results from an analysis looking 
only within CBO classrooms suggest that classrooms that received both 
child care subsidy and Pre-k Incentive funding had significantly higher 
Instructional Support scores than CBO classrooms with subsidy-only 
funding. This finding suggests that the Pre-k Incentive program is helping 
CBO classrooms achieve positive results above and beyond what the 
child care subsidy program is able to do on its own. !
Finally, an analysis of the association between teacher-child ratios and 
CLASS scores revealed that a significant association existed between 
teacher-child ratios and Emotional Support scores. In other words, as the 
teacher-child ratio decreased (i.e. there were more adults in the room), 
Emotional Support scores increased. This finding makes sense intuitively in 
that more adults available in a classroom to interact with and respond to 
children’s needs should result in a higher quality classroom environment. 
Given this finding, it might be important to ensure that pre-k classrooms 
are appropriately staffed, with enough adults available for the number of 
children enrolled. However, given that the association is weak, further 
examination would be helpful in understanding what other factors might 
be influencing the quality of teacher-child interactions.  
!  
Limitations 
In analyzing results and drawing conclusions from this study, the following 
limitations should be noted: !
CLASS observations were conducted during the course of one morning, at 
one point during the school year. While every effort was made to ensure 
that classrooms were visited on a “typical day,” having only observed 
each classroom once is a limitation. A single classroom observation 
provides a snapshot of classroom quality at one point in time. Observation 
results, therefore, can only be considered a sample, as opposed to a 
definitive statement on classroom quality. !
In addition, the group of classrooms included in this report may not 
include a representative sample of CBO classrooms. The vast majority of 
classrooms observed in the CBOs were Gold rated, which may not have 
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provided a full picture of quality across all CBOs. Furthermore, 
family childcare programs, which may also be serving pre-k 

children, were not part of the sample for this study. Future studies would 
benefit from including the full population of CBO pre-k classrooms, or a 
representative sample of this population.  !
Data collection for this study was carried out by a variety of agencies. 
While the majority of classrooms were observed using the procedures 
described in the Method section above, some charter classrooms, and all 
DCPS classrooms were observed by separate agencies that did not follow 
those procedures. Only a sample of DCPS classroom scores were shared 
for analysis, therefore, it is possible that the sample of DCPS classrooms 
included in this analysis was not representative of the entire DCPS pre-k 
classroom population (the sample did not include non-Title 1 schools).  !
Finally, the results presented here are based on only one measure of 
classroom quality, the CLASS Pre-k tool. Additional measures of classroom 
quality, child outcomes, or school/program administrative activities would 
allow the research team to confirm or expand conclusions using multiple 
sources of evidence. The section on Implications for Further Research, 
below, provides a discussion of additional data points that could be 
incorporated to paint a more robust picture of quality in the District’s pre-k 
programs. ! !
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Conclusions 
!
This study provides a lens through which to view quality improvement 
efforts, offers next steps for further research, and potential considerations 
in practice and policy. With a beginning picture of quality across the early 
childhood landscape, there are key conclusions that can be drawn from 
this research that support increased quality in programs and improved 
outcomes for young children in the District.  

Implications for Further Research 
Additional Data 
OSSE should consider allowing for additional data collection on the 
characteristics of programs, in order to gain a broader and deeper 
understanding of the connection between program attributes and 
quality. With the sample of programs included in this study, the research 
team was able to look at characteristics of funding, program location, 
and teacher-child ratios.  
Additional program 
characteristics that might be 
included in future evaluations 
are: 

•	

 Demographic information 
for children who may 
need additional supports 
to be successful in school 
(e.g., percentage of 
children identified as low-
income; dual language 
learners; homeless; in 
foster care; or children with 
special needs)  

•	

 Quality rating designation (e.g., Going for the Gold, DC public     
charter school tier rating) 

•	

 Type and dosage of professional development received by     
educators  

•	

 Curriculum or approach used in the classroom/program type (e.g.,     
Montessori, Tools of the Mind, Creative Curriculum)  

•	

 Teacher qualifications (e.g., Associates; Bachelors; or Bachelors     
specifically in early education) 

•	

 Qualifications and/or competencies of program leadership     
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Research Design 
In order to address the limitations noted, OSSE should consider expanding 
the sample of programs that are observed. This will ensure that the results 
of the study can be generalized to all programs providing pre-k services. 
Thus, there can be confidence that these findings present an accurate 
and complete picture to draw conclusions for policy and practice. In 
addition, it is critical that the methodology for observing classrooms is 
consistent across all observations, to ensure that the results are reliable. As 
School Readiness Consulting did not conduct observations in DCPS and in 
some charters, the methodology for observation in these classrooms may 
have been different from that used in SRC’s data collection protocol. !

