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FSG is a mission-driven consulting firm supporting leaders in creating large-scale, lasting 
social change. Through strategy, evaluation, and research we help many types of actors 
– individually and collectively – make progress against the world’s toughest problems. 

 

Our teams work across all sectors by partnering with leading foundations, businesses, 
nonprofits, and governments in every region of the globe. We seek to reimagine social 
change by identifying ways to maximize the impact of existing resources, amplifying the 
work of others to help advance knowledge and practice, and inspiring change agents 
around the world to achieve greater impact. 

 

As part of our nonprofit mission, FSG also directly supports learning communities, such 
as the Collective Impact Forum and the Shared Value Initiative, to provide the tools and 
relationships that change agents need to be successful. Learn more at www.fsg.org  
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Commonly Used Abbreviations and Definitions 

BOE – District of Columbia Board of Education: an elected body that formerly had oversight over 
DCPS and served as a second charter school authorizer, along with PCSB. Abolished in 2008 as part of 
the establishment of mayoral control, at which time all of the charter schools it had authorized were 
transferred to PCSB 
CMO – Charter Management Organization: non-profit entities that operate multiple charter schools, 
often in multiple states 

Common Lottery: a single, random lottery that determines placement for new students at all participating 
District of Columbia public charter and traditional public schools 

CREDO – Center for Research on Education Outcomes at Stanford University: an education-
focused program and policy analysis center 

DC-CAS – District of Columbia Comprehensive Assessment System: Washington, DC’s state-level 
assessment, used to measure the academic proficiency of the city’s students in a standards-based way 

DCPS – District of Columbia Public Schools: Washington, DC’s system of traditional public schools 

EMO – Educational Management Organizations: firms that provide educational services or that operate 
multiple schools, including charter schools 

Financial and Audit Review: The District of Columbia Public Charter School Board’s framework for 
measuring the financial performance and stability of charter schools in Washington, DC  

NACSA – National Association of Charter School Authorizers: an organization that works to improve 
the practice of charter school authorizers 

OSSE – Office of the State Superintendent of Education: the State Education Agency for the District 
of Columbia charged with raising the quality of education for all residents of Washington, DC 

PARCC - The Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers: a group of state-
level education agencies, including the Washington, DC OSSE, developing assessments that are aligned 
with the Common Core to replace current state-level assessments; all public schools in Washington, DC 
will begin using the PARCC assessment during the 2014-15 school year  

PCSB – The District of Columbia Public Charter School Board: the entity responsible for charter 
school authorization in Washington, DC 

PMF – Performance Management Framework: PCSB’s framework for measuring the academic 
performance of charter schools in Washington, DC 

QSR – Qualitative Site Reviews: a tool used by PCSB to gather qualitative evidence on the extent to 
which a public charter school in Washington, DC is meeting the goals and student expectations as 
described in its charter agreement 

SBOE – State Board of Education: an elected body established in 2008, has limited oversight of OSSE 
and certain other educational policies, such as graduation requirements 
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Executive Summary 

Under PCSB’s watch, DC’s charter sector and 
schools have greatly improved student 
performance, school quality, and city-wide 
access to high quality seats in recent years. 
PCSB’s transformative approach to charter 
school authorization is a model for others to 
follow. 

Charter school authorizers are entities with three 
main tasks. They 1) approve schools, 2) oversee 
schools while in operation, and 3) revoke school 
charters if they fail to meet their performance 
goals. Because charter schools are 
autonomous, authorizers, if using best practice, 
do not dictate how they operate. Instead, they 
hold schools responsible for meeting the goals 
articulated within their charter agreements.  

The impact of an effective charter school 
authorizer on student performance is illustrated 
by the strength and success of PCSB. As the 
District of Columbia’s sole authorizer, PCSB 
oversees all public charter schools in 
Washington, DC. Through a multi-faceted 
approach, PCSB ensures that schools perform 
satisfactorily (across a wide variety of academic 
measures), are financially sustainable, and 
operate as public schools that are free and open 
to all students. PCSB has developed a model of 
authorization and oversight that has improved 
the quality of Washington, DC’s charter school 
sector and led to DC public charter school 
students making significant learning gains. The 
performance of DC’s charter school sector has 

improved over each of the past several years, 
and DC charter schools significantly outperform 
the city’s traditional public schools while 
enrolling similar or higher percentages of 
educationally disadvantaged students. 
According to one study, the average student 
enrolled in a Washington, DC charter school 
receives an educational benefit equivalent to 99 
extra days of school per year compared to his or 
her peers attending the city’s traditional public 
schools.1  

PCSB’s approach is derived from its mission, 
vision, and core values. It is dedicated to 
transforming public education in Washington, 
DC and to ensuring that every student is 
provided with a quality education. PCSB gives 
DC charter schools a high degree of autonomy 
in exchange for accountability for results, and 
encourages schools to exhibit fidelity by 
requiring schools to remain faithful to their status 
as public schools and responsibility to educate 
all students equitably. 

  

                                                      
1 Center for Research on Education Outcomes. (2013). 
National Charter School Study 2013. Stanford University: 
Stanford, CA. 

The District of Columbia Public Charter School Board (PCSB) is one 
of the nation’s leading charter school authorizers. PCSB oversees 
60 Washington, DC charter schools across 109 campuses. 
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PCSB has developed highly effective practices 
for regulating charter schools that span each 
stage of the “lifecycle” of a charter school. 
PCSB’s particularly innovative practices at 
different stages of the lifecycle of a charter 
school include:  

Application and Approval: PCSB uses a 
differentiated application for operators of 
charter schools with a demonstrated track 
record of success, helping bring quality public 
charter schools to Washington, DC. 

Oversight and Evaluation: PCSB uses a series 
of multi-dimensional and complementary 
frameworks that comprehensively and 
holistically measure and hold schools 
accountable for performance. These include the 
Performance Management Framework, or PMF, 
and the Financial and Audit Review.  

Response Based on School Performance: 
PCSB closely monitors the performance of DC 
charter schools, and is committed to upholding 
its responsibility to close schools failing to meet 
their performance goals. Nearly one out of three 
charter schools ever opened in DC is now 
closed. PCSB encourages the use of asset 
acquisitions when closing schools, wherein the 
assets and students of underperforming schools 
are acquired by an organization or management  

 
 

 
team with a demonstrated record of success in 
operating charter schools. 

PCSB’s approach to charter school authorization 
and oversight has made Washington, DC home 
to one of the strongest charter school sectors in 
the nation. This case study: 

 Illustrates PCSB’s approach to charter 
school authorization and oversight; 

 Explains the philosophy behind PCSB’s 
approach;  

 Highlights PCSB’s partners and 
community stakeholders; and  

 Provides a model for authorizers to 
learn from (and entities interested in 
authorizing) 

By adapting and implementing PCSB’s 
practices, other authorizers can strengthen their 
portfolios of charter schools and the charter 
sector as a whole. State governments looking to 
create an authorizing entity, or entities, can use 
this case study as a guide when crafting 
legislation and organizational policy.  
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Introduction 

The District of Columbia Public Charter School 
Board (PCSB) is an independent body 
responsible for approving new charter schools 
and overseeing the 60 public charter schools 
across 109 campuses operating in Washington, 
DC (SY 2013-2014). As the city’s sole authorizer 
of charter schools, PCSB oversees every public 
charter school within the District of Columbia. 
PCSB is responsible for regulating Washington, 
DC’s charter school sector, but does not 
manage or have control of schools in the way 
that a central office of a traditional public school 
system does. Instead, PCSB allows charter 
schools to operate autonomously, while 
overseeing their performance. 

More than 36,000 students in Washington, DC—
44% of all public school students in the city—
attend a public charter school. The 
demographics of students attending schools 
within PCSB’s portfolio are broadly similar to 
those of their counterparts in traditional public 
schools in Washington DC, which are run by the 
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS). 
PCSB’s student body is slightly more 
economically disadvantaged than that of DCPS. 
Washington, DC’s charter school sector is highly 
effective, and its charter schools outperform the 
city’s traditional public schools.2 Please see 
page 5 for additional detail on the performance 
of charter schools in Washington, DC 

PCSB is a national leader in the field of charter 
school authorization, and uses “best in class” 
systems (as described by the National 
Association of Charter School Authorizers  

                                                      
2 Center for Research on Education Outcomes. (2013). 
National Charter School Study 2013. Stanford University: 
Stanford, CA. 

 

 
 

 
(NACSA)) to monitor, evaluate, and share 
information on the performance of the schools it 
oversees.3 PCSB was chosen as the subject of 
this case study because of its nationwide 
reputation as an effective and successful 
authorizer.  

                                                      
3 National Association of Charter School Authorizers. (2013). 
NACSA Authorizer Evaluation Report: District of Columbia 
Public Charter School Board.  

Washington, DC Public School Student Facts & 
Figures 
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This case study has three primary goals:  

1. To illustrate the importance of effective 
charter school authorization and 
oversight in improving the performance 
of the charter sector. 

2. To describe PCSB’s policies and 
practices, with an emphasis on how 
PCSB approves, oversees and 
evaluates, and responds to different 
levels of performance among the public 
charter schools in its portfolio.  

3. To highlight the innovative practices 
driving PCSB’s effectiveness and share 
best practices that other charter school 
authorizers might adapt to meet their 
needs.  

Charter schools are still a relatively new 
phenomenon, and there are few codified and 
proven practices in charter school authorization. 
This document helps fill this void; other 
authorizers can learn from PCSB’s experience 
and adopt many of PCSB’s practices with the 
goal of strengthening the charter sector.  

State governments looking to form charter 
school authorizers can learn from PCSB 
practices as well.   

PCSB’s Budget and Governance 

PCSB is governed by a Board of seven 
members who are nominated by the Mayor and 
confirmed by the Council of the District of 
Columbia. While PCSB remains independent 
from other Washington, DC governmental 
agencies, it regularly provides reporting to many 
of them, including the Deputy Mayor for 
Education, Council of the District of Columbia, 
the Office of the State Superintendent of 
Education, and the Office of the Chief Financial 
Officer. 

Most of PCSB’s funding comes from the schools 
it oversees. Until October 1st 2014, Washington, 
DC charter school law required each of the city’s 
public charter schools to allocate 0.5% of the 
per-pupil funding they receive to PCSB. 
Effective October 1st, 2014, a proposed change 
in the law increased this allocation to 1.0%. 

PCSB also receives government appropriations, 
government grants, and philanthropic support, 
which vary in amount from year to year. In total, 
PCSB’s 2013 budget was roughly $6.4 million, 
or about $175 per DC charter school student.  

Washington, DC Charter School Student Population, 1999-2013 
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The History of Public Charter Schools in 
Washington, DC 

The first charter school legislation in 
Washington, DC was a statute passed by the 
United States Congress, the District of Columbia 
School Reform Act of 1995. An amendment to 
this law created PCSB in 1996.4 PCSB became 
the second body, along with the District of 
Columbia Board of Education (BOE), that had 
the authority to open, monitor, and close public 
charter schools in Washington, DC. Enrollment 
in public charter schools in Washington, DC 
grew each year, from 160 students in 1996 to 
nearly 22,000 students in 2007. In 2007, the 
District of Columbia Public Education Reform 
Amendment Act mandated the BOE transfer all 
authorizing responsibility to PCSB, making 
PCSB the sole authorizer of public charter 
schools in Washington, DC. As a result, PCSB 
absorbed the 26 public charter schools 
previously under the authority of the Board of 
Education.5 Since then, the number of schools 
overseen by PCSB has continued to grow each 
year. 

The Impact of Authorization on Public 
Charter School Performance 

As of the 2012-13 school year, there were 
estimated to be more than 6,000 charter schools 
serving about 2.3 million students across the 
United States. The number of students enrolled 
in US charter schools grew by 80% from 2009 to 
2013, and continues to increase rapidly.6  

                                                      
4 Bolger, Carly and Justin Testerman, NACSA Authorizer 
Evaluation Report: District of Columbia Public Charter 
School Board (National Association of Charter School 
Authorizers, 2013). 
5 Friends of Choice in Urban Schools (FOCUS), 2014. 
6 Center for Research on Education Outcomes. (2013). 
National Charter School Study 2013. Stanford University: 
Stanford, CA. 

The national sector-wide results of charter 
schools are, in aggregate, fairly similar to those 
of traditional public schools. According to a 
study by the Center for Research on Education 
Outcomes at Stanford University (CREDO), on 
average, a student in a charter school 
demonstrates the equivalent of eight more 
learning days in reading than his or her peers in 
traditional public schools, while he or she has no 
statistically significant difference in math 
learning gains.7  

While the overall national performance of public 
charter schools is largely similar to that of 
traditional public schools, the variance of 
performance within charter schools is higher. 
When evaluated against the traditional public 
schools that their student populations would 
attend based on feeder patterns, CREDO found 
that 25% of charter schools posted significantly 
better results in reading and 29% in math, while 
19% posted significantly worse results in reading 
and 31% did so in math. 

Emerging research on the role of charter 
authorization confirms that authorizers play an 
important role in ensuring that public charter 
schools provide students with a quality 
education. The Brookings Institution notes “most 
practitioners and policymakers in the field 
believe that…authorizing bodies are a significant 
factor in determining the quality of public charter 
schools.”8 Similarly, CREDO concludes that 
“there is a great need for careful due diligence 
by authorizers during the approval process,” and 
“[selection of charter schools are] permitted to 
replicate matters enormously.” Though much of 
the research linking charter authorization with 

                                                      
7 Ibid. 
8 Dynarski, S., Hoxby, C., Loveless, T., Schneider, M., 
Whitehurst, G., & Witte, J., (2010). Charter Schools: A 
Report on Rethinking the Federal Role in Education. 
Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution. 
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student success is relatively recent, experts 
increasingly believe that effective charter 
authorization plays a large role in the quality of 
public charter schools, and thus in student 
success.9 

Charter authorizers are responsible for deciding 
whether charter schools may open, providing 
ongoing oversight of charter schools, granting 
charter schools permission to expand, and 
deciding whether to close charter schools. Given 
these powers to oversee the charter school 
sector and the high variance in charter school 
performance, there exists an opportunity to 
substantially improve the charter school sector 
through effective authorization and oversight. 

The Importance of Effective School Approval 
Processes and Closing Underperforming 
Schools 

It is vital that authorizers approve only the 
charters of schools that are highly likely to be 
successful. Research shows that “initial signals 
of [charter school] performance are indicative of 
later performance.”10 CREDO found that after 
five years, 80 percent of schools that started in 
the bottom performance quintile and 97 percent 
of schools that started in the highest quintile 
remained there.11 Approving only schools that 
are ready to be high-performing from their 
inception is therefore a powerful way to increase 
the likelihood that new charter seats will be–and 
remain–high quality. 

                                                      
9 Center for Research on Education Outcomes. (2013). 
Charter School Growth and Replication. Stanford University: 
Stanford, CA. 
10 Ibid. 
11 Ibid. 

Charter school authorizers also play an 
important role in ensuring that the schools they 
approve are continually successful in educating 
students. Authorizers generally have the 
authority to close charter schools that fail to 
meet the goals they establish in their charter 
agreements or fail to comply with financial and 
legal requirements. By closing underperforming 
schools, charter authorizers can improve the 
charter school sector in their jurisdiction.12 A 
CREDO report found that if any one of a number 
of strategic charter school closure efforts were 
made, the charter school sector would improve 
its performance significantly.13 These changes 
could lead to charter school students gaining 
anywhere from 13 to 36 additional days of 
learning per year compared with students in 
traditional public schools.14 

 

 

                                                      
12 Ibid. 
13 The efforts examined by CREDO ranged from the closure 
of all charter schools with academic growth less than .04 
standard deviations below the average to the closure of all 
charter schools with lower academic growth than traditional 
public schools. 
14 Ibid. 
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Charter school authorizers can also play a 
critical role in ensuring illegal or improper 
activities are minimized. Charter schools in 
some jurisdictions have been accused of poorly 
serving students with disabilities or English 
language learners, fiscal mismanagement, 
failing to admit disadvantaged students, 
practicing religion, and many other actions 
inconsistent with their roles and obligations as 
public schools. Effective authorizers ensure 
charter schools do not engage in these illegal or 
improper activities without unduly encroaching 
on school autonomy. 

PCSB’s Results 

PCSB has generated impressive results. As 
measured by CREDO, students enrolled in 
Washington, DC charter schools receive, on 
average, an educational benefit equivalent to 99 
extra days of school per year compared to their 
peers attending the city’s traditional public  

 
 

 
 

 
schools.15 Furthermore, the aggregated results 
of the city’s charter sector on the DC 
Comprehensive Assessment System (DC-CAS), 
Washington, DC’s state examination used to 
measure state progress toward achieving the 
goals set forth by the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, have improved over 
time. In 2008, less than 50% of students scored 
proficient or advanced in math and reading; in 
2013, nearly 59% of students scored proficient 
or advanced in math and 53% of students 
scored proficient or advanced in reading. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
15 Center for Research on Education Outcomes. (2013). 
Charter School Growth and Replication. Stanford University: 
Stanford, CA. 

Performance of Washington, DC charter schools on the DC-CAS examination, 2007-2013 
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Washington DC’s charter schools are also 
making progress against goals established by 
PCSB. Between 2011 and 2013, the number of 
seats in schools in PCSB’s top tier (Tier 1) of 
charter school performance, as measured by the 
Performance Management Framework (PMF), a 
tool developed by PCSB to evaluate the 
academic performance of the schools it 
oversees, grew by more than 25%, while the 
number of seats in schools in PCSB’s lowest tier 
of charter school performance (Tier 3) declined 
by more than 30%. PCSB also reports the 
schools it oversees are becoming increasingly 
financially sustainable. For example, from 2011 
to 2012, the number of charter schools with 
reportable audit findings, which indicate a 
potentially serious issue with school finances, 
dropped by more than 50%. PCSB also reports 
an increase in fiscally high-performing schools, a 
decrease in fiscally low-performing schools, and 
a decrease in the number of schools closed 
based on over time. 

