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Internal Report: Corrective Action Plan 
December 15, 2014 

A.C.N. A02-L0002- AUDIT OF SEA OVERSIGHT OF CHARTER SCHOOLS 
·~ 

Action Office 0 11 Final Audit Issuance Date 

Resolved Date 

0912512012 

06/26/2014 
--·· 

Action Official 

·- · 
DelegatecJ Action Official Nadya Dabby Audit Comp!eted Date NIA 

(202) 401-8532 ·---------·----·----·-------t 
Audit Liaison Otficor ANN GALIATSOS Closure Memo Date NIA 

(202) 205-9765 
-· -

OIG Audit Manager Daniel Schultz 
- · A~cJit c_ro_s_ed_o_at_e ___ -._ .... [_-w_·~--------N-'A_ (212) 637-6271 ._ ____ 

- .. 

~~~~~~~:-rn Number Open . 4 
r=a= -

Number Completed 3 
. -

finclings/Rccommcnclations/Correctivc Actions 

Finding# 1 - Resolved --·-------~-~ 

~ing Type-~-· J Non~onetary R_:~omm~dation. . --.. -· ---···-=-·-·-- --·-· _ . ~--
0 11 Did Not Conduct Effective Oversight of Grantees Receiving the SEA and Non-SEA Grants 

~~-~-~~~~ 

·---------r~ecommend~~;;:t~~solved ---------· 

~-=mend Type ] Stre~_th~;;,·-a-1 _C_o-~~-o-ls---~~~~~~~~~~--------
(Significant) 1.1 We recommend that the Assistant Deputy Secretary for 011 develop and implement a plan for ensuring 
that grantees develop corrective action plans to address monitoring issues and deficiencies identified in the monitoring 
reports produced. In addition, develop and implement policies and procedures for tracking grantees' corrective action 
plans, for each monitoring finding or specific recommendation made as o result of monitoring reports produced, to 
ensure all reported deficiencies arc corrected timely. Further, inform SEAs that subgrantee oversight, including 
corrective action plans, will be a monitoring indicator used in the future. 

---·--------~-1 
Responsible Managers 011 - Stefan Huh ---::]--·---·" 
_________ ... ,,,,_. .. ~-. ·-- ... ------------ ... ..------------·--------·-

·---·---~----
Action Item # 1 

Increase in CSP Staff. 
---~----~---------

1-----·~----~---m-· ------·-~------
Action Item Responsible Manager Stefan Huh - ---·· .. --·----.1·.•\+ .. ·- - ·---·- ·- --·- ···--·--·----·----
Planned Completion Date 10/01/2012 

--~~-~--

Revised Completion Date NIA 

Ac;ual Completion Date j 1om~----
POC~ents ---------E·----------~---------·-------- -
Contacts .______ --··-~ ·-----~--

Action lte.ill - . I 
Grantee Corrective Action. Plan Process. For on-site monitoring visits conducted pri·-o-r t_o_F_Y_1-2,_C_S_P-st-af-f 
will confirm that all SEA and non-SEA active grantee sprovided evidence demonstrating resolution for 
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each indicator with a rating of "2" or "1 ''. If an item is still pending, CSP will hold monthly calls with each 
grantee until each issue is resolved. Beginning with the on-site monitoring reports issued during FY12, 
CSP staff will conduct the following activities: - Upon issuing a final monitoring report to a grantee, CSP 
will hold a post-monitoring conference call to discuss findings, provide technical assistance, and discuss a 
corrective action plan. - CSP staff will file corrective action plans, grantee progress reports, and related 
evidence in each grantee's grant folder. Beginning in the first quarter of FY13. program officers are 
required to conduct quarterly phone calls with each SEA, and semi-annual phone calls with non-SEAs. 
These calls will include a discussion of the corrective action plan, until each finding is closed. Submission 
of the progress reports and completion of the quarterly call will be tracked and monitored by the CSP 
Director and Program Manager. - Grantee failure to address deficiencies and submit the required progress 