In addition, it would be 
beneficial to consider a 
longitudinal approach for this 
evaluation, rather than a cross-
sectional design. This would 
allow for more robust 
implications to be drawn, as 
the analysis could explore the 
impact of professional 
development, teacher mobility 
within the system, and other 
interventions on the same 
cohort of teachers over time.  !

Implications for Practice  
A key aspect of the CLASS tool is the focus on teacher-child interactions—
a characteristic that differentiates this tool from classroom assessments 
that examine the structures in place in the classroom. As such, findings 
from this evaluation have the ability to inform important practice-based 
decisions, particularly as they relate to the provision of professional 
development opportunities explicitly focused on enhancing teacher-child 
interactions.  !
Classroom Organization 
Classroom Organization measures classroom-level regulation processes 
that take place throughout the day. These processes set the stage for the 
kinds of interactions that are examined in Instructional Support. For this 
reason, Classroom Organization might be an important foundation for 
deeper learning to occur. The analyses revealed that:!
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!
•	

 Programs solely funded by child care subsidy dollars 

received a mean score of 4.76 for Classroom Organization, and 
therefore, did not reach the threshold score for this domain.  !

This indicates an area that may benefit from targeted professional 
development opportunities for educators in community-based child care 
programs that do not participate in the Pre-k Incentive program. In order 
to make professional development most effective, the literature suggests 
that opportunities to enhance interactions that support Classroom 
Organization should be job-embedded and include opportunities for 
teachers to observe practices in other classrooms that demonstrate high 
scores in Classroom Organization (Yoshikawa et al, 2013).  !
Instructional Support 
Historically, the early learning field has focused on building educator 
competency around the types of teacher-child interactions measured by 
the Emotional Support and Classroom Organization domains. With more 
recent attention focused on the importance of developing higher-order 
thinking skills for young children, the field at large continues to need 
additional support in teaching and learning strategies focused on 
Instructional Support. The results of this study revealed that:!!

•	

 Classrooms District-wide scored below the threshold score of three 
for Instructional Support, with a mean score of 2.45. This trend 
remained consistent even when examining data by funding type.  !

One potential factor leading to lower Instructional Support scores may be 
the complex nature of the domain. These findings suggest the need for 
sustained professional learning opportunities for educators across the 
District specific to incorporating and strengthening components of 
Instructional Support. In addition to the professional learning best 
practices described by Yoshikawa and colleagues (2013), cutting-edge 
professional learning communities in which teachers have opportunities to 
collaborate and reflect on practices in sustained and meaningful ways 
may also lead to improvement in Instructional Support scores (Vescio, Ross 
& Adams, 2008). !
Classrooms Scoring Above all Thresholds 
There were a few classrooms that exceeded thresholds in all three CLASS 
domains:  ! !

!35



!!
•	

    104 classrooms in the sample received CLASS domain scores above  

all three thresholds. Of these, 10 were CBO classrooms, 53 were 
charter classrooms, and 41 were DCPS classrooms. !

This finding suggests that rich teacher-child interactions are taking place 
in these classrooms. In order to better understand the program 
characteristics that are leading to these high-quality classroom 
interactions, further examination of these classrooms is necessary. In 
addition, OSSE could create “Centers of Excellence” in which these 
classrooms might serve as models for teachers and administrators 
throughout the District.  !
Implications for Policy 
Results from the study provide a basis for considering policies 
guiding pre-kindergarten programming in the District.  !
Pre-k Incentive Program 
With the adoption of the Pre-k 
Enhancement and Expansion Act of 
2008, the city expanded access to 
high-quality programs for all three- and 
four-year-olds. As part of this effort, the 
funding for the Pre-k Incentive program 
was increased for classrooms in 
community-based settings, providing 
additional resources to support and 
improve quality (Watson, 2010). 
When examining CLASS scores, !!

•	

 Classrooms that receive Pre-k Incentive funding had a greater 
percentage of high scores in Emotional Support than classrooms 
making up the remainder of the observed sample (97% high 
emotional support scores compared to 83% for the rest of the city) 

•	

 Classrooms that receive Pre-k Incentive funding had significantly 
higher Instructional Support scores than CBO-subsidized classrooms 
that were not in the Pre-k Incentive program. !