Students and families are taking notice of the 
success of the city’s charter sector and demand 
for charter schools remains high. During the 
2013-14 school year, 44% of Washington, DC’s 
public school students attended a public charter 
school, and there were more than 7,000 
individual students on one or more District of  

 
 

 
Columbia charter school waiting lists in April 
2014. As many students are on multiple waiting 
lists, the waiting lists of all District of Columbia 
public charter schools included more than 
18,000 names.  

The strong charter sector in DC has contributed 
to a renaissance in public education in the 
nation’s capital. After several years of public 
school enrollment declines, enrollment across 
the city (at charters and DCPS) began to climb 
during the 2009-10 school year, and has grown 
by more than 12,000 students since that time.16 
The competition from charter schools has 
contributed to dramatic improvements at DCPS, 
where two strong Chancelors have made that 
system one of the fastest improving large urban 
districts in the country. DC is now in the enviable 
position of seeing both its publc charter schools 
and traditional public schools adding students 
and improving proficiency rates each year. 

PCSB’s effective authorization and oversight of 
charter schools in Washington, DC drives the 
success of the city’s charter sector. Because 
PCSB has been highly successful, other 
authorizers and stakeholders in the charter 
school sector stand to learn from its practices 
and experiences. 

                                                      
16 Office of the State Superintendent of Education, “SY 2031-
14 General Education Enrollment: Final Enrollment Audit,” 
2014. 

Change in tier of Washington, DC charter school seats, 2011-2013 
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Common Critiques of Charter Schools and 
PCSB’s Approach to Addressing Them 

Since their emergence, charter schools have 
attracted criticism. Three common critiques of 
charter schools are that they 1) “cream” top 
students, or select students that are 
academically strong while not accepting lower-
achieving or disadvantaged ones; 2) they use 
disciplinary procedures to drive the lower-
performing students they do enroll out of their 
schools; and, because students and families 
must opt-in to charter schools, 3) the students in 
charter schools come from a self-selecting group 
of families that are heavily invested in ensuring 
their children receive a high-quality education.  

PCSB works to not only improve the 
performance of the charter sector, but also to 
address the criticisms—whether firmly grounded 
or not—levied against charter schools. PCSB 
encourages the schools it oversees to use the 
same enrollment process and timeline as the 
traditional public schools to make the enrollment 
process as easy as possible on all of the city’s 
students and families. PCSB carefully reviews 
schools’ marketing materials to remove any 
language that might discourage applicants. It 
also prohibits all elements of an application that 
could dissuade a student or family from 
applying, such as submitting essays, indicating if 
the child has a disability, or providing a student 
transcript (transcripts can be requested after a 
student is admitted). PCSB also employs 
“mystery shoppers” to contact public charter 
schools posing as a parent of a student with 
disabilities to ensure schools are not telling 
parents their child is not welcome at the school. 

PCSB effectively communicates the process for 
enrolling in public charter schools to the 
community, making it easier for interested 
families to opt-in to charter schools.                
 
 

 
This communication helps ensure that DC’s 
charter school sector is not comprised of a 
subset of students coming from families that are 
invested in ensuring their children receive a 
strong education. To further make charter 
schools accessible to all students and families, 
PCSB played an important role in the 
development of a city-wide common lottery, 
which includes public charter and traditional 
public schools, as a way of making it easier for 
all families to access and enroll in charter 
schools. Out of respect for school autonomy 
PCSB made participation in the common lottery 
voluntary, but virtually all schools participated. 

PCSB also makes a dedicated effort to attract 
and authorize charter schools with a declared 
mission of serving the city’s most disadvantaged 
students. For example, PCSB recently approved 
a charter school that focuses on educating foster 
children, and oversees several schools with a 
mission of serving significant numbers of 
students with disabilities. While PCSB generally 
does not provide technical assistance to schools 
because it believes that doing so violates school 

Critiques of charter schools and PCSB’s 
approach to addressing them 
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autonomy, PCSB makes an explicit exception in 
the area of special education, which it does to 
ensure all schools are able to effectively serve 
students with disabilities. 

Beginning in 2012, PCSB began addressing 
high levels of suspensions and expulsions by 
making public individual school-level discipline 
data. In an effort to reduce the use of these 
methods of discipline, PCSB also created 
forums for schools with low numbers of 
suspensions and expulsions to share and 
discuss their practices with schools using 
suspensions and expulsions more frequently. 
PCSB also began reviewing individual school 
discipline policies and discouraging the use of 
“zero tolerance” policies. 

These efforts, taken together, have substantially 
limited DC charter schools’ ability to “cream” 
students and have resulted in a charter sector 
that is broadly viewed as serving similar 
populations to the city’s traditional public 
schools. PCSB demonstrates that charter school 
authorizers are able to regulate and improve the 
performance of the charter sector in their 
jurisdiction in multiple ways. They can buttress 
the academic performance of the sector through 
rigorous application processes and closing 
schools when necessary, and they can address 
practices for which charter schools have been 
criticized through transparency and active 
communication and community outreach. The 
gains that result from effective charter 
authorization may improve both the quality of the 
charter sector and the public perception of the 
sector.  
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PCSB's Vision and Values 

PCSB guides its work with a clear vision and 
strong values. PCSB’s stated vision is “to lead 
the transformation of public education in 
Washington, DC, and serve as a national role 
model for charter school authorizing and 
accountability.”17 In implementing this vision, 
PCSB upholds three core values: quality, 
accountability with autonomy, and fidelity. 

The first value, quality, is of paramount 
importance to PCSB. Scott Pearson, PCSB’s 
Executive Director, explains: “developing a 
quality charter school sector is everything to us. 
This determines whether the life trajectories of 
Washington, DC’s children will be improved by 
our schools.” 

PCSB deploys a set of complementary 
strategies to improve the quality of the schools it 
oversees. It seeks to simultaneously decrease 
the number of low-quality seats and increase the 
number of high-quality seats in the Washington, 
DC charter sector, and by doing both improve 
the sector’s overall quality more rapidly.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
17 PCSB, About the District of Columbia Public Charter 
School Board, 2014. 

 

 

 
The mechanisms it uses to accomplish this 
include: 

 Closing underperforming schools 
 Providing clear data and information 

that spurs all public charter schools 
to improve 

 Opening high-quality, new public 
charter schools 

 Encouraging and enabling high-
quality public charter schools to 
educate more students by raising 
enrollment ceilings or opening new 
campuses 

PCSB does not seek to increase the number of 
public charter schools or seats in Washington, 
DC. Instead, it seeks to increase the number of 
high-quality charter seats in the city and improve 
the average quality of each charter seat in the 
city over time. 

PCSB also believes in giving its schools a high 
degree of autonomy, and defending this 
autonomy against often well-meaning efforts by 
Washington, DC agencies or the City Council. 
One of the primary reasons charter schools exist 
is to find new solutions to problems in public 
education. In line with this purpose, they are 
often innovative by nature, and, as Naomi 
DeVeaux, PCSB’s Deputy Director, explains: 
“authorizers must respect charter school 
autonomy or we’re going to fall back to the same 
approaches to education that we have been 
using for decades.” PCSB therefore grants its 
charter schools a high degree of autonomy and 
even protects its charter schools from 
intervention from other government entities or 
organizations. For example, PCSB’s 
Communications Department has a Government 
Relations Liaison position that helps coordinate 
PCSB’s support of charter schools against 

“Developing a quality charter school sector is 
everything to us. This determines where the 
life trajectories of Washington, DC’s children 
will be improved by our schools.” 
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PCSB’s basic and innovative practices throughout a school’s lifecycle 

compliance with requests or regulations that 
may not be legally applicable to them.  

PCSB believes this autonomy brings with it 
responsibilities. Because Washington, DC’s 
charter schools are given a great deal of 
autonomy, they are held strictly accountable for 
their results. PCSB grants successful charter 
schools even more freedom and encourages 
them to grow or expand, while requiring that 
struggling schools either show improvement or 
close. This careful balance, between maintaining 
accountability and respecting autonomy, is one 
that PCSB works hard to uphold.  

PCSB’s commitment to autonomy is critical to its 
success, because by refraining from mandating 
how charter schools operate, PCSB enables 
them to focus their energies on delivering quality 

education to their students rather than 
complying with policies and procedures. 
Protecting school autonomy also allows PCSB 
to concentrate its own resources in areas where 
it is most effective, as it focuses its efforts on 
oversight and evaluation of charter schools in 
Washington, DC rather than the operations of 
the schools it oversees. Finally, PCSB’s 
commitment to protecting school autonomy 
makes closing underperforming schools 
somewhat easier, as failing schools cannot 
claim that technical assistance, advice, or 
interference from PCSB contributed to their poor 
performance. 

PCSB’s third value, fidelity, describes equitable 
treatment of all students and prospective 
students by Washington, DC’s charter schools. 
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PCSB takes seriously the responsibility of its 
schools to enroll and educate all students, 
regardless of their academic ability, status as a 
special education student or English language 
learner, ethnicity, or gender. By working to 
ensure the schools it oversees are providing a 
high-quality education to all of their students, 
PCSB creates an environment in which charter 
schools in Washington, DC are faithful to their 
status as public schools. 

 

PCSB incorporates this vision and these values 
into all of its work and uses them to guide all of 
its interactions with the schools in its portfolio. In 
following its commitment to its vision and values, 
PCSB goes above and beyond its duties as a 
regulatory body responsible for overseeing 
Washington DC’s charter sector; it develops 
highly innovative practices in service of 
advancing the charter school sector, both in 
Washington, DC and nationally. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PCSB uses both basic and highly innovative 
practices to manage its portfolio of charter 
schools at each of three key points in their 
lifecycle of a charter school, including the 
application and approval process, oversight and 
evaluation, and PCSB’s response based on the 
school’s performance. Much of PCSB’s success 
is derived from its consistent, disciplined, and 
highly effective use of basic practices, which 
provide a strong foundation for effective charter 
authorization. While these basic practices are at 
the core of PCSB’s approach, the organization’s 
concurrent use of innovative practices makes it 
even more effective. Both PCSB’s basic and 
innovative practices provide examples other 
authorizers may seek to replicate. PCSB’s 
practices at key points in the lifecycle of a 
charter school are detailed in the chart below, 
and explained in detail in the next three sections 
of this document.  

 



Application and Approval Process 

14 

 

Applications received and approved by PCSB, 2011-12 to 2014-15

Application and Approval 
Process 

PCSB’s approach to ensuring the schools in its 
portfolio are high-quality begins with its 
application process. PCSB’s guiding principles 
for evaluating potential applicants create a 
healthy tension as PCSB believes that it should 
award charters to schools that are both 1) 
innovative and 2) demonstrate through research 
that they will be high-performing and able to be 
“Tier 1 (as measured by PCSB’s Performance 
Management Framework (PMF)) on Day 1” 
(please see page 22 for additional detail on the 
PMF). Early indications of a school’s academic 
performance are, generally speaking, accurate 
predictors of future performance. By only 
approving charter schools it has strong reason 
to believe will succeed, PCSB improves its 
overall portfolio of charter schools by adding 
schools that start—and are likely to remain—
high-performing. By only opening schools that 
are likely to succeed, PCSB also avoids 
expending time and resources to oversee and 
potentially close under-performing schools. 

While PCSB’s application process is quite  
rigorous, its staff members work to make the  
 

 
 
 
 
 

process as straightforward as possible by clearly 
explaining requirements, due dates, and other 
aspects of the application to potential applicants. 
Doing so ensures that high-potential applicants 
are not discouraged from applying by a 
complicated or unclear application process.  
PCSB uses two different application processes. 
The first is for “New Charter School Start Ups,” 
or organizations or individuals opening a charter 
school for the first time. The second is for 
“Experienced Operators,” defined as 
organizations that already operate charter 
schools. While there are differences in the ways 
each of these applications are evaluated, the 
general process they follow is similar. Please 
see page 16 for additional detail on the 
differences between these two applications. 

PCSB does not establish a target for the rate at 
which it approves applications to open charter 
schools. Instead, it approves applications for 
schools that it believes will be successful, and 
does not approve applications for schools that it 
does not believe will be successful. Data on 
PCSB’s applications received and approval 
rates is included in the chart below.  
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Step 1: Guideline Preparation and 
Dissemination 

PCSB begins preparing for the application 
process by reviewing the guidelines for the 
previous year and revising for clarity and 
purpose. PCSB seeks feedback from recently 
approved applicant groups, charter support 
organizations that help applicants complete 
charter petitions, and reviewers. PCSB aims to 
release the guidelines for applying to start a 
charter school at least four months prior to when 
after petitions are due. In addition to publicizing 
the application timeline and all application 
materials through its website and presence on 
social media, PCSB conducts several 
opportunities for prospective applicants to learn 
about the charter petition process—both in 
person and through webinars. PCSB also makes  

 

itself available to inquiries about the application 
process, helping prospective applicants 
understand how they apply to start charter 
schools in Washington, DC.  

Step 2: Internal Calibration  

Once the application guidelines are released, 
PCSB conducts a reviewer “norming session,” 
where more experienced evaluators of 
applications familiarize newer staff with the 
application evaluation rubric and all reviewers 
evaluate sample applications. These evaluations 
are then discussed, helping newer staff 
understand how veteran staff members would 
have evaluated the application and what drove 
those decisions. This process helps PCSB 
standardize its evaluation of applications and 
mitigate subjectivity in application evaluation. 
PCSB ensures that its reviewers of applications 

PCSB’s Application and Approval Process 

PCSB’s application and approval process has eight steps, which are depicted in the graphic below. 
After completing these eight steps and beginning operations, a school may need to amend its charter 
agreement while it is operating. 
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include staff with background in all areas probed 
in the petition guidelines including: special 
education, finance, curriculum, instruction, 
educating English language learners, and legal 
compliance.  

Step 3: Written Application 

Whether an applicant is developing a new 
school or responding to the experienced 
operator guidelines that are used to replicate 
existing schools, the written application consists 
of three main sections: an educational plan, a 
business plan, and an operations plan. The first 
section of the educational plan requires 
applicants to share their school’s mission and 
educational philosophy. Applicants must also 
share their proposed academic and mission-
specific goals and a framework for measuring 
the school’s progress against these goals. 
PCSB encourages, but does not require, 
schools to adopt goals aligned with the 

Performance Management Framework (PMF) 
(please see page 22 for additional detail on the 
PMF). Applicants describe how their students 
will reach these goals through a detailed 
articulation of the proposed school’s curriculum, 
including a sections highlighting the school’s 
methods of instruction, the resources and 
instructional materials will be required, and how 
the curriculum will suit and be adapted and 
differentiated to meet the needs of English 
language learners, students with disabilities, and 
students significantly below or above grade 
level. If the school is approved, the goals in the 
school’s academic plan will become the goals 
the school is held accountable for achieving, and 
the school’s continued ability to operate will 
hinge upon its ability to achieve them. 

 

  

Sample application and approval timetables from previous cycles 
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The second section of the written application is 
the business plan for the proposed school. In 
this section, applicants provide background on 
the school’s founders as well as proof of either 
current or pending 501(c)3 status. Applicants 
submit detailed information about the proposed 
school’s projected finances, including 
information about revenue streams and 
accounting and audit practices. Information 
about the school facility, such as required 
renovations and handicap accessibility, is also 
required. Finally, the applicant submits a 
recruitment plan describing how the school will 
meet its enrollment targets.  

The final section of the written application is the 
operations plan, in which applicants provide 
detail on a number of logistical issues impacting 
the feasibility of the school. This section of the 
application requires information pertaining to the 
timetable for registering and enrolling students 
and on the school’s staff and organizational 
structure. To complete the written application, 
the applicant provides a number of other 
documents, which include, but are not limited to, 
projected budgets, articles of incorporation, a 
conflict of interest form, and résumés of the 
school’s proposed Board of Directors.  

While the written application is quite lengthy and 
requires applicants to provide highly detailed 
information, it is designed to be user-friendly. It 
contains specific instructions on how to 
complete each item and also includes a 
complete table of contents, FAQ section, and 
appendix. PCSB also makes itself available for 
conversations with applicants to discuss the 
application and to answer questions.  

Step 4: Capacity Interview 

Once an application is submitted and 
determined to be complete, PCSB begins its 
evaluation process. Each application is reviewed 

by a unique evaluation team comprised largely 
of PCSB’s own staff, but may be supplemented 
by outside experts selected because of their 
expertise in specific areas that align with a 
proposed school’s educational approach or 
philosophy (e.g., use of blended learning). A 
member of PCSB’s School Performance 
Department team serves as the facilitator of 
each evaluation team. The facilitator is 
responsible for building consensus among the 
reviewers, providing technical assistance to 
reviewers, and for ensuring that the application 
reviews are completed according to PCSB’s 
timetable and in accordance with PCSB’s 
standards. Each review team also has a team 
lead, who manages the application review 
process on a day-to-day basis, and two 
secondary reviewers, all of whom read the 
application in full and give a rating of “meets 
expectations,” “partially meets expectations,” or 
“does not meet expectations.” PCSB’s Executive 
Director, Deputy Director, Director of Operations 
and Finance, and Special Education Specialists 
each read every application. Once all of the 
reviews have been completed, they are 
compiled in preparation for a capacity interview. 
During this interview, in which PCSB’s staff 
members speak with up to five founding 
members of the proposed school, PCSB asks 
questions about the application, specifically on 
items that were rated as “partially meets 
expectations.” After the defense day, PCSB staff 
change any “partially meets expectations” 
ratings to either “meets expectations” or “does 
not meet expectations.” 

Step 5: Site Visit 

If an applicant already has one or more schools 
in operation, PCSB’s staff and Board visit these 
schools. This may be an existing DC public 
school or private school that the applicant is 
seeking to convert to a charter school, or an 
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existing public charter school in another state 
that the applicant is seeking to replicate in 
Washington, DC. PCSB has three primary 
objectives for these site visits. First, it looks at 
the quality of the existing school to understand 
whether it is operating at the high level required 
to gain approval, and whether that success 
could be replicated in a charter school in 
Washington, DC. Second, PCSB ensures that 
what is written in the application about the 
existing school or schools reflects reality. Third, 
PCSB seeks answers to other specific questions 
that are raised during the application review 
process.  