These findings suggest that the resources provided to community-based 
programs through the Pre-k Incentive program have had a positive 
impact on classroom quality. As OSSE considers investments to strengthen 
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quality in pre-k settings, this provides a clear policy rationale 
for expansion of the Pre-k Incentive program.  !

Head Start Model 
National data shows that most pre-k programs fall below the threshold for 
instructional support (National Center on Quality Teaching and Learning, 
2013). It is imperative that programs which meet or exceed the threshold 
are examined to understand the program characteristics that may be 
associated with higher quality interactions. The results of this study 
indicated that:!!

•	

 Head Start classrooms had a higher proportion of the high-range 
scores in Instructional Support as compared to classrooms that did 
not receive Head Start funds or do not meet Head Start 
performance standards.  !

The study findings are suggestive of the fact that resources and standards 
associated with the Head Start model may have an impact on classroom 
quality. With an overall mean of 2.90, the Head Start programs in the 
sample represented the only funding stream to approach the threshold. 
Further analysis regarding the implications of the Head Start model on 
classroom quality should be explored.  !
Targeted Resources Supporting Quality Improvement in Ward 7 
Research finds that disparities exist for children from lower-income families 
as early as 18 months (and that the differences typically increase into 
school-age years). This finding further supports the importance of 
providing children with access to high-quality early childhood programs 
that offer the early experiences and interactions leading to positive 
benefits in academic achievement, and social and emotional 
development (Center on the Developing Child, 2007). Approximately 12% 
of the District’s young children reside in Ward 7, and according to recent  
data from the U.S. Census (2013), many of these children (39%) are living in 
neighborhoods with highly concentrated poverty. The findings revealed 
that:!!

•	

 Classrooms in Ward 7 were performing below the District average in 
all domains, and were shown to be at a significant disadvantage in 
both Emotional Support and Classroom Organization.  !

This evidence may suggest the need for targeted quality improvement 
efforts in order to improve classroom quality and enhance developmental 
outcomes for all children living in this sector of the city.  
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Improvements could potentially be achieved through 
expansion of the Pre-k Incentive program or through the 

incorporation of additional Head Start-funded classrooms. !
Quality Rating System (QRS) !
OSSE is currently in the process of enhancing and revising its approach to 
rating the quality of early learning programs in the District, including DCPS, 
public charter schools, and CBOs. The results of this study can help to 
determine baselines and targets to support tiering efforts within the QRS. 
The next phase of this work will be to expand the scope of the evaluation 
to include every classroom in the District. This will help to further refine 
CLASS cut scores for each tier.  

Moving forward, a validation study of the tiers will be an important 
component of future evaluations of pre-k quality.  Additional program 
quality measures and data on children’s growth will help OSSE to 
understand the degree to which programs with higher CLASS scores are 
indeed leading to improved outcomes for children.  

!! !
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About School Readiness Consulting  
!
Children are at the center of what we do.  School Readiness Consulting is founded and 
run by early childhood education experts and leaders who envisioned a better way to 
provide practice-based support, policy and systems consultation, and program 
evaluation.   !
School Readiness Consulting partners with others to serve children and families in 
pursuit of our mission. To date, we have partnered with 50 school districts, over 400 
schools, and over 1,100 classrooms in 20 states, Washington D.C and the U.S. Virgin 
Islands, touching the lives of over 600 administrators, 2,200 teachers and 35,000 
children. !
School Readiness Consulting offers an experienced team specializing in early 
childhood education and program evaluation. We enable programs to focus their 
resources on carefully chosen areas of inquiry, and to use the data that is collected 
to build capacity and leverage new resources. In collaboration with our clients, we 
can build the ideal model for programs, capturing and focusing a program’s 
resources and momentum to reflect on, plan for and execute to meet your goals. 

We are in schools every day, and children are at the center of what we do. Our co-
constructed process ensures we: 

‣Develop the most appropriate and relevant questions that will help programs 
best meet the needs of their students, families and staff  

‣Recruit, hire, train, and retain a team of highly skilled data collectors 

‣Provide clients actionable score reports as well as technical assistance on how to 
interpret scores to support program-wide quality improvement in early childhood 
classrooms 

‣Create real-time data collection and analysis plans so data is turned around on 
continual basis to inform the program improvement process across the school 
year  

‣Implement strategies to address high-need areas identified through the data 

‣Provide the necessary tools for program evaluation that will enable programs to 
conduct evaluations on your own in the future, building the capacity of your 
team 

‣Maximize our deep ECE expertise and analysis from our experiences managing 
several large-scale program evaluationsFor all three groups, the overarching 
objective is to deliver a set of diverse learning and development opportunities 
that link directly to and impact change in practice. 