Step 6: Public Hearing  

Each group applying to start a charter school is 
also granted a public hearing with PCSB’s 
Board. At this hearing, the applying school gives 
a brief introduction, which is followed by Q&A 
with the Board. The public can then provide 
either written or verbal testimony that PCSB’s 
staff incorporates into its review of the 
application. PCSB’s General Counsel, Nicole 
Streeter, explains the importance of the public 
hearing: “we are stewards of public resources 
and exist to serve the public…it’s important that 
we hear and consider the community’s voice.” 

Step 7: Defense Day 

The final decision to approve or deny 
applications is made by PCSB’s Board. 
However, prior to each vote, PCSB’s staff 
advises the Board on the strengths and 
weaknesses of each application. All staff 
involved in application reviews participate in a 
day-long meeting, known as “Defense Day,” to 
prepare their advice to the Board. On Defense 
Day, PSCB’s staff members voice their 
recommendations as to how the Board should 
vote on each application and answer numerous 
questions from other staff members to help 

clarify the reasons informing their assessment of 
each application’s strengths and weaknesses. 
PCSB’s staff are encouraged to challenge each 
other, and to provide evidence from the 
applications, site visits, and capacity interviews 
in support of their opinions. Staff also question 
whether standards are being applied equally to 
all applicants. Defense Day discussions often 
surface conflicting values held by reviewers – for 
example, between a desire to screen out all but 
the most solid applications against an inclination 
to take a chance on a bold, innovative, and 
unproven proposal that has the potential to be 
highly successful. The goal is to produce a 
robust, defensible, evidence-based, and fair set 
of recommendations that reflect the shared 
values and collective expertise of PCSB’s staff. 

Step 8: Board Vote 

After Defense Day, the Board takes the staff 
recommendations under consideration and 
makes its final decisions at a public meeting. At 
this meeting, the Board also provides the 
rationale informing its decisions and, if 
applicable, the conditions schools must meet 
prior to opening. The Board generally, but not 
always, follows the recommendations of PCSB’s 
staff.  
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Step 9: Follow Up 

Feedback 

Once the application decisions have been made, 
PCSB notifies each applicant of its decision in 
writing. Approved applicants are sent their 
decision along with the conditions under which 
the school may open, and applicants that are not 
approved are given their decision along with a 
list of findings informing PCSB’s decision. Some 
applicants that were not approved have acted on 
feedback provided by PCSB and successfully 
reapplied in subsequent years. 

Approval and Charter Authorization 

After PCSB’s Board votes in favor of opening a 
new school, that school, with PCSB’s help, 
addresses the conditions imposed by PCSB and 
finalizes its charter agreement. The charter 
agreement is the legal document that contains 
the school’s mission, structure, and 
responsibilities. It also includes the charter 
school’s goals, which the school must meet to 
have its charter renewed. Since a school’s goals 
directly affect its ability to operate, schools and 
PSCB often discuss and negotiate them in great 
detail. At times, applicants will propose goals 
that are unrealistically high. Unrealistic goals are 
problematic because they can lead to schools 
that are successful by most standards closing as 
a result of failing to meet their own goals. At 
other times, schools will propose goals that are 
too modest. This is also troublesome, because it 
may enable the school to meet its goals and 
continue operating without providing a high-
quality education. As it evaluates a school’s 
proposed goals, PCSB draws upon its 
experience and compares the proposed goals 
with state standards to ensure they are rigorous, 
but realistic. 

 

Charter Amendments 

Once schools are fully operational, they may 
amend their charter agreements. Amendments 
to a school’s charter agreement are required for 
major changes, such as a modification of the 
school’s mission or goals, as well as for smaller 
changes, such as an increase in enrollment 
ceiling. Amendments are fairly common; nearly 
all of PCSB’s schools have requested an 
amendment to their charter agreement at some 
point in their existence. The process is 
somewhat analogous to the initial charter 
approval process. Just as PCSB must be 
rigorous in approving a school to ensure that the 
school is able to effectively serve community of 
students, it must ensure that amendments to the 
school’s charter will allow the school to continue 
to serve, or to better serve, its students. PCSB 
therefore looks closely at past performance and 
the feasibility of the request when negotiating 
charter amendments. For large-scale changes, 
such as a modification of the school’s goals, 
PCSB will hold a public hearing that will help 
inform its decision.  

PCSB uses charter amendments to help achieve 
its goal of increasing the number of high-quality 
charter seats in Washington, DC. Because a 
school must amend its charter to increase its 
enrollment ceiling, begin serving additional 
grades, or open an additional campus, the only 
way for a school to serve additional students is 
through a charter amendment. As a result, 
PCSB is able to use charter amendments as a 
mechanism to enable high-quality schools to 
serve additional students and prevent schools 
that are not of high quality from expanding their 
enrollment. PCSB’s effective management of the 
charter amendment process enables it to 
selectively grow the number of seats in effective 
schools, improving the overall quality of its 
portfolio of schools. 
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For a sample Washington, DC charter school 
amendment, please see Appendix A. 

Innovation in charter school authorization: 
differentiated applications for experienced 
operators 

PCSB uses two separate processes for 
evaluating applications. The first is for “New 
Charter School Start Ups,” which are defined as 
organizations or individuals without three or 
more years of experience operating a charter 
school. The second is for “Experienced 
Operators,” organizations with a demonstrated 
record of success in operating one or more 
charter schools over three or more years. This 
two-track application process allows PCSB to 
use applications that are more relevant to each 
type of applicant. New Charter School Start Ups 
are evaluated by how well they can articulate a 
comprehensive educational, business and 
operational plan, while Experienced Operators 
are scrutinized on the success of their other 
schools and how appropriate their approach will 
be in the context of Washington, DC 

The written application for Experienced 
Operators is similar to that used by the New 
School Start Ups. However, the educational plan 
for Experienced Operators places a greater 
emphasis on understanding and serving the 
specific demographics and community that will 
house the proposed school, as PCSB seeks to 
attract experienced operators that not only have 
a proven track record of success, but also have 
a plan for how to appropriately modify their 
model to best serve Washington, DC. In the 
business plan, Experienced Operators are 
required to provide detailed information about 
the track record of their other schools, including 
performance data, financial data, and qualitative 
information about the successes of their existing 
schools. When evaluating applications from 
Experienced Operators, PCSB also will solicit 

input from the National Association of Charter 
School Authorizers, which provides information 
on the applicant’s schools in other geographies. 
PCSB uses this information to ensure the 
applicant is accurately representing itself and its 
schools.  

Development of PCSB’s Experienced Operator 
application track was motivated by PCSB’s goal 
of reducing complexity associated with the 
application process and to signal nationally that 
PCSB was interested in receiving applications 
from operators with demonstrated success in 
other geographies. This application track is 
designed to minimize the burden it places on 
operators of charter schools who are not based 
in DC by focusing less on their community 
connections and their future plans, instead 
focusing more on their track record of success. 
By developing a differentiated process for these 
organizations to apply to start a charter school in 
Washington, DC, PCSB attracts high-performing 
schools that have the potential to improve the 
city’s charter sector. 

For PCSB’s application guidelines, please see 
Appendix B. 
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Oversight and Evaluation 

PCSB takes an active approach to monitoring its 
schools’ academic and financial performance, as 
well as how well its schools comply with legal 
standards and PCSB requirements. PCSB uses 
seven tools to oversee schools: 

1. Performance Management Framework: 
Measures academic performance 

2. Financial and Audit Review Framework: 
Measures financial health 

3. Equity Reports: Measure commitment to 
fidelity 

4. Qualitative site reviews: Measures 
teaching and governance 

5. Epicenter document uploads: Tracks 
compliance with PCSB policy 

6. Mystery caller program: Gauges treatment 
of students with disabilities 

7. Daily data collection: Tracks many 
measures in real-time 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
1. The Performance Management 

Framework 

PCSB’s Performance Management Framework 
(PMF) is the primary tool by which PCSB 
measures the academic performance of each 
charter school in Washington, DC. The PMF is 
used to evaluate each school in PCSB’s portfolio 
every year, including years when schools are 
not up for charter review or renewal. As such, it 
provides a regular update on each school’s 
academic progress. Although the specific 
measures that comprise the PMF vary for 
different school levels and school types, the 
same five domains of performance are used for 
all schools:  

 

 

 

 

 

PCSB’s approach to oversight and evaluation 
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Explanation of the PMF methodology 
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1. Student Progress: an evaluation of 
individual students’ academic 
improvement over time. Improvement 
over time is measured by growth in each 
student scores on the reading and math 
sections of the District of Columbia 
Comprehensive Assessment System 
(DC-CAS), the standardized 
examination given by OSSE to all 
District of Columbia public school 
students.18 Student progress does not 
measure student proficiency, but 
instead, growth in student results over 
time.19 

2. Student Achievement: an evaluation of 
academic performance in the year 
measured. Whereas student progress 
measures the growth of student results 
at Washington, DC charter schools over 
time, student achievement measures 
the percentage of students scoring 
proficient or advanced at a specific point 
in time, and does not account for 
growth. For high schools, performance 
on Advanced Placement and 
International Baccalaureate 

                                                      
18 Washington, DC is a member of the Partnership for the 
Assessment of Readiness for College and Career (PARCC) 
Consortium. All public schools in the city, including charter 
schools, will switch to the PARCC assessment for the city’s 
state-level assessment of reading and math in school year 
2014-15. 
19 Growth over time is measured using a technique called 
“median growth percentile,” which is calculated through a 
two-step process. First, a student growth percentile is 
calculated for each student at the school by comparing that 
student’s growth to his or her academic peers, or students 
starting from the same level of academic achievement. 
Then, the median of all the growth percentiles for students at 
the school is calculated. This number is the school’s median 
growth percentile. This measure was selected because it 
allows for meaningful comparisons of growth of groups of 
students, even when the groups being measured represent 
different populations. For more information on student and 
median growth percentiles, please see "A Primer on Student 
Growth Percentiles," authored by Damian W. Betebenner 
from the The Center for Assessment. 

examinations is also factored into the 
score.  

3. Gateway Indicators: an evaluation of 
academic performance in specific 
subjects that predict future academic 
success and/or college and career 
readiness. Metrics used to evaluate 
performance in this domain include DC-
CAS results for 3rd grade reading for 
elementary schools, DC-CAS results for 
8th grade math for middle schools, and 
11th grade PSAT performance, 12th 
grade SAT performance, and college 
acceptance rate for high schools. 

4. Leading Indicators: an evaluation of 
performance in specific predictors of 
future student progress and 
achievement. These criteria include 
attendance and re-enrollment rates in all 
schools as well as the percentage of 9th 
grade students completing sufficient 
credits to be on-track to graduate within 
4 years in high schools. 

5. Mission-Specific Measures: an 
evaluation of performance in criteria 
tailored specifically to each school to 
incorporate differences in the missions 
and methods of Washington, DC’s 
charter schools. In the past, the 
evaluations of early childhood and adult 
education charter schools were based 
entirely on these measures.  
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Within each domain, data on between one and 
four metrics is compiled and used to calculate 
the percentage of possible points a school earns 
in that domain. In most cases, schools earn the 
maximum number of points in a category if their 
results are at or above the 90th percentile of 
results from all DC charter schools, and no 
points in a category if their results are below the 
10th percentile of all results from DC charter 
schools. For example, a school in the 92nd 
percentile for attendance rate would be above 
the 90th percentile of all charter schools for  

 

 

attendance, and so would earn all of the 
possible points for attendance.   

The scores of each domain are then added to 
find a school’s overall score, which ranges from 
0-100. These overall scores are used to assign 
schools to performance tiers, which span high-
performing (Tier 1) mid-performing (Tier 2) and 
low-performing (Tier 3) schools.   

Sample pages from the PMF 
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Each tier is composed of schools with the 
following overall score: 

 Tier 1: 65-100 
 Tier 2: 35-64.9 
 Tier 3: 0-34.9 

This straightforward, easy-to-understand, 
system clearly and simply communicates 
whether schools are high, middle, or low-
performing. This designation cuts through the 
complex methodology used to calculate a 
school’s score, and provides an accessible 
assessment of a school’s performance. PCSB 
makes public PMF results for all schools, 
allowing parents or other interested parties to go 
beyond the summary PMF score to better 
understand the nuances of each school’s 
academic performance.  

Washington, DC is unique in that it has both 
early childhood public charter schools and adult 
education charter schools. Because these 
schools do not offer a standardized state-wide 
assessment, PCSB has developed specialized 
PMFs for tracking the performance of these 
schools. The Early Childhood Performance 
Management Framework (EC PMF) is used for 
schools with grades spanning from three year-
old pre-kindergarten through third grade, and is 
applied to schools that terminate at the 
conclusion of third grade or earlier. The EC PMF 
is more flexible than the PMF for elementary, 
middle, and high schools, and reflects the many 
models used by schools focusing on early 
childhood education and the broad array of 
assessments given. Domains that are examined 
using the EC PMF include math, literacy 
achievement, and optional social and emotional 
indicators. 

The Adult Education Performance Management 
Framework (AE PMF) uses a series of metrics 
more appropriate for adult education programs 

than those that are used by traditional PK-12 
schools. The domains it measures are student 
progress, career and college readiness, mission-
specific indicators of success, student 
achievement, and post-school outcomes, such 
as securing employment or matriculation to a 
college, university, or vocational program. 

PCSB has also taken steps to change the way it 
evaluates alternative charter schools, or charter 
schools with populations that are substantially 
different from the student population of 
Washington, DC as a whole. Alternative schools 
serve PK-12 students, and a high percentage of 
their students must meet one or more criteria of 
“at-risk” students, (e.g., the student is currently 
under court supervision, the student is a high-
needs special education student). Alternative 
schools must also have an explicitly-stated 
mission of serving at-risk or high-needs special 
education students. Because alternative schools 
have unique missions and challenging student 
populations, PCSB negotiates appropriate goals 
with each alternative charter school in 
Washington, DC, and assesses schools on their 
progress against these specific goals. 

Initial Resistance to the PMF and Approach 
to Soliciting Input from School Leaders 

The development of the PMF was a lengthy 
process, during which PCSB came to 
understand and embrace the importance of 
engaging schools when developing frameworks 
for evaluating their performance. The first 
version of the PMF PCSB presented to charter 
schools was not well-received. Schools had not 
been engaged as PCSB developed the 
framework, and objected to both the process 
through which the first version of the PMF was 
developed and to many of the specific metrics it 
used to gauge school performance. Dr. Clara 
Hess, PCSB’s Director of Human Capital and 
Strategic Initiatives, explains: “schools weren’t 
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afforded a chance to provide input as we 
developed the PMF, and many didn’t fully 
understand what the framework sought to 
accomplish. As a result, we received a great 
deal of resistance as we began to launch it.” 

In response to schools objecting to the PMF, 
PCSB delayed the rollout of the PMF by a year 
and made substantial changes based on school 
input. Dr. Hess notes: “I went to schools and met 
with school leaders, not only to share our 
thinking, but also to hear their suggestions.” 
PCSB also engaged school leaders through 
webinars, by sharing meeting notes, and by 
continually soliciting suggestions as to how the 
PMF could be improved. This engagement built 
school-level buy-in for the PMF, as school 
leaders were provided opportunities to improve 
the accuracy and usefulness of the framework. 
As a result, schools felt more invested in the 
PMF, and were more willing to have the PMF 
serve as the primary system by which their 
academic performance is evaluated. This 
engagement of school leaders made the PMF a 
more valid and a better measure of school 
performance. 

As a result of the lessons PCSB learned when 
developing and implementing the PMF, it 
created task forces of school leaders that it 
engages when contemplating modifications to its 
oversight frameworks or the development of new 
frameworks. The input of these task forces helps 
ensure school leaders are in agreement with 
and committed to the frameworks. 

Please see Appendix C for sample PMF reports 
for elementary, middle, and high schools, as well 
as early childhood and adult education 
programs.  

 

 

2. The Financial and Audit Review 
Framework 

The District of Columbia School Reform Act 
mandates that PCSB revoke the charters of 
schools that are not compliant with Generally 
Accepted Accounting Principles, have engaged 
in a pattern of fiscal mismanagement, or are no 
longer economically viable. In order to gauge 
whether any of the schools in its portfolio meet 
these conditions, PCSB, along with Bear 
Solutions LLC, OSSE, and the DC Office of the 
Chief Financial Officer, developed the Financial 
and Audit Review framework. The tool provides 
an internal “score” between 0 and 100, which 
measures a school’s financial strength. The 
score is based on many inputs, including the 
school’s annual surplus or deficit, whether its 
debt load is manageable, and whether it 
received a qualified auditor’s opinion. Schools 
with low internal scores are targeted by PCSB’s 
Finance department for interventions aimed at 
improving the school’s financial strength.
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In addition to the internal score, which is not released publicly, PCSB releases detailed information about 
school finances each year. This information includes: 

 Each school’s audited financial statements; 
 Each school’s IRS Form 990, which includes the top salaries paid to school employees; and 
 Each school’s annual Financial and Audit Review report with summary information, including: 

o A financial snapshot for each school, which includes summary-level information on 
school finances (e.g., annual revenue and expenses). 

o A financial dashboard, which measures the financial health of schools across four 
domains, noting where any of the measured metrics exceed thresholds indicative of a 
weak financial position. The four domains included in the financial dashboard are: 
 Financial Performance: evaluates the extent to which the school is generating an 

operating surplus or deficit 
 Liquidity: evaluates a school’s cash flow and ability to meet its financial obligations 

in a timely fashion 
 Debt Burden: evaluates the amount of debt held by a school and the portion of the 

school’s revenue used for debt service 
 Sustainability: evaluates the net asset position of a school 

o Summary information from the school’s independent annual financial audit, including 
the auditor’s opinion of the school’s financial viability and the school’s compliance with 
Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) 

o Trending measures, which show key financial results and ratios over time 
o PCSB’s observations and recommendations, which highlight related party 

transactions, unusual transactions, and expressions of concern

Sample Financial and Audit Review report 
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Since the publication of the first Financial and 
Audit Review reports, which provided 
information from the 2010 fiscal year, the 
reporting framework has undergone significant 
changes. Originally, the Financial and Audit 
Review report was lengthier than it is today. It 
measured a school’s performance using nearly 
30 ratios, many of which were redundant. In an 
effort to streamline the Financial and Audit 
Review report, PCSB created a task force of 
several school leaders who discussed potential 
changes to the framework and provided 
feedback on how the Financial and Audit Review 
could be simplified while still serving as 
comprehensive assessment of a school’s 
financial position. In addition to soliciting school 
input on how the framework could be 
streamlined, PCSB conducted an impact 
analysis, examining how several different 
changes to the framework would impact overall 
school scores. In conducting this assessment, 
PCSB paid particular attention to whether the 
results would be significantly different from the 
previous version of the Financial and Audit 
Review, and if so, the extent to which the new 
framework contained any systematic bias 
against different school types or schools serving 
different populations of students. Potential 
changes that were found to have any such bias 
were removed from consideration. PCSB’s 
engagement of charter schools and its impact 
analyses resulted in the successful development 
and rollout of the new Financial and Audit 
Review report. Please see Appendix D for a 
sample Financial and Audit Review report. 