!
Learn more at www.schoolreadinessconsulting.com !41
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Howard Road Academy
COMPLIANCE  REVIEW REPORT

2011-2012

INDICATOR DOCUMENTATION RATIONALE COMPLIANCE 
STATUS COMMENTS

Enrollment of New Students

Fair enrollment process.
Enrollment application; written 
lottery procedures with dates for 
enrollment process.

Compliance with School Reform Act 
Section 38-1802.06. Yes

Student Suspension and Expulsion

Notice and due process.

Current year student handbook or 
other written document that 
outlines the school's discipline 
policy and procedures.

Compliance with School Reform Act 
Section 38-1802.06 (g); guidance for 
PCSB staff when contacted by parents.  

Yes

Student Health Records
Option 1: Notice of assigned nurse 
on staff .

Option 2: Copy of staff certificate 
to administer medications. Yes

Background Checks on Employees and Volunteers

Health and safety of students.

Current roster of all employees and 
volunteers (working greater than 10 
hours at the school) with indication 
of date background check 
conducted and that a copy of the 
report is on file.

Compliance with School Reform Act 
Section 38-1802.04 (c)(4). No

Employee Handbook

Employment policies and the protection 
of confidential information.

Employee handbook or other 
written document on policies and 
procedures governing employment 
at the school.

Compliance with School Reform Act  
Section 38-1802.04, FERPA, the Public 
Education Reform Amendment Act of 
2007, and applicable state and federal 
employment laws.

Yes

Insurance

Appropriate insurance. Certification that appropriate levels 
of insurance have been secured.

Compliance with School Reform Act 
Section 38-1802.04 (b)(4). Yes

Health and safety of students.

Compliance with School Reform Act 
Section 38-1802.04 (c)(4) and the 
Student Access to Treatment Act of 
2007.



Howard Road Academy
COMPLIANCE  REVIEW REPORT

2011-2012

INDICATOR DOCUMENTATION RATIONALE COMPLIANCE 
STATUS COMMENTS

School Facility

Certificate of occupancy.

Compliance with School Reform Act 
Section 38-1802.04 (b)(4) - a Certificate 
of Occupancy is required at opening and 
for a relocation to a new facility.

Yes

Lease/Purchase Agreement.

Compliance with School Reform Act 
Section 38-1802.04 (b)(4) - lease or 
purchase agreement is required at 
opening, for a relocation to a new 
facility, and for amendments to a lease 
once it expires.

Yes

No Child Left Behind (NCLB)

School quality and choice.

Communication with parents on 
school's compliance with NCLB 
before September 1 or within 14  
days of school AYP results. 

Compliance with NCLB and ESEA 
guidance. Yes

High quality teachers.

For Title I schools, current year 
teacher roster with grade and 
subject(s) taught, HQ status, and 
how the status was met (HOUSSE, 
Praxis, Degree, 
License/Certificate); action plans 
for all non-HQT staff.

Compliance with NCLB and ESEA 
guidance to ensure that all elementary 
and secondary subject area teachers are 
highly qualified.

Yes

Board of Trustees

Composition. Board roster with names and titles. Compliance with School Reform Act 
Section 38-1802.05. No

Fiduciary Duty. Board meeting minutes. Compliance with School Reform Act 
Section 38-1802.05. Yes

Lease/Purchase Agreement and 
certificate of occupancy.



Howard Road Public Charter School - MLK

COMPLIANCE  REVIEW REPORT

2012-2013

INDICATOR DOCUMENTATION RATIONALE
COMPLIANCE 

STATUS
COMMENTS

Enrollment application for SY 

2013-2014
Compliant

Written lottery procedures Compliant

Notice and Due Process (suspension 

and expulsion)

Student handbook or other written 

document that outlines the school's 

discipline policy and procedures.