3. District of Columbia Equity Report 

Another tool used by PCSB to oversee the 
schools in its jurisdiction is the District of 
Columbia Equity Report. Each school’s Equity 
Report measures the extent to which the school 
provides an equitable education to all its 

students. Data included in Equity Reports is 
disaggregated and displayed for specific student 
subgroups, including those receiving free or 
reduced price lunch, students with limited 
English proficiency, students in special 
education, and students belonging to six 
different ethnic subgroups. These data are 
provided in the Equity Report in comparison to 
school-wide data to help users of the report 
identify situations where a school may not be 
treating all students equitably. 

Equity reports contain information on the 
following categories: 

 Student demographics: provides an 
overview of the school’s student body, 
which serves as context and shows the 
extent to which a school is enrolling 
students from certain subgroups. 

 Attendance rate: provides a school’s 
attendance rate. 

 Discipline: provides suspension rates 
by student subgroup. 

 Academic proficiency and growth: 
compares school performance, as 
measured by DC-CAS results, of the 
school as a whole to that of certain 
student subgroups. 

 Student movement: provides 
information on mid-year entry and 
withdrawals.  

Unlike the PMF and Financial and Audit Review 
frameworks, the Equity Report is also used by 
and published for traditional public schools 
(DCPS) in Washington, DC. PCSB introduced 
the idea of creating the Equity Report to DCPS 
and OSSE, both of which were excited by the 
idea and contributed to developing the reporting 
framework. Publishing Equity Reports for all 
public schools in Washington, DC rather than for 
charter schools exclusively allows stakeholders 
to easily compare and contrast data for all public 
schools.  



Oversight and Evaluation 

29 

 

The development of the Equity Report was 
spurred by a desire to increase transparency 
about the equitable treatment of students. By 
making this information public, PCSB enables 
parents and other interested parties to gauge 
the extent to which schools are enrolling, 
retaining, and providing equitable treatment to 
students from different subgroups. It also makes 
this information available to the school leaders 
and boards of trustees that oversee each public 
charter school. This helps influence school 
behavior, as schools are aware that parents will 
review this information. PCSB is particularly 
dedicated to influencing school behavior through 
heightened transparency, rather than direct 
mandate, as doing so is aligned with its 
commitment to school autonomy. 

Please see Appendix E for a Washington, DC 
Equity Report, and please see page 44 for more 
on PCSB’s commitment to transparency and use 
of transparency to influence school behavior. 

4. Qualitative Site Reviews 

In addition to the quantitative frameworks that 
PCSB uses to monitor the performance of its 
schools, PCSB also employs Qualitative Site 
Reviews (QSRs) to add context to its oversight 
and to observe the extent to which the school is 
meeting the goals in its charter agreement. The 
data collected during the QSR plays an 
important role when PCSB is evaluating the 
academic performance of schools and deciding 
whether to continue or renew charters, as it is 
used to complement the quantitative data 

Sample Washington, DC Equity Report 
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captured by the PMF. The QSR also provides 
schools with specific and actionable feedback on 
their performance, helping them identify areas in 
which they should seek to improve their practice. 
The QSR consists of three main components: an 
introductory meeting with the school’s leadership 
to discuss the school’s mission, vision, and 
goals; unannounced school visits; and an 
observation of one of the school’s Board 
meetings.  

The introductory QSR meeting with the school’s 
leadership serves as an opportunity for PCSB to 
hear the school’s leaders speak about the 
school’s vision and goals, as well as an 
introduction to the remaining parts of the QSR. 
At this meeting, PCSB and the school agree on 
what evidence PCSB will look for that indicates 
whether the school is meeting its goals and 
agree upon a two-week window in which the 
unannounced site visits will occur. In addition, 
PCSB works with the school to schedule the 
Board meetings that will be observed. 

PCSB then conducts its unannounced site visits. 
The primary goal of these site visits is for PCSB 
to observe classroom instruction and school 
climate, and PCSB strives to observe 75% of the 
school’s teaching staff during the two-week 
window. Before conducting the site visits, 
PCSB’s staff and consultants they hire to help 
conduct the classroom observations complete a 
two-day training session to familiarize 
themselves with the Danielson Group’s 
Framework for Effective Teaching, which is used 
as a guide during classroom observations, and 
to calibrate their evaluations. They then observe 
the school’s classrooms and rate classrooms, 
using the Framework for Effective Teaching as a 
guide. These evaluations are aggregated and 
used to assess the effectiveness of the school’s 
teachers and the school’s climate. 

PCSB is further improving its site visits by 
putting all of its staff members and consultants 
conducting the visits through a training and 
certification course in the use of the Framework 
for Effective Teaching. The training course and 
certification are provided by Teachscape, a firm 
that works to improve instructional quality. This 
will further ensure that the visits are conducted 
by staff and consultants that are well-versed in 
observing school climate and classroom 
instruction, and will help PCSB further increase 
inter-rater reliability in observations and 
evaluations across its staff and consultants. 

After the site visit, a member from PCSB’s staff 
observes one of the school’s Board meetings to 
ensure that the school is following the policies 
and procedures detailed in its charter 
agreement. During these observations, PCSB 
looks for assurance that the school’s Board is 
effective and knowledgeable about school 
operations. 

In addition, PCSB can elect to observe a 
meeting between the school’s leadership and a 
parent (with parental consent), during which it 
will evaluate the way the school interacts with 
parents. PCSB usually does this for schools 
having a parent or family-related goal in their 
charter agreements. As with the observation of 
the Board meeting, PCSB does not use a 
specific rubric to evaluate these meetings, but 
instead relies on the professional judgement of 
its staff to gauge the school’s effectiveness. 

After the QSR is completed, PCSB meets with 
the school to debrief and verbally share some of 
the team’s initial findings. PCSB then drafts a 
written evaluation that is kept for future review 
and is shared with the school. Schools are also 
given the opportunity to submit a formal 
response directly to PCSB’s Deputy Director. 
Results of the QSR help inform charter review 
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and renewal decisions and are made public on 
PCSB website. 

Please see Appendix F for PCSB’s Qualitative 
Site Review Protocol  

5. Epicenter Document Collection 

PCSB requires its schools to upload 
documentation related to compliance with health 
and safety standards, enrollment processes, 
accreditation, student privacy standards, 
governance, and competitive bidding for 
contracts onto its Epicenter platform, a cloud-
based system designed to assist authorizers. 
PCSB’s staff examines schools’ policies and 
procedures each year to ensure that schools are 
compliant with PCSB’s requirements and the 
law. As they review school policies and 
procedures, PCSB’s staff will note areas of 
concern and alert schools to them. For example, 
a school with an insufficient number of Board 
members residing in the District of Columbia 
would be notified that they are out of compliance 
with the law and PCSB’s policy and required to 
address the matter immediately.  

6. Mystery Caller Program 

PCSB uses its “mystery caller” program to track 
school compliance with special education 
enrollment policies. This program is designed to 
ensure schools are using open enrollment when 
dealing with special education students, and 
therefore helps combat a common criticism of 
charter schools: that they do not welcome 
students with disabilities. Through the mystery 
caller program, schools are called by members 
of PCSB’s staff posing as parents seeking to 
enroll their child in the school. The caller asks 
several questions pertaining to the enrollment 
process, including questions about enrolling a 
student with disabilities. If, over the course of 
two separate calls, a school’s answers indicate 
that their treatment of students with disabilities is 

not equitable, PCSB issues a public warning to 
the school at a Board meeting. This warning 
informs stakeholders, including parents of 
current and prospective students, that the school 
in question may not have an equitable approach 
to special education enrollment and education. 

7. Daily Data Collection 

PCSB collects daily attendance, truancy, 
enrollment, suspension, and expulsion data from 
each public charter school in Washington, DC. 
Schools provide this data to PCSB via an online 
platform, and it is checked for accuracy through 
automated measures that identify outliers in data 
that are likely to represent errors in entry or 
communication rather than reality (e.g., a 
school-wide truancy rate of 90% for a given 
day). PCSB shares these outliers are shared 
with the school reporting the data, which will 
either verify the data’s accuracy or follow-up with 
accurate data. PCSB also catalogs complaints it 
receives from parents on a school-by-school 
basis. 

This data, including parent complaints, is 
analyzed each month to detect problems or 
potential problems at schools in real-time, before 
they progress for long enough to be captured in 
summative reports like the DC Equity Report. 
Any potential problems that PCSB identifies are 
shared with schools, and PCSB will ask for the 
school to explain what might be causing the 
issue. PCSB will then respond based on the 
severity of the problem or potential problem and 
according to the response it receives from the 
school. 

The data collection requirements imposed by 
PCSB can be burdensome, and many schools 
employ a full-time staff member whose primary 
responsibility is to provide PCSB (and OSSE) 
with data. PCSB has attempted to compensate 
for this burden by reducing other forms of 
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oversight as it requires more data from schools. 
For example, QSRs are conducted only every 
five years at higher performing schools, and 
other practices, such as review of curriculum 
and lesson plans, have been eliminated. 

Communication of Oversight Results 

As PCSB collects data about its schools’ 
performance, it actively communicates the 
results to all interested parties. In addition to 
publishing the results of the PMF, QSR, 
Financial and Audit Review, and Equity Reports 
for all schools on its website, PCSB sends press 
releases with summaries of the results to media 
outlets and publishes hard copies of the results, 
which are distributed to public charter schools in 
Washington, DC and at education-focused 
events in the city. Please see page 44 for further 
detail on how PCSB communicates the results 
of its oversight frameworks, and why it places 
particular emphasis on doing so. 

Innovation in charter school authorization: multi-
dimensional, complementary, frameworks that 
comprehensively and holistically measure and 
hold schools accountable for performance 

PCSB takes a comprehensive approach to 
ensuring each of the mechanisms it uses to 
oversee school performance is effective in 
isolation. For example, the PMF measures 
academic performance in a robust and nuanced 
way, providing a comprehensive and detailed 
assessment of each school’s academic 
performance. Similarly, the Financial and Audit 
Review provides an accurate and 
comprehensive examination of each school’s 
financial health and stability. These and other 
mechanisms PCSB uses to oversee schools are 
quite precise. They identify not only how a 
school is performing, but also highlight specific 
areas where schools have room for 
improvement, which helps schools use targeted 

interventions to improve. Each of these 
oversight tools delivers an accurate assessment 
of a specific component of school performance. 

While each of PCSB’s oversight mechanisms is 
effective in isolation, they are especially effective 
because they are designed to complement one 
another. When examined in unison, PCSB’s 
methods of overseeing school performance 
show how a school is performing in a holistic 
sense. The PMF and QSR evaluate academic 
performance using both quantitative and 
qualitative information, the Financial and Audit 
Review evaluates financial health and stability, 
the Equity Reports give a reflective assessment 
of a school’s commitment to providing equitable 
education while the daily data uploads and 
Mystery Caller program provide a real-time 
assessment of a school’s commitment to equity, 
and the documents collected through the 
Epicenter platform ensure that schools are 
complying with PCSB’s policies. In aggregate, 
these frameworks provide a detailed and robust 
evaluation of school performance, allowing 
PCSB to perform summative and real-time 
evaluations of school success.  
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Response Based on School 
Performance 

A cornerstone of PCSB’s approach to charter 
school authorization is effectively and 
appropriately responding to the performance of 
each school it oversees. PCSB’s response to 
school performance spans three dimensions:  

1. Academic performance 
2. Financial performance  
3. Compliance with legal standards and 

PCSB requirements 

Across each of these three dimensions, PCSB 
uses a tiered system of responses to school 
performance. This system provides PCSB with a 
great deal of flexibility, as it enables the 
organization to tailor its responses based on the 
specific strengths and weaknesses of each 
school it oversees. If a school is performing well 
across each of these three dimensions, PCSB 
will encourage the school to expand. If a school 
is generally performing well, but is facing issues 
in one particular area, PCSB will notify the 
school of the issue and monitor the problem until 
it is resolved. If a school is facing serious and 
persistent performance issues, PCSB will revoke 
or not renew its charter, or put the school on a 
probationary status that requires specific 
performance improvement to avoid closure.  

While PCSB would prefer that all DC charter 
schools succeed, its dedication to building a 
high-quality charter sector requires it to close 
underperforming schools. Closing 
underperforming schools benefits the charter 
sector in Washington, DC in two ways. First, 
each closure of an underperforming school 
reduces the number of low-quality charter school 
seats in the city. Second, each school closure  

 

 

 
 
 

carried out by PCSB also demonstrates the 
authorizer’s commitment and willingness to 
close schools that fail to meet the goals in their 
charter agreements. This provides an incentive 
to charter schools in Washington, DC to 
maintain a high level of performance. PCSB’s 
responses to school performance are shown in 
the graphic below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The number of schools or campuses 
closed by PCSB, as shown by their 

final year of operation 
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1. Responses to Academic Performance 

PCSB responds to schools’ academic 
performance by reducing reporting requirements 
for academically high-performing schools and 
requiring the turnaround or closure of 
academically low-performing schools. The type 
of response PCSB takes depends largely on two 
separate factors: the performance of the school 
and the school’s place in its charter renewal 
cycle. Each charter school in Washington, DC is 
subject to a high-stakes charter review at least 
once every five years and a charter renewal 
every fifteen years.  

 

 

 

 

Five- and Ten-Year Charter Reviews 

Washington, DC’s law grants charter schools an 
unusually long charter term of 15 years. While 
this is not considered a national best practice, 
the deleterious effects of such a long charter 
term are mitigated by high-stakes reviews 
conducted by PCSB every five years. These 
reviews ask the same basic question as at the 
fifteen-year renewal: is the school meeting its 
charter goals? The principal legal difference is 
the consequence. PCSB has the right, but not 
the obligation, to close a school not meeting its 
goals during the five- and ten-year reviews. At 
fifteen years, however, PCSB cannot renew the 
charter of a school that is not meeting its goals.  

PCSB begins five- and ten-year reviews by 
examining the charter goals of the school under 

PCSB’s response based on school performance 
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review and working with the school to collect 
data demonstrating progress against those 
goals. PCSB corresponds with schools a full 
year prior to these reviews, sharing the goals 
articulated in the school’s charter with school 
leadership. Holding these conversations well in 
advance of the five-year review allows the 
school to either work more proactively toward 
achieving the goals in its charter or to amend its 
charter to more accurately reflect the goals it 
has been working toward.  

Schools that are meeting the goals outlined in 
their charter and are rated Tier 1 on the PMF 
typically pass through the five- and-ten year 
review process swiftly. In addition, PCSB 
rewards such schools by not requiring them to 
undergo a QSR at any time other than during a 
five-year review or during the fifteen-year 
renewal. In some instances, PCSB will also 
suggest that Tier 1 schools meeting their 
academic goals consider expanding by raising 
their enrollment ceiling, adding additional grade 
levels, or opening new campuses.  

The five- and-ten-year review process impacts 
mid-performing, or schools that have either 
come close to achieving their goals, achieved 
some but not all of their goals, or are showing 
significant academic progress but are still falling 
short of their goals, differently. PCSB provides 
these schools with detailed data on their 
performance. It also makes clear the benefits of 
strong academic performance, such as loosened 
oversight, as well as the consequences of lower 
performance, which could include school 
closure. In some cases new conditions are 
placed on the school as a condition of charter 
continuance, such as improving compliance with 
special education laws, improving the accuracy 
of data reporting, or strengthening the school’s 
balance sheet.  

Oversight is not reduced for mid-performing 
schools the way it is for high-performing ones. 
These schools continue to provide PCSB with 
data as they had before, and depending on their 
performance across a variety of measures, they 
may be subject to a QSR in subsequent years.  

PCSB’s five- and ten-year review process 
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The judgment of PCSB’s staff and Board comes 
into play during five- and-ten year reviews for 
low-performing schools. PCSB’s staff will almost 
certainly recommend that the Board move to 
revoke the charter of a school that has not met 
its goals and has also been a PMF Tier 3 school 
for several years. Schools that have only 
recently seen their performance decline and 
have an aggressive turnaround effort underway 
may be placed on an improvement plan as an 
alternative to closure. Schools with strong 
performance in some grade spans and weak 
performance in others may face the closure of 
some grade levels, but not others. For example, 
PCSB may revoke the charter for a school’s 
middle grates, but permit the school to continue 
operating its elementary grades. 

Fifteen-year Charter Renewal 

Charter schools in Washington, DC must have 
their charters renewed every fifteen years. In 
some ways, the fifteen-year review is similar to 
five- and ten-year renewals: PCSB collects data 
on school performance, examines the extent to 
which the school has met its goals, and 
responds accordingly. The primary difference 
between charter renewals and reviews is that 
the law requires PCSB to close schools that 
have not met their charter goals at a fifteen-year 
renewal, whereas it has more discretion to 
weigh other factors (e.g., demonstrated 
improvement or potential for improvement) 
during a five- or ten-year review. 

PCSB is just as rigorous and thorough with data 
collection informing fifteen-year renewals as it is 
for five- and ten-year reviews. In addition to data 
that demonstrates whether a school has met its 
academic goals, fifteen-year renewal decisions 
are informed by QSRs as well as information on 
a school’s financial situation and compliance 
with legal standards. When a school is up for a 
fifteen-year charter renewal, PCSB’s data team 

drafts a report on the school, and for borderline 
cases or cases that are likely to result in school 
closure, PCSB’s leadership and legal counsel 
reviews the renewal report. PCSB then informs 
the school of the staff’s draft findings, allowing 
the school to comment on factual errors. Each 
school may also choose to have a public hearing 
at the time of renewal. Once all of this 
information is compiled, PCSB’s staff sends a 
draft report, with a recommendation, to its 
Board. The Board then makes the final vote on 
the school’s charter renewal.  

Interaction between the PMF and the Charter 
Review and Renewal Processes 

Because PCSB encourages, but does not 
require, schools to adopt charter goals that are 
based on the PMF, the review process is 
different for schools that have adopted goals 
based on the PMF and those that have not. For 
schools that have adopted academic goals 
based on the PMF, the data collection and 
renewal process is straightforward, since PCSB 
uses the PMF to evaluate every school in its 
portfolio every year and already has the data 
necessary to complete the review. For schools 
that have not adopted academic goals based on 
the PMF, the process is more complicated. 
PCSB’s charter agreement specialists and the 
school’s leadership discuss each of the school’s 
goals and measure how well each of those goals 
has been met. PCSB will also conduct a 
Qualitative Site Review of every school up for a 
five- or ten-year renewal, which helps it better 
understand the school’s educational delivery 
model and the extent to which it is meeting its 
goals. 

PCSB can only close a school that is failing to 
meet the specific goals included in its charter 
agreement; it cannot close a school solely on 
the basis of its PMF score or tier. PCSB 
manages this tension by conducting a high-
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stakes review (similar to a five- or ten-year 
review) for any school remaining in Tier 3 of the 
PMF for three consecutive years. When PCSB 
conducts such a review, it evaluates whether the 
school is failing to meet any of its goals. Since it 
has been PCSB’s experience that most Tier 3 
schools also tend not to be meeting one or more 
of their charter goals, PCSB will likely find that 
the school has not met its goals. If it indeed finds 
that the school has not met all of its goals, 
PCSB will move to revoke the school’s charter. 
In this way, PCSB uses PMF results to 
investigate whether it should move to close a 
school outside of the five- or ten-year review or 
fifteen-year renewal processes. 

2. Responses to Financial Performance 

PCSB monitors the financial performance of its 
schools using the Financial and Audit Review 
report, which provides PCSB with a wealth of 
information on the financial health of the schools 
it oversees. 

Please see the Oversight and Evaluation section 
of this document for additional information on 
the Financial and Audit Review report.  

The Financial and Audit Review report serves as 
an early warning system for such problems, the 
most common of which are listed on the next 
column: 

Common Financial Problems Faced by 
Charter Schools 

 Failure to submit financial data in a 
timely fashion 

 Failure to maintain certain 
appropriate financial ratios (e.g. 
day’s cash on hand) 

 Noncompliance with GAAP and A-133 
Federal Compliance 

 Pattern of fiscal mismanagement  
 Failure to remain economically viable 

PCSB responds to financial problems using a 
four-stage process. For relatively minor issues, 
such as a school’s first failure to submit financial 
data, PCSB will begin at stage one. For major 
issues, such as a pattern of fiscal 
mismanagement or a serious liquidity problem 
that could lead to a school running out of 
working capital during the academic year, PCSB 
may skip all interim stages and move to close a 
school immediately. 

Stage One 

PCSB staff will contact the school to raise 
awareness of the issue. PCSB informs the 
school there is a problem and allows the school 
to quickly remedy the situation without any 
formal proceedings. The first contact that PCSB 
will make is usually an informal phone call to the 
school’s Financial Manager. 

  

PCSB’s four-stage response to financial issues CS f f
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Stage Two 

The second stage of PCSB’s response to 
financial problems is reached if a school fails to 
address an issue that PCSB has discussed with 
the Financial Manager or if a more serious 
financial issue is identified. At this stage, PCSB 
arranges a meeting for its Finance department 
and Executive Director to speak with the 
school’s Finance and/or Operations department. 
At this meeting, PCSB provides a detailed 
explanation of the problem or problems that the 
school is facing and asks that they remedy the 
situation. 

Stage Three 

The third stage of PCSB’s response occurs if a 
school does not resolve an issue that has been 
discussed between PCSB and the school’s 
Finance department. It may also occur if a 
school faces a serious financial problem, but not 
one serious enough to warrant immediate 
closure. At this stage, PCSB’s Board will issue a 
Notice of Concern, which is delivered to the 
school’s leader or leaders at a Board meeting. 
This measure ensures that the problem is clearly 
and publicly brought in front of the school’s most 
senior leaders. Notices of Concern are included  

 

 
in the public record, and can be used as 
evidence to establish that a school has 
demonstrated a pattern of fiscal 
mismanagement.  

Stage Four: Closure 

In cases where a school exhibits a pattern of 
fiscal mismanagement, fails to remain 
economically viable, or is not in compliance with 
GAAP, PCSB will begin proceedings to close the 
school. These issues threaten the future of the 
school and the education of its students, and 
PCSB therefore acts swiftly to revoke the 
charters of schools that face these problems, 
even when these schools are not up for a five- 
or ten-year charter review or a fifteen-year 
charter renewal. 

At each stage of its response to financial issues, 
PCSB only informs schools of the issues they 
are facing. It does not suggest how a school 
might remedy its problems, as it is the school’s 
responsibility to remedy the situation. PCSB, 
will, however, suggest that a school with 
financial difficulties speak with other charter 
schools in Washington, DC to learn from their 
experiences. It is especially likely to do so in 
instances where other schools have successfully 
overcome issues similar to those the school is 
currently facing.  



Response Based on School Performance 

39 

 

3. Responses to Compliance with Legal 
Standards and PCSB Requirements 

PCSB also responds to how well the schools it 
oversees comply with legal standards and 
PCSB’s requirements. Though PCSB’s charter 
schools are free from many of the regulations 
that govern the city’s traditional public schools, 
they must still be in compliance with basic legal 
requirements. PCSB collects data on each 
school’s compliance via data uploads on its 
Epicenter platform. These data are used for an 
annual compliance review, which takes place 
each fall. PCSB requires schools to submit 
information on basic compliance-related topics, 
such as health and safety standards, 
accreditation, and enrollment processes, and 
hopes to soon expand these requirements to 
include data on a school’s adherence to student 
information and privacy laws, as well as certain 
civil rights laws. PCSB’s General Counsel also 
reviews the articles of incorporation and the 
bylaws and other policies of each charter school 
to ensure that they are not in violation of the law.  

Please see Appendix G for a complete list of the 
information PCSB requires for its annual 
compliance reviews. 

In addition to conducting annual compliance 
reviews for each school it oversees, PCSB also 
tracks compliance with legal standards and its 
requirements through its daily collection of 
discipline, attendance, and other data (please 
see page 31 for additional detail on the daily 
data PCSB collects from each charter school in 
Washington, DC). This process helps PCSB 
detect potential legal and compliance issues in 
real-time. 

This information allows PCSB to address legal 
and compliance issues when they arise. Though 
these issues vary in frequency and in severity, 
some of the most common infractions are: 

Common Legal/Compliance Issues 

 Failure to submit legal/compliance 
data in a timely fashion  

 Failure to maintain adequate health 
and safety standards  

 Violation of student information and 
privacy law  

 Unlawful articles of incorporation or 
bylaws  

 Failure to obtain or maintain 
necessary accreditation  

 Breach of governance policies  
 Improper admission or enrollment 

policies  
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PCSB responds to these issues on an ongoing 
basis. It has the authority to close a school at 
any time—independent of the five- and ten-year 
review or fifteen-year renewal timeframes—if the 
school has shown a material violation of an 
applicable law. While PCSB would not hesitate 
to move for closure if a school was unsafe or 
faced a serious legal issue, it takes many 
preliminary measures to ensure that minor 
issues are remedied without such drastic 
measures. First, for a minor infraction, PCSB’s 
General Counsel contacts the school to notify 
them of the issue. If the issue remains 
unresolved, PCSB’s General Counsel will bring 
the problem to PCSB’s Executive Director, who 
will proceed to contact the school’s leadership 
regarding the issue. If the issues still remained 
unresolved, PCSB’s Board would meet with the 
school’s Board to communicate the growing 
severity of the violation. At this point, PCSB 
might also begin a public discourse on the topic 
to communicate the situation to stakeholders 
and to solicit public comments on the matter. For 
issues that aren’t serious enough to warrant 
immediate closure of a school, PCSB exhausts 
these methods of outreach prior to considering 
revocation of the school’s charter. 

Innovation in charter school authorization: use of 
Asset Acquisitions when closing 
underperforming schools 

While closing underperforming schools is one a 
charter authorizer’s most fundamental 
responsibilities, school closures create 
challenges. Two of the most difficult challenges 
arising from closing a charter school are the 
possibility that the school’s students will not be 
afforded an opportunity to attend a school that is 
better academically than the one that closed, 
and the difficulties students and families face 
when they are displaced and no longer able to 

attend school at the same physical location as 
before. 

PCSB mitigates both of these effects by 
encouraging schools that are closing to enter 
into to an Asset Acquisition agreement with a 
high performing operator of charter schools. 
During these Asset Acquisitions, the assets and 
students of schools that would otherwise be 
closing instead are acquired by a new 
organization or management team with a 
demonstrated record of success in operating 
charter schools.  

PCSB uses three criteria to determine whether 
to suggest or approve an Asset Acquisition. The 
first is that the school acquiring the assets must 
be a high quality school with demonstrated 
capacity to engage in a takeover. The second is 
that the school being taken over must be 
financially strong and must have a facility, 
reducing the financial burden placed on the 
acquiring school. Finally, the board of the school 
being closed needs to support the transaction, 
as research shows that school takeovers are 
more likely to succeed when the outgoing school 
leadership is supportive of the Asset Acquisition. 

To date, PCSB has facilitated three Asset 
Acquisitions. As each of these Acquisitions took 
place during the past year, it is too early to 
gauge whether they have been successful. 
PCSB will monitor the results of these Asset 
Acquisitions carefully and adjust its practices 
accordingly.  
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PCSB's Organization and 
Operations 

PCSB’s interactions with schools throughout 
their lifecycle are made more effective by its 
organizational and operational practices. In 
particular, PCSB’s effective models of school 
oversight, recruitment and development of staff, 
and communication and partnership with others 
in the Washington, DC community make it a 
stronger organization and a more effective 
authorizer. 

PCSB’s Model of School Oversight 

PCSB’s basic and innovative practices during 
each phase of a school’s lifecycle are made  

 

 

 

 
more effective by its model of school oversight, 
which has changed substantially over the past 
two years. 

Prior to 2012, PCSB assigned each school a 
“school performance officer,” responsible for 
monitoring all aspects of the performance of 
several schools within PCSB’s portfolio except 
financial oversight (which went to PCSB’s 
Finance and Operations team). While there were 
some benefits to this approach, it required 
members of PCSB’s staff to work across many 
functional areas, limiting their ability to develop 
and maintain functional expertise. It also allowed 

PCSB information flow under school performance officer structure 
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for real or perceived differences in treatment 
among schools resulting from different 
approaches taken by school performance 
officers. In an effort to more effectively build and 
benefit from staff members’ functional expertise, 
PCSB adopted a new model of school oversight 
in 2012.                                                        
PCSB began organizing staff by functional area, 
making them responsible for certain functional 
responsibilities across all schools in its portfolio 
rather than for all or nearly all functional 
responsibilities for a small number of schools. 
PCSB now divides school oversight into four 
different departments: School Quality and 
Accountability, Equity and Fidelity Assurance, 
Charter Agreements, and Finance and 
Operations.  

PCSB’s new model of school oversight led to 
several improvements in its work. First, 
specialization allowed for deeper and more 

quantitative analysis of all schools, as a greater 
degree of functional knowledge among staff 
enabled each department to create standardized 
and sophisticated measurement tools within its 
given specialty. Second, the standardization of 
measurement tools by department allowed 
PCSB to more easily monitor its growing 
portfolio of schools, as these tools enabled the 
organization to quickly identify schools that may 
be struggling in an automated and objective 
way. Third, it eliminated real and perceived 
variability in performance measurement that 
resulted from different schools having different 
school performance officers, as all schools 
began working with a large number of PCSB’s 
staff, rather than with one performance officer. 
Fourth, the shift allowed for a more effective 
approach to staffing and human resources. 
PCSB’s staff could now not only move vertically 
within a specialized department but also 

PCSB information flow under departmental structure 

4
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horizontally across departments in order to build 
expertise in multiple areas, allowing for more 
clearly defined professional growth and 
development opportunities.  

However, the shift from school performance 
officers to specialized departments also posed 
several challenges. It hindered PCSB’s ability to 
understand contextual factors present at each 
school, as there was no longer a single staff 
member with deep knowledge of all aspects of 
any one particular school. It also caused 
confusion at schools, who no longer knew whom 
to contact at PCSB. PCSB addressed these 
concerns by working with schools to better 
account for their specific context by developing 
mission-specific charter goals and new 
frameworks for measuring the performance of 
alternative, early childhood, and adult education 
schools. PCSB also published an updated staff 
directory with clear guidance as to whom to 
contact for each particular concern.  

Please see Appendix H for PCSB’s 
organizational chart. 

Approach to Recruitment and Development 
of Staff 

PCSB’s focus on human capital helps it make 
progress against its goal of strengthening 
Washington, DC’s charter sector. As Dr. Clara 
Hess, notes: “we have 1.5 staff members 
focused on human resources for an organization 
with roughly 40 staff, whereas other government 
agencies might have 1 staff member doing this 
work for an organization of 100 or 200.” This 
emphasis on human capital builds PCSB’s 
ability to recruit, retain, and develop its staff. 

One of the initiatives that PCSB’s HR staff 
implemented was a new performance 
management system that included a 360-degree 
review system and performance-based pay. 
Once this framework was built, PCSB’s 

leadership encouraged heavy use of it. As Scott 
Pearson explains: “our review process is robust. 
I have spent up to 40 hours completing review 
forms for my six direct reports during one review 
cycle. This investment ensures our performance 
discussions are substantive and specific. It also 
models for the leadership team the importance 
of taking seriously the reviews they will 
themselves do for their staff.” 

PCSB also seeks creative ways to develop its 
staff without incurring expenses. Recently, the 
organization started an internship program 
where the task of interviewing and managing 
interns was given to staff members that did not 
have formal managerial experience. The 
program provided an opportunity for PCSB’s 
staff to develop leadership and team 
management skills, while interns made 
substantial contributions to the organization. 

PCSB’s actions must be grounded in the laws 
that define its mandate and the scope within 
which it can take action. As a result, PCSB is 
careful to ensure that its staff is equipped with 
legal expertise. Two of PCSB’s staff members 
are lawyers for the agency and a third has a 
legal background. This expertise ensures that 
PCSB understands the laws that are relevant to 
its work, and bases its decisions on these 
laws—which is particularly important when it 
closes schools. Sarah Medway, PCSB’s Charter 
Agreement Specialist, describes the importance 
of PCSB’s understanding and use of the law, 
saying: “our decisions to close schools that are 
failing to meet their charter goals must be 
grounded in the law and must hold up to 
scrutiny, as they may be challenged.” By 
recruiting and developing a staff with a strong 
understanding of the law, PCSB can be 
confident of its legal footing when making 
difficult decisions. 
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PCSB’s Emphasis on Communication  

PCSB makes a concerted effort to communicate 
with stakeholders in the Washington, DC and 
national charter school communities, including 
parents and prospective parents, school leaders, 
DC government agencies, including DCPS, 
OSSE, and the DC Council, and national 
educational organizations, such as NACSA and 
other charter authorizers. While PCSB’s 
communicates with different audiences to 
achieve different goals, all help to build 
awareness and understanding of the city’s 
charter sector among parents and the 
Washington, DC community more broadly.  

One of PCSB’s communications goals is to 
share information on school performance with 
parents, prospective parents, and the 
community, so school performance influences 
the school choices of a greater number of 
families. To this end, PCSB widely disseminates 
the PMF and other information on school 
performance in different formats. In addition to 
posting these reports on its website, PCSB uses 
community listservs, Facebook, Twitter, 
YouTube, Google+, and Instagram to notify 
parents when these reports are available and to 
ensure that parents are able to find them. PCSB 
also developed an application for mobile 
devices, MyDCcharters, which enables users to 
easily access information on Washington, DC 
public charter schools.  

In addition to these uses of technology to 
disseminate school results, PCSB also engages 
the community it serves through more traditional 
forms of communication. It prints and distributes 
30,000 copies of the “Parent Guide to the PMF,” 
which contains the PMF rating and tier of each 
public charter school. These documents are 
distributes at education-focused events PCSB 
helps to coordinate, such as the Washington, 
DC Education Festival, which it co-hosts with 

DCPS and OSSE, and through other community 
organizations and services, such as health 
clinics.  

PCSB also issues press releases highlighting 
school performance and speaks with reporters 
from the Washington Post and other media 
outlets to help inform their coverage of 
Washington, DC’s charter sector. 

To ensure the City Council understands PCSB’s 
work and the work of the city’s public charter 
schools, it holds several sessions each year to 
brief DC Council staff on such matters as 
discipline, truancy, equity reports, and the PMF. 

PCSB’s emphasis on communicating school 
results is driven by its belief that transparently 
sharing information about school performance 
creates accountability for results. Parents use 
the information in the PMF and Equity Reports 
to decide where they would like to enroll their 
children. As such, these results can have a 
powerful impact on demand for a charter 
school.. Transparent communication of school 
performance also ensures each school’s board 
members are able to access data on their 
school’s performance, providing school leaders 
incentive to achieve strong results.  

Using transparency to create incentives for 
strong school performance is particularly 
powerful because it can create behavioral 
change by schools without a direct mandate 
from PCSB. As such, widely publicizing the PMF 
and Equity Reports can improve school 
performance in a way that preserves school 
autonomy.  