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.06 (g); guidance for 

PCSB staff when contacted by parents  

Compliant

Option 1: Notice of assigned nurse 

on staff 

Option 2: Copy of staff certificate 

to administer medications

Current roster of all employees and 

volunteers (working greater than 10 

hours at the school) with indication 

that background check has been 

conducted

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (c)(4)
Compliant

Sexual Violation Protocol 

Assurance Policy

Compliance with Mandated Reporter 

laws in DC Code Section 4-1321.02
Compliant

School Emergency Response Plan
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (c)(4)
Compliant

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (c)(4) and the 

Student Access to Treatment Act of 2007

Fair Enrollment Process
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.06

Compliant

Student Safety

Student Health



Howard Road Public Charter School - MLK

COMPLIANCE  REVIEW REPORT

2012-2013

INDICATOR DOCUMENTATION RATIONALE
COMPLIANCE 

STATUS
COMMENTS

Charter School Employees

Employee handbook or other 

written document on policies and 

procedures governing employment 

at the school, including employee 

handling of student records

Compliance with School Reform Act  

Section 38-1802.04, 38-1802.07, 

FERPA, the Public Education Reform 

Amendment Act of 2007, and applicable 

state and federal employment laws

Compliant

Insurance
Certification that appropriate levels 

of insurance have been secured

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (b)(4)
Compliant

Certificate of occupancy with an 

occupant load equal or greater than 

the number of students and staff in 

the building

Compliant

Lease/Purchase Agreement Compliant

Basic Business License Compliant

High Quality Teachers: Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA)

For Title I schools, teacher roster 

with HQ status, and how the status 

was met; action plans indicated for 

all non-HQT staff

Compliance with ESEA guidance to 

ensure that all elementary and secondary 

subject area teachers are highly qualified

Compliant

Occupancy, Lease and License for 

the Facility

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (b)(4)



Howard Road Public Charter School - MLK

COMPLIANCE  REVIEW REPORT

2012-2013

INDICATOR DOCUMENTATION RATIONALE
COMPLIANCE 

STATUS
COMMENTS

Board roster with names and titles Compliant

Board meeting minutes submitted Compliant

Board calendar with meeting dates Compliant

Board Bylaws Compliant

Articles of Incorporation Articles of Incorporation
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04
Compliant

School Organization School Organization Chart
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.11 (a)
Compliant

Litigation Status
Litigation Proceedings Calendar (or 

nonapplicable memo)

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.11 (a)
Compliant

School Calendar School Calendar
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.11 (a)
Compliant

High School Courses for Graduation High School Course Offering 
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.11 (a)
N/A

Submission of Annual Report Annual Report (SY 2011-2012)
Compliance with the School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (c) (11)
Compliant

Accreditation Status

Letter or license of accreditation or 

seeking accreditation (schools at 

least 5 years in operation)

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.02 (16)
Compliant

Fiduciary Duty: Board of Trustees
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.05



Howard Road Public Charter School - Pennsylvania Avenue

COMPLIANCE  REVIEW REPORT

2012-2013

INDICATOR DOCUMENTATION RATIONALE
COMPLIANCE 

STATUS
COMMENTS

Enrollment application for SY 

2013-2014
Compliant

Written lottery procedures Compliant

Notice and Due Process (suspension 

and expulsion)

Student handbook or other written 

document that outlines the school's 

discipline policy and procedures.

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.06 (g); guidance for 

PCSB staff when contacted by parents  

Compliant

Option 1: Notice of assigned nurse 

on staff 

Option 2: Copy of staff certificate 

to administer medications

Current roster of all employees and 

volunteers (working greater than 10 

hours at the school) with indication 

that background check has been 

conducted

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (c)(4)
Compliant

Sexual Violation Protocol 

Assurance Policy

Compliance with Mandated Reporter 

laws in DC Code Section 4-1321.02
Compliant

School Emergency Response Plan
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (c)(4)
Compliant

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (c)(4) and the 

Student Access to Treatment Act of 2007

Fair Enrollment Process
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.06

Compliant

Student Safety

Student Health



Howard Road Public Charter School - Pennsylvania Avenue

COMPLIANCE  REVIEW REPORT

2012-2013

INDICATOR DOCUMENTATION RATIONALE
COMPLIANCE 

STATUS
COMMENTS

Charter School Employees

Employee handbook or other 

written document on policies and 

procedures governing employment 

at the school, including employee 

handling of student records

Compliance with School Reform Act  

Section 38-1802.04, 38-1802.07, 

FERPA, the Public Education Reform 

Amendment Act of 2007, and applicable 

state and federal employment laws

Compliant

Insurance
Certification that appropriate levels 

of insurance have been secured

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (b)(4)
Compliant

Certificate of occupancy with an 

occupant load equal or greater than 

the number of students and staff in 

the building

Compliant

Lease/Purchase Agreement Compliant

Basic Business License Compliant

High Quality Teachers: Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA)