PCSB's Organization and Operations 

45 

 

PCSB’s focus on communication helps it 
address criticisms of public charter schools. 
Among these is the contention that charter 
schools manage their enrollment by using 
suspensions, expulsions, and other means to 
encourage or force lower-performing students to 
leave their school. By publishing information on 
discipline, including expulsions, mid-year 
withdrawals, and year-over-year retention rates 
within the Equity Report for each school, PCSB 
enables interested stakeholders to examine 
whether a school may indeed be engaged in 
such practices, and enables schools to quickly 
dispel such criticisms, if they are untrue. 

PCSB also communicates on a national 
audience, primarily with organizations focused 
on charter authorization, including NACSA, and 
other charter authorizers. By speaking with 
these organizations and sharing its experiences 
and practices, PCSB helps to advance the 
charter sector on a national scale. This form of 
communication helps PCSB achieve part of its 

vision, to “serve as a national role model for 
charter school authorizing and accountability.” 
For more on PCSB’s vision, please see page 11. 

Partnership with Local and National 
Stakeholders 

PCSB actively seeks and successfully builds 
partnerships with other key organizations in 
Washington, DC. Among PCSB’s key partners 
are DCPS, OSSE, and other governmental 
organizations in Washington, DC focused on 
education. These partnerships help all of these 
organizations, including PCSB, more effectively 
serve the community by aligning practices, 
streamlining processes, and working together to 
improve public education in the city.  

PCSB’s partnership with other Washington, DC 
educational and/or governmental agencies has 
led to a number of practices and events that 
help advance public education in the city. 
Notable examples of practices resulting from 
PCSB’s partnerships with these agencies 
include: 

 The Washington, DC Education 
Festival, resulting from partnership 
with DCPS, OSSE, and the DC 
Council: a 1-day event that 
disseminates information on different 
options in public education throughout 
the city. It is open to the public, but is 
primarily targeted toward current and 
prospective students and parents. 
Representatives from these agencies 
share information on registration, school 
performance, and other topics of 
interest. Representatives from individual 
schools set up booths to provide 
information on their schools and answer 
questions from students and parents.  

 The city-wide common application 
and lottery, resulting from 
partnership with DCPS and Deputy 
Mayor for Education a merging of 

The Parent Guide to the PMF, 2013 
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applications for charter and traditional 
public schools in Washington, DC. The 
common application makes applying to 
schools easier for students and families, 
as they do not need to complete multiple 
applications to be considered for 
multiple schools. This increases access 
to all of the city’s public schools. 

 The Washington, DC Equity Report, 
resulting from partnership with 
DCPS, OSSE, and the Deputy Mayor 
for Education: Please see page 28 for 
additional detail on the Equity Report 

In addition to partnering with governmental 
organizations, PCSB seeks and builds 
partnerships with many other education-focused 
organizations. Partnerships and discussions with 
these organizations help PCSB stay abreast of 
issues and trends that impact education in 
Washington, DC. Each of PCSB’s partners also 
helps in more specialized ways that align with its 
areas of expertise. These organizations and 
some of the ways their partnership benefits 
PCSB include: 

 Friends of Choice in Urban Schools 
(FOCUS) DC: Assists PCSB with 
understanding the viewpoint of charter 
schools in Washington, DC, and serves 
as a thought partner when PCSB is 
developing responses to regulation that 
could impact it or the schools it 
oversees. 

 New Schools Venture Fund: Serves 
as a thought partner to PCSB on a 
multitude of issues in Washington, DC, 
including equitable education. New 
Schools Venture Fund provided funding 
to help develop the Washington, DC 
Equity Report, assisting PCSB, OSSE, 
and DCPS in developing the framework. 

 The CityBridge Foundation: Helps 
PCSB recruit high-quality charter 
operators (i.e., Rocketship Education) to 
begin operations in Washington, DC In 
addition to participating “pitch” meetings 
to recruit high-quality operators, 
CityBridge also assists these 
organizations with securing 
philanthropic support and developing 
Boards of Directors comprised of 
Washington, DC residents, making it 
easier for them to begin operations in 
the city.  

The Washington, DC Association of Public 
Chartered Schools: Serves as a member of 
taskforces PCSB develops to solicit input on 
changes to policies or practices that would have 
a substantial impact on schools. Communicates 
potential changes to schools and shares 
feedback from schools with PCSB.  
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PCSB's Future 

PCSB regularly and consistently seeks to 
improve its practice. Naomi DeVeaux, PCSB’s 
Deputy Director, articulates PCSB’s approach, 
“Our work is never really ‘done.’ We’re always 
looking for ways to improve our oversight of 
schools or internal practices.” 

Many of the changes PCSB is considering are 
modifications to the frameworks it uses to 
monitor school performance. For example, 
PCSB will continue to modify the PMF and 
improve its usefulness as a tool for measuring a 
school’s academic progress. One change that is 
under consideration involves changing the way 
scores are reported for charter schools spanning 
more than one school type (elementary, middle, 
high, early childhood, adult education, 
alternative). Currently, these schools are 
assigned a PMF score for each school type at 
the same campus. Going forward, PCSB is 
considering changes to the PMF that would 
combine the school’s different scores, which 
would result in one school-wide score rather 
than individual scores for different school types. 
This change would be completed to make the 
PMF results more intuitive and easier to 
understand. PCSB is also considering changes 
to the PMF that would more closely align it with 
the Common Core and the PARCC assessment, 
which all public schools in Washington, DC will 
adopt for the 2014-15 school year in the place of 
the DC-CAS. 

Potential changes to the Financial and Audit 
Review include providing information on a 
school’s compliance with PCSB’s requirements 
related to the competitive bidding of contracts 
awarded by the school and further modifications 
to the measures included in the report. Although  

 

 

 
Equity Reports have only been published for one 
year, PCSB, OSSE, and DCPS are already 
considering improvements to the reporting 
framework. For example, future versions of the 
Equity Reports may report information on 
graduation rates and segment students by 
gender. 

PCSB is also considering changes to the way it 
solicits applications for specific school types 
(i.e., early childhood, elementary, middle, high, 
or adult education schools) in certain areas of 
the city that lack these types of schools. To date, 
PCSB has approved high-quality applications 
regardless of the school type and proposed 
location (in fact, the proposed location is often 
unknown at the time of application, when 
candidates are still searching for available 
facilities). It is developing a process to identify 
which areas of the city need specific types of 
schools, to solicit applications meeting these 
needs, and to weigh the need and geography of 
each proposed school as it determines whether 
to approve an application. This change will 
enable PCSB to influence the distribution of 
charter schools throughout the city, which it will 
use to help create a more equitable distribution 
of school options in all of the city’s Wards and 
neighborhoods. This will minimize the extent to 
which students in certain areas of the city must 
travel to attend charter schools, and will help 
build awareness and understanding of the city’s 
charter sector in a greater number of 
neighborhoods. 
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Recommendations 

While many different actors can contribute to the 
development of a high-quality charter school 
sector, authorizers have tremendous power – 
and responsibility – to improve the quality of 
charter schools and seats in their area of 
jurisdiction. By pursuing the actions below, 
charter school authorizers can improve the 
quality of the charter school sector. 

Carefully select which applications to start 
new schools are approved 

Only open schools that demonstrate the 
capacity to operate at a high level from their 
inception, as schools generally do not exhibit 
substantial improvement over time. Closely 
scrutinize the academic, business, and financial 
plan of the applicant and allow the public to give 
input as an aspect of the application process. 
Keep in mind that it is far less disruptive to not 
open a school with a marginal chance of 
success in the first place than to close schools 
that are failing to meet their goals, which 
displaces students and requires families to 
complete another enrollment process. If you are 
unsure about an application, do not approve it – 
instead, provide feedback to the applicant and 
ask them to reapply in subsequent years. 

Create or adopt clear accountability and 
oversight frameworks with buy-in from 
charter schools 

Invest time and resources into creating 
comprehensive and clear accountability 
frameworks to measure schools’ performance 
across different dimensions, including academic 
performance, financial sustainability, and 
commitment to equity. Ensure that the 
frameworks are precise, comprehensive, and 
objective, and that they provide standardized  

 

 

 
ways to compare schools to one another. If you 
lack the resources to develop proprietary 
frameworks, adapt best practice frameworks 
developed by other authorizers to suit your 
context – doing so can be a cost effective way of 
establishing accountability frameworks. Finally, 
work with charter schools to develop or solicit 
feedback on your frameworks prior to 
implementing them, as doing so helps build buy-
in from schools. 

Commit to protecting school autonomy 

Understand that your role as a charter authorizer 
is very different than that of a central office at a 
system of traditional public schools. Take 
special care to ensure that you remain deeply 
committed to and actively protect school 
freedom to develop processes, procedures, and 
curricula. Doing so enables schools to develop 
innovative and context-specific practices and 
procedures. It also enables you to focus your 
efforts and avoids potential difficulty closing an 
underperforming school that has acted on 
guidance you have provided that may have 
contributed to its performance.  

Close schools failing to meet their charter 
goals, and consider encouraging Asset 
Acquisitions to mitigate the negative effects 
of school closure 

Do not shy away from closing schools that are 
underperforming and have not shown adequate 
progress toward their goals. Doing so will ensure 
that all remaining charter schools will work to 
boost their performance by making real the fact 
that if they do not perform, they must close. This 
will improve the extent to which the schools in 
your portfolio take their charter goals and your 
accountability frameworks seriously and 
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rigorously work to improve their performance. 
Also be prepared to close schools for non-
academic reasons, including financial or legal 
issues. Be open to testing methods that can 
mitigate the problems associated with closure, 
such as having high-performing charter schools 
enter into Asset Acquisitions. 

Communicate information on school 
performance to parents, prospective parents, 
and the community at large 

Share information the academic performance, 
financial stability, and demonstrated 
commitment to equity of each school in your 
portfolio. Proactively disseminate this 
information using social media, by issuing press 
releases, and by speaking with reporters that 
cover education in your jurisdiction. Present the 
data in a summarized, high-level format, that 
enables parents to quickly and accurately 
understand its implications, as well as a detailed 
format that allows those that are interested to 
understand specific aspects of a school’s 
performance (e.g., performance in a certain 
grade level or subject). Sharing information 
about school performance will create additional 
incentive for schools to succeed, as they know 
that parents and families will be able to examine 
their results and seek to attend successful 
schools. 

Invest in building organizational capacity 

Invest in finding and developing a highly 
effective staff. Small investments in staff and in 
professional development yield large returns in 
later productivity, efficiency, and effectiveness. 
Develop robust and repeatable processes for 
finding and acquiring new talent and providing 
performance reviews to staff members that 
include meaningful and actionable feedback on 
their performance. Consider bringing in a 
general counsel or other staff members with 
legal expertise, helping ensure that your actions 
are solidly grounded in the law. If your staff is 
too small to warrant a general counsel, find and 
retain a lawyer or law firm with a deep 
understanding of the charter school sector and 
rely on them when you require legal expertise. 

Reach out to other authorizers for guidance 

Most successful authorizers are willing to share 
their practices, and believe doing so is a part of 
their responsibility as public stewards. Do not 
hesitate to seek advice from effective 
authorizers, and share your practices with others 
that want to learn from you. 
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Conclusion 

Early research on charter school authorization 
by both the Brookings Institute and CREDO has 
shown that charter school authorizers have 
great influence on the quality of the charter 
sector. Effective authorizers leverage their 
power to authorize, monitor, and close charter 
schools, ensuring that only high-performing 
charter schools are opened and allowed to 
remain in operation. 

The District of Columbia Public Charter School 
Board provides an example of a successful 
model of charter school authorization. PCSB’s 
rigorous application process, comprehensive 
oversight frameworks, willingness to close 
schools, commitment to school autonomy, 
effective communication with a broad array of 
stakeholders, and highly effective human capital 
strategy have helped PCSB realize the first part 
of its mission: “leading the transformation of 
public education in Washington, DC.” 

PCSB’s effectiveness shows the important role 
that authorizers can play in improving student 
outcomes. 

 

 

 
The lessons and practices included in this case 
study provide the beginnings of a road map for 
other authorizers to improve the quality of the 
charter sector. 

In an educational environment where proven 
methods are scarce and where, in aggregate, 
charter schools do not outperform traditional 
public schools, PCSB’s story provides 
actionable learnings to both improve student 
achievement in charter schools and to further 
the dialogue on improving American education. 
While many students across the US receive a 
high-quality public education, millions attend 
low-quality schools and millions more drop out of 
school each year. While the growing body of 
research connecting charter school authorization 
to student outcomes suggests the potential of 
effective charter school authorization, the wide 
range in quality of public schools throughout the 
nation highlights the need for it. 



List of Interviewees 

51 

 

List of Interviewees

District of Columbia Public Charter School Board  
 Emily Bloomfield, Board Member  
 Tomeika Bowden, Associate, Communications  
 Naomi DeVeaux, Deputy Director  
 Dr. Clara Hess, Director, Human Capital and Strategic Initiatives  
 Lin Johnson III, Director, Finance and Operations  
 Rashida Kennedy, Manager, Equity and Fidelity Team  
 Erin Kupferberg, Manager, School Quality and Accountability  
 Theola Labbé-DeBose, Director, Communications  
 Mikayla Lytton, Manager, Strategy and Analysis  
 John “Skip” McKoy, Board Chair  
 Sarah Medway, Specialist, Charter Agreement  
 Monique Miller, Manager, New School Development  
 Scott Pearson, Executive Director  
 Don Soifer, Board Member  
 Nicole Streeter, General Counsel  
 Rashida Tyler, Senior Manager, School Quality and Accountability  
 Dr. Darren Woodruff, Vice Board Chair  

 

DC Charter School Leaders 
 Ralph Boyd, Board Chair, Center City Public Charter Schools 
 Martha Cutts, Executive Director, Washington Latin School 
 Ann Gosier, Board Chair, Two Rivers Public Charter School 
 Allison Kokkoros, Managing Director, Carlos Rosario International Public Charter School 
 Julie Meyer, Executive Director, Next Step Public Charter School 
 Phil Mitchell, Chief of Staff, Excel Academy 
 Jessica Stutter, Board Member, Center City Public Charter Schools 
 Sterling Ward, Board Chair, Paul Public Charter School  
 Russ Williams, President and CEO, Center City Public Charter Schools 

 

Charter School Experts 
 Robert Cane, Executive Director, Friends of Choice in Urban Schools (FOCUS) 
 Dr. Ramona Edelin, Executive Director, DC Association of Public Charter Schools 
 Katie Piehl, Director of Authorizer Development, National Association of Charter School 

Authorizers 

Document Reviewers 
 William Haft, Vice President, Authorizer Development, National Association of Charter School 

Authorizers 
 Robin Lake, Director, Center for Reinventing Public Education at the University of 

Washington 
 Margo Roen, New Schools Director, Tennessee Achievement School District 



About FSG 

52 

 

About the Michael and Susan Dell Foundation 
Inspired by their passion for children and by a shared desire to improve the lives of children living in urban 
poverty, Michael and Susan Dell established their Austin, Texas-based foundation in 1999. In its early 
years, the foundation’s work focused on improving education and children’s health in Central Texas. But 
within a few short years, our reach expanded, first nationally and then globally. To date, the Michael & 
Susan Dell Foundation has committed more than $700 million to assist nonprofit organizations working in 
major urban communities in the United States, South Africa and India. We focus on opportunities with the 
greatest potential to directly and measurably transform the lifelong outcomes of impoverished urban 
children around the globe. 

About the District of Columbia Public Charter School Board 
The District of Columbia Public Charter School Board (PCSB) was created in 1996 by an amendment to 
the DC School Reform Act of 1995. The Board’s mission is to provide quality public school options for 
District of Columbia students, families, and communities through a comprehensive application review 
process; effective oversight; meaningful support; and active engagement of its stakeholders. Its vision is 
to lead the transformation of public education in DC and serve as a national role model for charter school 
authorizing and accountability. 

As the sole authorizer of charter schools in the District of Columbia, PCSB regularly evaluates 
Washington’s public charter schools for academic results, compliance with applicable local and federal 
laws and fiscal management, and holds them accountable for results. PCSB can close charter schools 
that fail to meet the goals established in the charter agreement between PCSB and the school. 
PCSB is located at 3333 14th St, NW, Washington, DC 20010. Learn more at www.dcpcsb.org. 
 

About FSG 
FSG is a mission-driven consulting firm supporting leaders in creating large-scale, lasting social change. 
Through customized consulting services, innovative thought leadership, and support for learning communities, 
we help foundations, businesses, nonprofits, and governments around the world accelerate progress by 
reimagining social change.   

FSG’s Education & Youth Practice works with an array of stakeholders and across issues in education to 
address the range of issues affecting children and youth – particularly those that are furthest from 
opportunity. 

Visit us at www.fsg.org
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AMENDMENT TO CHARTER SCHOOL AGREEMENT BETWEEN DISTRICT OF 

COLUMBIA PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL BOARD AND THE NAME PUBLIC CHARTER 
SCHOOL  

The Name Public Charter School, a District of Columbia nonprofit corporation (the “School 
Corporation”) and the District of Columbia Public Charter School Board ("PCSB") entered into a 
contract, dated [Insert Month ##, Year], (the “Charter Agreement”) wherein the School Corporation 
agreed, among other things, to operate a public charter school (the “School”) in the District of Columbia 
in accordance with the District of Columbia School Reform Act of 1995, as amended (the “Act”) and 
the Charter Agreement. 

This Amendment to the Charter School Agreement (the “Amendment”) is effective as of [Insert 
Month ##, Year] and is entered into by and between PCSB and the School Corporation”) 
(individually, each may be referred to as the “Party,” and collectively, the “Parties”). 

In consideration of the mutual covenants, representations, warranties, provisions, and agreements 
contained herein, the Parties agree as follows. 

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT 

1.1 The School Corporation and the Board agree to amend the Charter Agreement as follows: 

A. The [Name of Section] on [Insert page number(s)] is deleted in its entirety and replaced 
with the following:  

B. Substance of Amendment 

SECTION 2. CHARTER AGREEMENT 

2.1  Reservation of Rights. The Parties reserve their rights under the Charter Agreement. The 
execution of this Amendment shall not, except as expressly provided in this Amendment, operate 
as a waiver of any right, power or remedy of any party under the Charter Agreement, or 
constitute a waiver of any other provision of the Charter Agreement. 