For Title I schools, teacher roster 

with HQ status, and how the status 

was met; action plans indicated for 

all non-HQT staff

Compliance with ESEA guidance to 

ensure that all elementary and secondary 

subject area teachers are highly qualified

Compliant

Occupancy, Lease and License for 

the Facility

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (b)(4)



Howard Road Public Charter School - Pennsylvania Avenue

COMPLIANCE  REVIEW REPORT

2012-2013

INDICATOR DOCUMENTATION RATIONALE
COMPLIANCE 

STATUS
COMMENTS

Board roster with names and titles Compliant

Board meeting minutes submitted Compliant

Board calendar with meeting dates Compliant

Board Bylaws Compliant

Articles of Incorporation Articles of Incorporation
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04
Compliant

School Organization School Organization Chart
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.11 (a)
Compliant

Litigation Status
Litigation Proceedings Calendar (or 

nonapplicable memo)

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.11 (a)
Compliant

School Calendar School Calendar
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.11 (a)
Compliant

High School Courses for Graduation High School Course Offering 
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.11 (a)
N/A

Submission of Annual Report Annual Report (SY 2011-2012)
Compliance with the School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (c) (11)
Compliant

Accreditation Status

Letter or license of accreditation or 

seeking accreditation (schools at 

least 5 years in operation)

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.02 (16)
Compliant

Fiduciary Duty: Board of Trustees
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.05



Howard Road Public Charter School - Howard Road Campus

COMPLIANCE  REVIEW REPORT

2012-2013

INDICATOR DOCUMENTATION RATIONALE
COMPLIANCE 

STATUS
COMMENTS

Enrollment application for SY 

2013-2014
Compliant

Written lottery procedures Compliant

Notice and Due Process (suspension 

and expulsion)

Student handbook or other written 

document that outlines the school's 

discipline policy and procedures.

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.06 (g); guidance for 

PCSB staff when contacted by parents  

Compliant

Option 1: Notice of assigned nurse 

on staff 

Option 2: Copy of staff certificate 

to administer medications

Current roster of all employees and 

volunteers (working greater than 10 

hours at the school) with indication 

that background check has been 

conducted

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (c)(4)
Compliant

Sexual Violation Protocol 

Assurance Policy

Compliance with Mandated Reporter 

laws in DC Code Section 4-1321.02
Compliant

School Emergency Response Plan
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (c)(4)
Compliant

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (c)(4) and the 

Student Access to Treatment Act of 2007

Fair Enrollment Process
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.06

Compliant

Student Safety

Student Health



Howard Road Public Charter School - Howard Road Campus

COMPLIANCE  REVIEW REPORT

2012-2013

INDICATOR DOCUMENTATION RATIONALE
COMPLIANCE 

STATUS
COMMENTS

Charter School Employees

Employee handbook or other 

written document on policies and 

procedures governing employment 

at the school, including employee 

handling of student records

Compliance with School Reform Act  

Section 38-1802.04, 38-1802.07, 

FERPA, the Public Education Reform 

Amendment Act of 2007, and applicable 

state and federal employment laws

Compliant

Insurance
Certification that appropriate levels 

of insurance have been secured

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (b)(4)
Compliant

Certificate of occupancy with an 

occupant load equal or greater than 

the number of students and staff in 

the building

Compliant

Lease/Purchase Agreement Compliant

Basic Business License Compliant

High Quality Teachers: Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA)

For Title I schools, teacher roster 

with HQ status, and how the status 

was met; action plans indicated for 

all non-HQT staff

Compliance with ESEA guidance to 

ensure that all elementary and secondary 

subject area teachers are highly qualified

Compliant

Occupancy, Lease and License for 

the Facility

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (b)(4)



Howard Road Public Charter School - Howard Road Campus

COMPLIANCE  REVIEW REPORT

2012-2013

INDICATOR DOCUMENTATION RATIONALE
COMPLIANCE 

STATUS
COMMENTS

Board roster with names and titles Compliant

Board meeting minutes submitted Compliant

Board calendar with meeting dates Compliant

Board Bylaws Compliant

Articles of Incorporation Articles of Incorporation
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04
Compliant

School Organization School Organization Chart
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.11 (a)
Compliant

Litigation Status
Litigation Proceedings Calendar (or 

nonapplicable memo)

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.11 (a)
Compliant

School Calendar School Calendar
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.11 (a)
Compliant

High School Courses for Graduation High School Course Offering 
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.11 (a)
N/A

Submission of Annual Report Annual Report (SY 2011-2012)
Compliance with the School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.04 (c) (11)
Compliant

Accreditation Status

Letter or license of accreditation or 

seeking accreditation (schools at 

least 5 years in operation)

Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.02 (16)
Compliant

School is working to amend 8th grade 

status

Fiduciary Duty: Board of Trustees
Compliance with School Reform Act 

Section 38-1802.05
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ENCLOSURE 2 
 

FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR (FFY) 2010 IDEA PART B LEA PERFORMANCE DETERMINATIONS 
 

LEA: Howard Road Academy Public Charter School 

Final Percentage 
Rating: 

75% 

 

Determination Level: 
 

Needs Assistance 

 

                                            SUMMARY OF EACH REQUIRED ELEMENT AND RATING ASSIGNED 

Item 
Number 

Element 

 
 

Determination 
 
 

Number of 
Points 
Earned 

1 

History, nature and length of 
time of any reported 
noncompliance (APR Indicators 
4b, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13) 

 

 Indicator 4b –in compliance 

 Indicator 9 –  in compliance 

 Indicator 10 –  in compliance 

 Indicator 11 – Not in compliance 

 Indicator 12 –  N/A  

 Indicator 13 –  N/A  
 

3 

2 

 
Information regarding timely, 
valid and reliable data 

 

 

 All data are valid and reliable and 
submitted timely 
 

4 

3a 

 
Identified noncompliance from 
on-site compliance monitoring 
and/or  focused monitoring  
(student and/or LEA level) 
 

Student-Level 

 Less than 75% of reviewed student 
files in  compliance 

LEA-Level 

 More than 5 LEA-level findings 

 
0 

 
 

0 

3b 

 
Dispute resolution findings 
(student and/or LEA level) 
 

 No dispute resolution complaints 
were filed against the LEA 

N/A 



 

 

 2 

4 

 
Outcomes of sub-recipient audit 
reports 

 

 

 Timely submission of A-133 Report (if 
applicable) –  4 

 Type of Auditor’s A-133 Report Issued 
on Compliance (if applicable) –  4 

 Significant deficiencies identified by the 
Auditor that are not a material 
weakness in the A-133 Report (if 
applicable) –  4 

 Material weaknesses identified by the 
Auditor in the A-133 Report (if 
applicable) –  4 

 Auditor’s designation as low-risk sub-
recipient in the A-133 Report (if 
applicable) –  4 

 Significant deficiencies identified by the 
Auditor that are not a material 
weakness in the annual independent 
audit –  4 

 Material weaknesses identified by the 
Auditor in the annual independent audit 
–  4 

 Noncompliance or other matters 
identified by the Auditor that is required 
to be reported under Government 
Auditing Standard –  4 

 

4  
(average 
points) 

5 
 

 
Other data available to OSSE 
regarding the LEA’s compliance 
with the IDEA, including, but not 
limited to, relevant financial data 

 

 

 Timely submission of Phase I and II  
       Applications and the sub-recipient  
       sought valid reimbursement for a  
       minimum of 45% of its IDEA,  
       Section 611 funds within the first 
       fifteen months of the FFY 2010  
       grant cycle 

 

4 

6 
Compliance with the IDEA 
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) 
requirement 

 

 LEA in compliance with the IDEA  
      Maintenance of Effort (MOE)  

              requirement and reported on MOE  
              to OSSE timely 

 

2 

7 

 
Performance on selected District 
of Columbia State Performance 
Plan (SPP) indicators 

 

 

 LEA did not meet District of  
      Columbia FFY 2010 AYP targets for 
      the disability subgroup 

 
 LEA met District of Columbia FFY 

2010 SPP Indicator 5c target of 

 
           0 
 
 
 

1 



 

 

 3 

placement of less than 26% of its 
students into separate settings  

 

8 

Evidence of correction of findings 
of noncompliance, including 
progress toward full compliance 
(points added to total score) 

 

 Less than 90% of noncompliance 
corrected within one year after the 
identification of the noncompliance 

 