2.2  Continuing Effectiveness. Except as expressly provided in this Amendment, all of the terms and 
conditions of the Charter Agreement remain in full effect. 

SECTION 3. OTHER PROVISIONS 

3.1 Representations and Warranties. The Parties represent and warrant that this Amendment has 
been duly authorized and executed, and this constitutes their legal, valid, and binding 
obligations. 

3.2 Counterparts and Electronic Signature. This Amendment may be signed by the Parties in 
separate counterparts, each of which when so executed and delivered shall be deemed an 
original, but all such counterparts together shall constitute but one and the same instrument; 
signature pages may be detached from multiple separate counterparts and attached to a single 
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counterpart so that all signature pages are physically attached to the same document. Electronic 
signatures by either of the parties shall have the same effect as original signatures. 

3.3 Severability. In case any provision in or obligation under this Second Amendment shall be 
invalid, illegal, or unenforceable, the validity, legality, and enforceability of the remaining 
provisions or obligations in this Amendment or in the Charter Agreement shall not in any way be 
affected or impaired thereby. 

3.4 Assignment. This Amendment shall not be assignable by either Party; except that if PCSB shall 
no longer have authority to charter public schools in the District of Columbia, PCSB may assign 
this Agreement to any entity authorized to charter or monitor public charter schools in the 
District of Columbia. 

3.5 No Third Party Beneficiary. Nothing in this Amendment expressed or implied shall be 
construed to give any Person other than the Parties any legal or equitable rights under this 
Agreement. “Person” shall mean and include natural persons, corporations, limited liability 
companies, limited liability associations, companies, trusts, banks, trust companies, land trusts, 
business trusts, or other organizations, whether or not legal entities, governments, and agencies, 
or other administrative or regulatory bodies thereof. 

3.6 Waiver. No waiver of any breach of this Amendment or the Charter Agreement shall be held as 
a waiver of any other subsequent breach. 

3.7 Construction. This Amendment shall be construed fairly as to both Parties and not in favor of or 
against either Party, regardless of which Party drafted the underlying document. 

3.8 Dispute Resolution. Neither PCSB nor the School Corporation shall exercise any legal remedy 
with respect to any dispute arising under this Second Amendment or the Charter Agreement 
without, first, providing written notice to the other Party hereto describing the nature of the 
dispute, and, thereafter, having representatives of PCSB and the School Corporation meet to 
attempt in good faith to resolve the dispute. Nothing contained herein, however, shall restrict 
PCSB’s ability to revoke, not renew, or terminate the Charter Agreement pursuant to the Act. 

3.9 Notices. Any notice or other communication required or permitted shall be in writing and shall 
be deemed to have been given when  sent by email, provided that a copy is also mailed by 
certified or registered mail, with postage prepaid and return receipt requested; delivered by hand, 
with written confirmation of receipt; or  received by the addressee, if sent by a nationally 
recognized overnight delivery service with receipt requested or, alternatively, certified or 
registered mail with postage prepaid and return receipt requested. In each case, the appropriate 
addresses , until notice of a change of address is delivered, shall be as follows: 

If to PCSB: 

    District of Columbia Public Charter School Board 
3333 14th St., NW; Suite 210 
Washington, D.C. 20010 
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    Attention: Scott Pearson, Executive Director 
spearson@dcpcsb.org 
Telephone: (202) 328-2660     

If to the School Corporation  

 Address: ______________________________ 

    Attention: _____________________________ 
Email: ________________________________ 
Telephone: ____________________________ 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this Amendment to be duly executed and delivered 
by their respective authorized officer: 

 

[INSERT SCHOOL NAME] PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL 

 

 

By:_______________________________________ 
      Signature 

Name:____________________________________ 

Title: _____________________________________ 
 
Date: _____________________________________ 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL 
BOARD   

 

By: __________________________ 
       Signature 

Name: John H. “Skip” McKoy 
Title: PCSB Board Chair 

Date: ___________________________ 
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Pre-Opening (Planning Year) Budget  Worksheet 

DESCRIPTION  BUDGETED AMOUNTS 

REVENUES 

Column A Column B Column C Column D 

501(c)3 
School Applicant 

Education 
Management 
Organization 

Total Revenues by 
Funding Source 

Expenditures as a 
Percent of Total 
Public Funding 

1  Per Pupil Charter Payments 
2  Per Pupil Facilities Allowance 
3  Federal Entitlements 

0 
0 
0 

4  Other Government Funding/Grants  0 
5  Total Public Funding  0 
6  Private Grants and Donations  0 
7  Activity Fees  0 
8  Loans  0 
9  Other Income (please describe in footnote)  0 

10  Total Non-Public Funding  0 
11  EMO Management Fee (= line 73, col. G)  0 
12 
13 
14  TOTAL REVENUES 

EXPENSES 

501(c)3 
School Applicant 

Education 
Management 
Organization 

Combined Total 
Expenditures as a 

Percent of Total 
Public Funding 

Personnel Salaries and Benefits 
15  Principal/Executive Salary 
16  Teachers Salaries 
17  Teacher Aides/Assistance  Salaries 
18  Other Education Professionals Salaries 
19  Business/Operations Salaries 
20  Clerical Salaries 
21  Custodial Salaries 
22  Other Staff Salaries 
23  Employee Benefits 
24  Contracted Staff 
25  Staff Development Costs 
26 
27  Subtotal: Personnel Costs 
28 
29 Direct Student Costs 
30  Textbooks 
31  Student Supplies and Materials 
32  Library and Media Center Materials 
33  Computers and Materials 
34  Other Instructional Equipment 
35  Classroom Furnishings and Supplies 
36  Student Assessment Materials 
37  Contracted Student Services 
38  Miscellaneous Student Costs 
39 
40  Subtotal: Direct Student Costs 
41 
42 Occupancy Expenses 
43  Rent 
44  Mortgage Principal Payments 
45  Mortgage Interest Payments 
46  Building Maintenance and Repairs 
47  Renovation/Leasehold Improvements 
48  Utilities 
49  Janitorial Supplies 
50  Equipment Rental and Maintenance 
51  Contracted Building Services 
52 
53  Subtotal: Occupancy Expenses 
54 
55 Office Expenses 



Pre-Opening (Planning Year) Budget  Worksheet 

56  Office Supplies and Materials 
57  Office Furnishings and Equipment 
58  Office Equipment Rental and Maintenance 
59  Telephone/Telecommunications 
60  Legal, Accounting and Payroll Services 
61  Printing and Copying 
62  Postage and Shipping 
63  Other 
64 
65  Subtotal: Office Expenses 
66 
67 General Expenses 
68  Insurance 
69  Interest Expense 
70  Transportation 
71  Food Service 
72  Administration Fee (to PCSB) 
73  EMO Management Fee 
74  Other General Expense 
75 
76  Subtotal: General Expenses 
77 
78  TOTAL EXPENSES 
79 
80 EXCESS (OR DEFICIENCY) 

81  Excess (or deficit) retained by school 
82  Excess (or deficit) retained by EMO 



Two-Year  Operating Budget Worksheet: Year ONE 

DESCRIPTION  BUDGETED AMOUNTS 

REVENUES 

Column A Column B Column C Column D 

501(c)3 
School Applicant 

Education 
Management 
Organization 

Total Revenues by 
Funding Source 

Expenditures as a 
Percent of Total 
Public Funding 

1 Per Pupil Charter Payments 
2 Per Pupil Facilities Allowance 
3 Federal Entitlements 
4 Other Government Funding/Grants 
5 Total Public Funding 
6 Private Grants and Donations 
7 Activity Fees 
8 Loans 
9 Other Income (please describe in footnote) 

10 Total Non-Public Funding 
11 EMO Management Fee (= line 73, col. G) 
12 
13 
14 TOTAL REVENUES 

EXPENSES 

501(c)3 
School Applicant 

Education 
Management 
Organization 

Combined Total 
Expenditures as a 
Percent of Total 
Public Funding 

Personnel Salaries and Benefits 
15 Principal/Executive Salary 
16 Teachers Salaries 
17 Teacher Aides/Assistance Salaries 
18 Other Education Professionals Salaries 
19 Business/Operations Salaries 
20 Clerical Salaries 
21 Custodial Salaries 
22 Other Staff Salaries 
23 Employee Benefits 
24 Contracted Staff 
25 Staff Development Costs 
26 
27 Subtotal: Personnel Costs 
28 
29 Direct Student  Costs 
30 Textbooks 
31 Student Supplies and Materials 
32 Library and Media Center Materials 
33 Computers and Materials 
34 Other Instructional Equipment 
35 Classroom Furnishings and Supplies 
36 Student Assessment Materials 
37 Contracted Student Services 



38 
39 
40
41 

Miscellaneous Student Costs 

Student  C  

42 e e  
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 

Rent 
Mortgage Principal Paymen s 
Mortgage Interest Paymen s 
Building Maintenance and Repairs 
Renovation/Leasehold mprovemen s 
Utilities 
Janitorial Supplies 
Equipment Rental and Main enance 
Contracted Building Services 

e e

Two-Year  Operating Budget Worksheet: Year ONE 

54 
55 Office Expenses 
56 Office Supplies and Materials 
57 Office Furnishings and Equipment 
58 Office Equipment Rental and Maintenance 
59 Telephone/Telecommunications 
60 Legal, Accounting and Payroll Services 
61 Printing and Copying 
62 Postage and Shipping 
63 Other 
64 
65 Subtotal: Office Expenses 
66 
67 General Expenses 
68 Insurance 
69 Interest Expense 
70 Transportation 
71 Food Service 
72 Administration Fee (to PCSB) 
73 EMO Management Fee 
74 Other General Expense 
75 
76 Subtotal: General Expenses 
77 
78 TOTAL EXPENSES 
79 
80 EXCESS (OR DEFICIENCY) 

81 Excess (or deficit) retained by school 
82 Excess (or deficit) retained by EMO 

ASSUMPTIONS
Student Enrollment 
Facility Size (square footage) 
Average Teacher Salary 
Student/Teacher Ratio 
Other Major Assumptions

NOTES: 



Two-Year  Operating Budget Worksheet: Year TWO 

DESCRIPTION  BUDGETED AMOUNTS 

REVENUES 

Column A Column B Column C Column D 

501(c)3 
School Applicant 

Education 
Management 
Organization 

Total Revenues by 
Funding Source 

Expenditures as a 
Percent of Total 
Public Funding 

1 Per Pupil Charter Payments 
2 Per Pupil Facilities Allowance 
3 Federal Entitlements 
4 Other Government Funding/Grants 
5 Total Public Funding 
6 Private Grants and Donations 
7 Activity Fees 
8 Loans 
9 Other Income (please describe in footnote) 

10 Total Non-Public Funding 
11 EMO Management Fee (= line 73, col. G) 
12 
13 
14 TOTAL REVENUES 

EXPENSES 

501(c)3 
School Applicant 

Education 
Management 
Organization 

Combined Total 
Expenditures as a 
Percent of Total 
Public Funding 

Personnel Salaries and Benefits 
15 Principal/Executive Salary 
16 Teachers Salaries 
17 Teacher Aides/Assistance Salaries 
18 Other Education Professionals Salaries 
19 Business/Operations Salaries 
20 Clerical Salaries 
21 Custodial Salaries 
22 Other Staff Salaries 
23 Employee Benefits 
24 Contracted Staff 
25 Staff Development Costs 
26 
27 Subtotal: Personnel Costs 
28 
29 Direct Student  Costs 
30 Textbooks 
31 Student Supplies and Materials 
32 Library and Media Center Materials 
33 Computers and Materials 
34 Other Instructional Equipment 
35 Classroom Furnishings and Supplies 
36 Student Assessment Materials 
37 Contracted Student Services 



38 
39 
40
41 

Miscellaneous Student Costs 

Student  C  

42 e e  
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 

Rent 
Mortgage Principal Paymen s 
Mortgage Interest Paymen s 
Building Maintenance and Repairs 
Renovation/Leasehold mprovemen s 
Utilities 
Janitorial Supplies 
Equipment Rental and Main enance 
Contracted Building Services 

e e

Two-Year  Operating Budget Worksheet: Year TWO 

54 
55 Office Expenses 
56 Office Supplies and Materials 
57 Office Furnishings and Equipment 
58 Office Equipment Rental and Maintenance 
59 Telephone/Telecommunications 
60 Legal, Accounting and Payroll Services 
61 Printing and Copying 
62 Postage and Shipping 
63 Other 
64 
65 Subtotal: Office Expenses 
66 
67 General Expenses 
68 Insurance 
69 Interest Expense 
70 Transportation 
71 Food Service 
72 Administration Fee (to PCSB) 
73 EMO Management Fee 
74 Other General Expense 
75 
76 Subtotal: General Expenses 
77 
78 TOTAL EXPENSES 
79 
80 EXCESS (OR DEFICIENCY) 

81 Excess (or deficit) retained by school 
82 Excess (or deficit) retained by EMO 

ASSUMPTIONS
Student Enrollment 
Facility Size (square footage) 
Average Teacher Salary 
Student/Teacher Ratio 
Other Major Assumptions

NOTES: 
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COLETTA PAUL SEPTIMA CLARK ACHIEVEMENT PREPARATORY ACADEMY YOUT
LETREE BOOKER T. WASHINGTON WILLIAM E DOAR ARTS AND TECHNOLOGY A
CAPITAL CITY TREE OF LIFE D.C. BILINGUAL IDEAL ACADEMY D.C. PREPARATO

NES EAGLE ACADEMY EARLY CHILDHOOD ACADEMY ELSIE WHITLOW STOKES 
Y FREEDOM SEED FRIENDSHIP HOPE COMMUNITY HOWARD ROAD ACADEMY W

YU YING INTEGRATED DESIGN AND ELECTRONIC ACADEMY EDUCATION STRE
ILIES IMAGINE SOUTHEAST KIPP DC MARY MCLEOD BETHUNE MUNDO VERDE N
LEGIATE EXCEL ACADEMY HOWARD UNIVERSITY MIDDLE SCHOOL OF MATHEM
 SCIENCE THE NEXT STEP/EL PRÓXIMO PASO OPTIONS CARLOS ROSARIO INTE

NAL PERRY STREET PREP POTOMAC LIGHTHOUSE HOSPITALITY HIGH RICHARD 
OTS SHINING STARS MONTESSORI ACADEMY THURGOOD MARSHALL ACADEMY 

CHING TWO RIVERS WASHINGTON LATIN WASHINGTON MATH SCIENCE AND TE
CENTER CITY LATIN AMERICAN MONTESSORI BILINGUAL MERIDIAN BRIDGES C

VEZ MAYA ANGELOU ST. COLETTA PAUL SEPTIMA CLARK ACHIEVEMENT PREPA
DEMY YOUTHBUILD APPLETREE BOOKER T. WASHINGTON WILLIAM E DOAR AR
HNOLOGY ACADEMY CAPITAL CITY TREE OF LIFE D.C. BILINGUAL IDEAL ACADE
PARATORY E.L. HAYNES EAGLE ACADEMY EARLY CHILDHOOD ACADEMY ELSIE 
KES COMMUNITY FREEDOM SEED FRIENDSHIP HOPE COMMUNITY HOWARD RO
WASHINGTON YU YING INTEGRATED DESIGN AND ELECTRONIC ACADEMY EDU

ENGTHENS FAMILIES IMAGINE SOUTHEAST KIPP DC MARY MCLEOD BETHUNE M
DE NATIONAL COLLEGIATE EXCEL ACADEMY HOWARD UNIVERSITY MIDDLE SC

MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE THE THE NEXT STEP/EL PRÓXIMO PASO OPTIONS 

ARIO INTERNATIONAL PERRY STREET PREP POTOMAC LIGHTHOUSE HOSPITAL
HARD WRIGHT ROOTS SHINING STARS MONTESSORI ACADEMY THURGOOD MA
DEMY INSPIRED TEACHING TWO RIVERS WASHINGTON LATIN WASHINGTON MA
E AND TECHNOLOGY CENTER CITY LATIN AMERICAN MONTESSORI BILINGUAL 
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PARATORY ACADEMY YOUTHBUILD APPLETREE BOOKER T. WASHINGTON WILL
R ARTS AND TECHNOLOGY ACADEMY CAPITAL CITY TREE OF LIFE D.C. BILING
DEMY D.C. PREPARATORY E.L. HAYNES EAGLE ACADEMY EARLY CHILDHOOD A
E WHITLOW STOKES COMMUNITY FREEDOM SEED FRIENDSHIP HOPE COMMUN
ROAD ACADEMY WASHINGTON YU YING INTEGRATED DESIGN AND ELECTRON
EDUCATION STRENGTHENS FAMILIES IMAGINE SOUTHEAST KIPP DC MARY MC

HUNE MUNDO VERDE NATIONAL COLLEGIATE EXCEL ACADEMY HOWARD UNIV
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2013 School Performance Report

Unique School Characteristics

Transportation

Metro/Bus Service* 

School Shuttle 

*Please check www.wmata.com for updates.

Student Demographics (2012–13)

DC Public Charter School Board School Performance Report © 2013

For schools that do not 
receive a Performance 
Management Framework 
(PMF) score,* PCSB uses 
the Accountability Plan 
system to measure academic 
performance. Accountability 
Plan results are determined 
by whether the school met or 
missed specific performance 
targets that were established 
by that school and approved 
by PCSB.

Schools and programs with 
accountability plans do not 
receive a PMF tier.

* For a list of reasons why a 
school would not receive a 
PMF score, see page 11 of the 
complete book of reports.

Accountability Plans

WARD

School Mission/Purpose:Board Chair: First School Year: 1998–99
Eduardo Ferrer

Executive Director:

Julie Meyer

Principal:

Susan Evans-Espinoza

Grades Served:

 PK-3   PK-4   K   1   2   3  

 4   5   6   7   8   9   10  

 11   12  � GED  � ADULT ED

 Before Care      After Care

Percentage of Highly Qualified Teachers: 100%

Student-to-Teacher Ratio: 11 to 1

➊

The Next Step/El Próximo Paso
PCS
3047 15th Street, NW 202-319-2249

Washington, DC 20009 www.nextsteppcs.org

The mission of The Next Step/El
Próximo Paso Public Charter School is
to provide students who face
extraordinary challenges and who are
not supported in traditional high
schools the opportunity to continue
their education.