0 

Total Number of Points Earned + Additional Points   18 

Total Possible Points from Applicable Elements 24 

 
Percentage of Points from Applicable Elements 

 
75% 

 



 
 

ENCLOSURE 2 
 

FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR (FFY) 2011 IDEA PART B LEA PERFORMANCE DETERMINATIONS 
 

LEA: Cedar Tree PCS  (Formerly Howard Road Academy PCS) 

Final Percentage 
Rating: 64% 

 
Determination Level: 

 
Needs Assistance 

 
                                            SUMMARY OF EACH REQUIRED ELEMENT AND RATING ASSIGNED 

Element  Element Description  

 
 

Determination 
 
 

 
Number of 

Points 
Achieved  

Number of 
Points 

Possible 

1 
History, nature and length of time of 
any reported noncompliance (APR 
Indicators 4b, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13) 

 
• Indicator 4b – not in compliance  
• Indicator 9 – in compliance 
• Indicator 10 – in compliance 
• Indicator 11 – not in compliance 
• Indicator 12 –  N/A  
• Indicator 13 –  N/A 

2 4 

2 

 
Information regarding timely, valid and 
reliable data 

 

 
• Not all data are submitted timely   

 
0 4 

3a 

 
Identified noncompliance from on-site 
compliance monitoring and/or  focused 
monitoring  
 

 
• LEA did not receive a report in FFY 

2011 as the result of an on-site 
monitoring visit  

 

N/A N/A 

3b 

 
 
Dispute resolution findings  
 

 

 
 

• No dispute resolution complaints 
were filed against the LEA 

 
 

N/A N/A 



 
 

 2 

4 

 
Outcomes of sub-recipient audit 
reports 

 

 
• Timely submission of A-133 Report (if 

applicable) – 4 points 
• Type of Auditor’s A-133 Report Issued 

on Compliance (if applicable) – 4 points 
• Significant deficiencies identified by 

the Auditor that are not a material 
weakness in the A-133 Report (if 
applicable) – 4 points 

• Material weaknesses identified by the 
Auditor in the A-133 Report (if 
applicable) – 4 points 

• Auditor’s designation as low-risk sub-
recipient in the A-133 Report (if 
applicable) – 4 points 

• Significant deficiencies identified by 
the Auditor that are not a material 
weakness in the annual independent 
audit – 4 points 

• Material weaknesses identified by the 
Auditor in the annual independent 
audit – 4 points  

• Noncompliance or other matters 
identified by the Auditor that is 
required to be reported under 
Government Auditing Standard – 4 
points  
 

 

4 (average 
points) 

4 (average 
points) 

5 
 

 
Other data available to OSSE regarding 
the LEA’s compliance with the IDEA, 
including, but not limited to, relevant 
financial data 

 

 
 
• Timely LEA submission of Phase I and 

Phase II applications and 
reimbursement for a minimum of 45% 
of its IDEA, Section 611 funds within 
the first 15 months of the FFY 2011 
grants cycle 
 

4 4 

6 Compliance with the IDEA Maintenance 
of Effort (MOE) requirement 

 
• LEA in compliance with the IDEA MOE 

requirement and LEA reported on MOE 
to OSSE timely 
 

2 2 

7 

 
Performance on selected District of 
Columbia State Performance Plan (SPP) 
indicators 

 

 
• LEA did not meet District of Columbia 

FFY 2011 AYP targets for the disability 
subgroup 
 
 

0 2 



 
 

 3 

8 
Evidence of correction of findings of 
noncompliance, including progress 
toward full compliance  

 
• 100% of noncompliance corrected as 

soon as possible, but in no case later 
than one year after the identification 
of the noncompliance 

 

2 2 

Total Number of Points Achieved  14 

Total Possible Points from Applicable Elements 22 

 
Percentage of Points Achieved from Applicable Elements 

 
64% 

 
 
 
 



	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

Appendix Q 







 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix R 



Reevaluation Student Noncompliance: FFY13 Quarter 1

Agency: Cedar Tree Academy PCS 
Initial Release Date: 8/27/2013 
Date of Notification: 9/11/2013 
Days Remaining: -35 

The percent compliant = #C/(#C + #NC) Note: NA responses are not included in calculation.

Compliance Item N= #C #NC #NA % Corrective Action

Reevaluation

Reevaluation §300.303(b)(2) 2 0 2 0 0.00% Complete the evaluation and upload into SEDS.
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