Bilingual GED program (English/Spanish)

ESOL classes

Day and night classes

Full- and part-time options

Dual enrollment and college scholarships

English Language
Learners: 60.6%

Low Income: 94.0%

Special Education: 5.1%

Columbia Heights Metro
Station/52, 53, 54; S1, S2,
S4African American

Hispanic/Latino

White

Asian/Pacific Islander

Native American/Indian

Other

17.3%

80.9%

0.0%

1.1%

0.0%

0.7%

Total Enrollment: 250

School Profile (2013–14)

 

243



(2012–13)  

2013 School Performance Report  

DC Public Charter School Board School Performance Report © 2013

The Next Step/El Próximo Paso PCS

Progress Results Met Target?Student Progress Targets

Students achieved an average increase of 2.6 Yes  Students will show an average increase of at
grade levels.least a grade level equivalent of growth in

reading on the Test of Adult Basic Education
(TABE).

Students achieved an average increase of 2.0 Yes  Students will show an average increase of at
grade levels.least a grade level equivalent of growth in

mathematics on the Test of Adult Basic
Education (TABE).

Students achieved an average increase of 0.73 No  English language learners will show an average
grade levels.increase of at least a grade level equivalent of

growth in English language proficiency on the
Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE).

Achievement Results Met Target?Student Achievement Targets

74.6% of the students passed. Yes  70% of eligible students will pass the General
Education Development exam.

Leading Indicators Results Met Target?Leading Indicators Targets

Students enrolled attended, on average, 76.0% of Yes  On average, enrolled students will attend
the time.school 69% of the time.

TOTAL TARGETS MET    OF  

Grades measured: Adult Ed/GED
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2013 School Performance Report

Unique School Characteristics

 

Transportation

Metro/Bus Service* 

School Shuttle 

*Please check www.wmata.com for updates.

 

 

 

 

 

Student Demographics (2012–13)

DC Public Charter School Board School Performance Report © 2013

Schools serving grades 
pre-kindergarten through 

participate in a Performance 
Management Framework 
(PMF) pilot in 2012–13 as  
an alternative to being 
evaluated using Accountability 
Plans. These schools are not 
being tiered for the 2012–13 
school year.

* For a list of reasons why a school 
would not receive a PMF score, 
see page 11 of the complete 
book of reports.

PMF Pilot — 
Early Childhood

WARD

School Mission/Purpose:

second grade could elect to 

Excel Academy PCS

2501 Martin Luther King Jr. Avenue, SE 202-373-0097

Washington, DC 20020 www.excelpcs.org

➑

Board Chair: First School Year: 2008–09
Vito Germinario

Executive Director:

Kaye Savage

Principal:

Lela Johnson

Grades Served:

� PK-3  � PK-4  � K  � 1  � 2  � 3  

� 4  � 5   6   7   8   9   10  

 11   12   GED   ADULT ED
Will grow to eighth grade

 Before Care      After Care

Percentage of Highly Qualified Teachers: 100%

Student-to-Teacher Ratio: 13 to 1

Excel Academy Public Charter School
provides preschool through eighth
grade girls a solid academic
foundation and enrichment
opportunities to prepare them to
succeed in high school and college
and to develop the skills and
confidence they need to make healthy,
positive lifestyle choices.

All-girls, single-sex education

High-performing early childhood program
(K-2)

Academically rigorous curriculum aligned
with Common Core State Standards

Before- and after-school programs available

Enrichment opportunities include PE, health,
music, art, technology, Latin, and Saturday
Academy

Fresh food prepared daily at our on-site
kitchen

English Language
Learners: 0.0%

Low Income: 100.0%

Special Education: 7.2%

Anacostia Metro Station

African American

Hispanic/Latino

White

Asian/Pacific Islander

Native American/Indian

Other

98.8%

0.6%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.6%

School Profile (2013–14)

Total Enrollment: 515
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Excel Academy PCS

Progress Results Met Target?Student Progress Targets

88.0% of students met this goal. Yes  60% of pre-kindergarten-3 and
pre-kindergarten-4 students will advance from
Emerging to Satisfactory in literacy/language
on the mCLASS CIRCLE: letter assessment.

80.0% of students met this goal. Yes  60% of pre-kindergarten-3 through first-grade
students will advance at least one level in
mathematics on the mCLASS CIRCLE: math.

77.0% of students met this goal. Yes  60% of kindergarten through second-grade
students will advance at least one level in
reading on the mCLASS Text Reading
Comprehension assessment.

Achievement Results Met Target?Student Achievement Targets

86.0% of students met this goal. Yes  60% of kindergarten through first-grade
students will score at the 40th percentile or
higher in Reading/Math Composite score on
the Terra Nova assessment.

76.0% of students met this goal. Yes  60% of kindergarten through second-grade
students will score proficient or higher in
reading on the mCLASS Text Reading
Comprehension assessment.

Leading Indicators Results Met Target?Leading Indicators Targets

The average daily attendance was 90.8%. Yes  On average, pre-kindergarten-3 and
pre-kindergarten-4 students will attend school
88% of the days.

The average daily attendance was 93.7%. Yes  On average, kindergarten through
second-grade students will attend school 92%
of the days.

TOTAL TARGETS MET    OF  

Grades measured: PK3–2
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2013 School Performance Report

Student Demographics (2012–13)

WARD

Tier Explanations

For schools serving grades 
3–12, PCSB has implemented 
the Performance Management 
Framework (PMF) to assess 
school-wide academic 
performance. Schools are rated 
by tiers: Tier 1 schools meet 
standards of high performance; 
Tier 2 schools fall short of 
high performance standards 
but meet minimum overall 
performance standards; and 
Tier 3 schools fall significantly 
short of high performance 
standards, showing inadequate 
performance.

Unique School Characteristics

DC Public Charter School Board School Performance Report © 2013

2013 Score:  

2012 Score:  

2011 Score:  

Transportation

Metro/Bus Service* 

School Shuttle 

*Please check www.wmata.com for updates.

�   High Performing  
(65.0–100)

�   Mid Performing  
(35.0–64.9)

�   Low Performing  
(0.0–34.9)

Tier

 

School Mission/Purpose:Board Chair: First School Year: 2004–05
Ann Gosier

Executive Director:

Jessica Wodatch

Principal:

Maggie Bello (Elementary) and Elaine Hou (Middle)

Grades Served:

� PK-3  � PK-4  � K  � 1  � 2  � 3  

� 4  � 5  � 6  � 7  � 8   9   10  

 11   12   GED   ADULT ED

 Before Care      After Care

Percentage of Highly Qualified Teachers: 100%

Student-to-Teacher Ratio: 12 to 1

Two Rivers PCS
➏

1227 4th Street, NE 202-546-4477

Washington, DC 20002 www.tworiverspcs.org

To nurture a diverse group of students

to become lifelong, active participants

in their own education, develop a sense

of self and community, and become

responsible and compassionate

members of society.

Expeditionary Learning model, which
emphasizes interactive, hands-on,
project-based learning

Responsive Classroom school

A supportive community of learners

Integrates the arts, Spanish, and physical
education

Highly skilled, dedicated staff

An engaged and active parent community

English Language
Learners: 4.4%

Low Income: 39.3%

Special Education: 23.0%

69.9%

73.8%

African American

Hispanic/Latino

White

Asian/Pacific Islander

Native American/Indian

Other

NoMa-Gallaudet Metro
Station/90, 92, 93

75.0%

63.1%

7.7%

26.8%

0.6%

0.2%

1.6%

Total Enrollment: 496

School Profile (2013–14)
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(2012–13)  Points Earned
Points Possible

Percent of 
Possible 
Points

Student Progress (40 points): Academic improvement over time 

Growth on DC-CAS Reading over time
0 100

Growth on DC-CAS Mathematics over time
0 100

Student Achievement (25 points): Meeting or exceeding academic standards

Elementary grades DC-CAS Reading

Proficient and Advanced
0 100

Advanced only
0 100

Elementary grades DC-CAS Mathematics

Proficient and Advanced
0 100

Advanced only
0 100

Middle grades DC-CAS Reading

Proficient and Advanced
0 100

Advanced only
0 100

Middle grades DC-CAS Mathematics
Proficient and Advanced

0 100

Advanced only
0 100

Gateway (15 points): Outcomes in key subjects that predict future educational success

Proficient and Advanced 3rd grade  
Reading

0 100

Proficient and Advanced 8th grade 
Mathematics

0 100

Leading Indicators (20 points): Predictors of future student progress and achievement

Attendance
0 

Re-enrollment in this school
0 100

TOTAL SCORE  
55.6

100.0
55.6%

30.0 70.0

70.0

For a more detailed explanation of the indicators, see our user guide.

2013 School Performance Report  

DC Public Charter School Board School Performance Report © 2013

27.0

25.0

25.0

25.0

25.0

30.5

17.4

29.2

90.060.0

28.9

20.4

0 100Floor Goal

Score
KEY

85.0 95.0

30.0

Two Rivers PCS

 
 56.5

 
 57.5

13.3
20.0

13.8
20.0

2.8
5.0

0.98
1.25

3.2
5.0

1.25
1.25

2.3
5.0

0.44
1.25

2.5
5.0

0.64
1.25

3.4
7.5

5.7
7.5

10.0
10.0

9.6
10.0

69.9
100.0

66.5%

69.0%

56.0%

78.4%

64.0%

100.0%

46.0%

35.2%

50.0%

51.2%

45.6%

76.0%

100.0%

96.0%

69.9%

 
 67.8

 
 19.6

 
 72.0

 

 
 55.1

 
 95.8

 
 88.9

 

 26.6

 61.1

 
 8.7

 
 65.1

 
 12.7

 
 82.9

Grades measured: 3–8

TIER➊
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2013 School Performance Report

Student Demographics (2012–13)

WARD

Tier Explanations

For schools serving grades 
3–12, PCSB has implemented 
the Performance Management 
Framework (PMF) to assess 
school-wide academic 
performance. Schools are rated 
by tiers: Tier 1 schools meet 
standards of high performance; 
Tier 2 schools fall short of 
high performance standards 
but meet minimum overall 
performance standards; and 
Tier 3 schools fall significantly 
short of high performance 
standards, showing inadequate 
performance.

Unique School Characteristics

DC Public Charter School Board School Performance Report © 2013

2013 Score:  

2012 Score:  

2011 Score:  

Transportation

Metro/Bus Service* 

School Shuttle 

*Please check www.wmata.com for updates.

�   High Performing  
(65.0–100)

�   Mid Performing  
(35.0–64.9)

�   Low Performing  
(0.0–34.9)

Tier

 

School Mission/Purpose:Board Chair: First School Year: 2009–10
Allison Mayas

Executive Director:

Jennifer L. Ross, MSW, LCSW

Principal:

Dianne Brown, Ed.D.

Grades Served:

 PK-3   PK-4   K   1   2   3  

 4   5   6   7   8  � 9  � 10  

� 11  � 12   GED   ADULT ED

 Before Care      After Care

Percentage of Highly Qualified Teachers: 100%

Student-to-Teacher Ratio: 12 to 1

National Collegiate
Preparatory PCHS➑

4600 Livingston Road, SE 202-832-7737

Washington, DC 20032 www.nationalprepdc.org

Our mission is (1) to provide a rigorous

9th–12th grade standards-based

college preparatory curriculum to

maximize our students’ academic

achievement, (2) to provide an

interdisciplinary curriculum which

integrates international studies themes

across the academic curriculum leading

to an International Baccalaureate (IB)

Diploma, and (3) to prepare our

students to be self-directed, lifelong

learners equipped to be engaged

citizens of their school, community,

country, and world.

College preparatory curriculum; offers
International Baccalaureate Diploma as an
authorized IBO school

Candidacy Stage for accreditation from
Middle States Commission on Secondary
Schools

International studies program with
opportunities to travel abroad

Entire senior class graduated and was
accepted to college

Small class size

English Language
Learners: 0.0%

Low Income: 89.7%

Special Education: 18.1%

51.4%

49.0%

African American

Hispanic/Latino

White

Asian/Pacific Islander

Native American/Indian

Other

Anacostia Metro
Station/A4, A5, A6

48.6%

99.0%

0.6%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.4%

Total Enrollment: 310

School Profile (2013–14)
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(2012–13)  Points Earned
Points Possible

Percent of 
Possible 
Points

Student Progress (15 points): Test score improvement over time 

Growth on DC-CAS Reading over time
0 100

Growth on DC-CAS Mathematics over time
0 100

Student Achievement (30 points): Meeting or exceeding standards

High grades DC-CAS Reading

Proficient and Advanced 0 100

Advanced only
0 100

High grades DC-CAS Mathematics

Proficient and Advanced 0 100

Advanced only
0 100

Advanced Placement and International 
Baccalaureate performance (12th)

0 100

Gateway (30 points): Outcomes aligned to college and career readiness

Graduation rate
0 100

PSAT performance (11th)
0 100

SAT performance (12th)
0 100

College acceptance rate
0 100

Leading Indicators (25 points): Predictors of future student progress and achievement

Attendance
0 

Re-enrollment in this school
0 100

9th grade credits (on track to graduate)
0 100

TOTAL SCORE  

26.4

65.030.0

For a more detailed explanation of the indicators, see our user guide.

2013 School Performance Report

30.0 65.0

20.3

25.0

25.0

57.0

10.0

3.5

75.0

50.0

66.1

90.064.6

50.5

15.0

0 100Floor Goal

Score
KEY

85.0 95.0

DC Public Charter School Board School Performance Report © 2013

National Collegiate Preparatory PCHS

Grades measured: 9–12

  63.3

 
 55.4

  92.4

  82.1

7.1
7.5

5.4
7.5

0.7
10.0

0.1
2.5

0.0
10.0

0.0
2.5

4.5
7.5

3.4
7.5

2.1
7.5

7.5
7.5

7.4
10.0

6.9
10.0

3.7
5.0

48.8
95.0

94.7%

72.0%

7.0%

4.0%

0.0%

0.0%

N/A

45.3%

28.0%

100.0%

74.0%

69.0%

74.0%

51.4%

 
 31.9

 
 1.4

 
 18.8

0.0

 
 83.0

 
 24.3

  27.8

 
 100

  87.1

TIER➋

60.0%
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AppleTree Early Learning PCS –  Columbia Heights

the city’s first Equity Reports. Equity Reports are a complement 
to OSSE’s School Report Cards, DCPS’ School Scorecards and 
PCSB’s Performance Management Framework.



percent of students absent for…

Public charter schools create their own attendance and discipline policies. To learn more about this school’s policies, please visit http://bit.ly/1djn02G

AppleTree Early Learning PCS –  Columbia Heights



AppleTree Early Learning PCS –  Columbia Heights

The chart below shows how this school’s student population changed throughout 

The cumulative number of students admitted is shown as a proportion of the school’s total enrollment on the blue 
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Qualitative Site Review Protocol for  

DC Charter Schools 
Updated November 2013 

 

 

 

 

 

DC Public Charter School Board 
3333 14th Street NW, Suite 210 

Washington, DC 20010 
Phone: 202-328-2600 
Fax: 202-328-2661 

  





DC Public Charter School Board (“ ”)

“ ”

“ ”

 on about the school’s mission, 

 
 Observation of the school’s board meeting(s) (
 Observation of a school’s parent event(s) if it is pertinent to the school’s goals (c

Local Education Agency (“LEA”)

 
 
 “ ”
 
 

1 See www.danielsongroup.org 
2 Initially the QSR will only apply to the relevant campus in the case of multi-campus schools.  PCSB reserves the 
right to expand the QSR to the entire LEA based on its initial findings.  



 

 
 
 School’s Mission and Goals
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 

may be observed more than once. PCSB’s goal is to observe 

The purpose of this visit is to gauge the extent to which the school’s 

t PCSB’s discretion, based on the pertinence to the school’s goals, a

includes the team’s findings and the evidence 
evidence and findings on the charter’s mission and goals, classroom environment

week window to the school’s board chair and school leader



 

written response to PCSB’s Deputy Director. 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
, specifically the school’s mission and goals

 
please consult the school’s schedule when determining your visit schedule

 

 



 

 

 

 
with the review team’s impressions and opinions of 

share the Review Team’s initial finding

 
 

and aligned with the review team’s impressions and opinions of the school.

 
 

 
the school’s record. 

 



 

– –

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

and aligned with the review team’s impressions and 

that will also go in the school’s permanent file and be used to evaluate the 
school’s performance for high

that becomes a permanent part of the school’s record



 



 



–
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Deliberative: None of this language or information can be reproduced without school’s permission or will be used to evaluate the school. 
For QSR review team use only. 

Campus Name:  

Please fill out the roster for all teachers including special education and ELL teachers (if Applicable). 

Teacher Name Content 
Area 

Grade 
Level 

Room 
Number 

Years at 
School 

Years 
Teaching 

Team or 
Department 
Lead? 

       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       

 





 
<Date> 
 
<Board Chair’s Name>, Board Chair 
<Campus Name> 
<Campus Address> 
<Washington, DC Zip Code> 
 
Dear <Board Chair>:  
 
The Public Charter School Board (PCSB) conducts Qualitative Site Reviews 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 Qualitative Site 
Review during the 2013-14 school year for the following reason(s): 
 

 School eligible to petition for 15-year Charter Renewal during 2013-14 school year 
 School eligible for 5-year Charter Review during 2013-14 school year 
 School eligible for 10-year Charter Review during 2013-14 school year 
 School designated as Focus/Priority by Office of the State Superintendent 
 School had a Tier 3 rank on the Performance Management Framework during the 2012-13 

school year 
 School met less than 30% of targets in Accountability Plan during the 2012-13 school year 

 
Qualitative Site Review Report 
A Qualitative Site Review team conducted on-site reviews of <Campus Name> between <Dates>. 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. 
 
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 <Campus Name>. Thank you for your continued cooperation 
as PCSB makes every effort to ensure that <LEA Name> is in compliance with its charter. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Naomi DeVeaux 
Deputy Director 

 
Enclosures 
cc: School Leader 
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