reports will be incuded in the annual risk assessment process, and could result in special conditions 
placed upon continuation awards, reduced continuatin funding, or in some cases, grant termination. ----·----.. --.. ----·-------------·--·-----i 
Action Item Responsible Manager Stefan Huh 

·---------... --.----·-----·--- ·--------~----i 
Planned Completion Date 09/30/2013 
---------·---~--------------------.. --------! 

Revised Completion Date 

Actual Completion Date 

PO Comments 

Contacts 

N/A 

NIA 
~--~--------~·--~·~ 

--+---~---,--.-~·~------------"-

--------~-

["R.;;om-;,,e,;~ft 2 ·Completed u--.. -~ 
R;~;mmend Type J Strengthen Internal Controls -·-----===·---- ------------·-
(Significant) 1.2 We recommend that the Assistant Deputy Secretary for 011 develop and implement a risk-based 
approach for selecting non-SEA grantees for monitoring activities. 
·-·-·-·---- --------·-·---
Responsible Managers 011 ·Stefan Huh 

-~----· ---~ .... -----.... ·--·---~~~ _....,.,,_..,.,._,.._._, ___ . -~-·---------··- -...-.. 
·-·--·------·-··-----------·-·-----

Action Item# 1 
-----·---~--~--·--·----------·---' 

CSP has already implemented a risk-based approach for selecting non-SEA grantees for monitoring, 
which includes 10 elemetns which historically have been indicative of either higher for lower risk. These 
indicators include grant size. delays in opening. and the degree of independent financial accountability. 

Action Item Responsible Manager Stefan Huh 

Planned Completion Date 03/27/2013 

1-::,~::;~~:;~;~~::: __ J~_-,2-0~1-2-_-_=_~~~--.. =~-~~---.-.. _~_--=~-=-~-·-·---- --
[
PO'C~;;;;;-;-"----·- Risk-based selecti~~ approach~s have also been developed and .. 

implemented for monitoring activities of other CSP grant programs. 
-·---•·---·-----•n-•- .--·--·-~--·-···----· .. ------------·--·-·,.,. __ , ___ .,..,~ 
Contacts 
-----~·--·:·-·,.-·-... --........ -.. -----... -~----------~ .. 

f ft~~~l:~~:~.;-:::·= ~:~n•-:_=••~• -=- -~- ·=~~-= 
(Significant) ·1.3 We recommend that the Assistant Deputy Secretary for OJI ensure that grantee fiscal activities are 
being monitored according to the ''Handbook for the Discretionary Grant Process," specifically for quarterly expenditure 
rGview and annual review of A-133 Single Audit reports. 

Respons~;M--;~~~1011 ·_Stefan Huh=-~-=---~---~------ .. ~~==~-~~~·--· 

~·;;:;Item# 1 
.-.·-----·--·------·-···-·--~--

CSP program officers will be required to document the following beginning in FY13: 1) that each review of 
clrawdown activity was completed: and 2) the results of each review. To provide guidance and direction to 
start, CSP will document the policies and procedures regarding this review. 

~l~em Responsible Manager J'St;f;~;h ·---.. 
r · F ---

http://connectcd2.ccl.gov/aarts/index.crm?ruseaction=reports. i reports& i .. rcports''cap&au... 12/ 15/2014 
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Planned Completion Date 0110112013 
v• --

Revised Completion Date NIA 
!-------· 
Actual Completion Date 0110112013 

PO Comments :1 : : " 
Contacts ..._,_, 

~--
Action Item# 2 --·----------··---
011 will ensure that a review of grantee A-133 and independent audit reports is included as a required step 
in the onsite monitoring process. ---··--·-----·---.---- -----·----·----i 
Action Item Responsible Manager f Stefan Huh 

Plann~ompletion Dale -±10/01/2012 . . . 

Revised Completion Date NIA 

ual Completion Date 

1

11-_ 1_0_1-01~;-~--~.-12- .~==-~~---=---==--·- -~-=~ 
Comments 

~·---· T ·-~==-~------··-·- ·--·----·---·---·-·---. . -· ---3 Finding # 2 - Resolved 

-Flnd~;:r;;-.. --==---'·E"!1~1ary_Rec~'.'1mend;t~~---·----·----------·-.----·-·~=-

Oll's Process for Ensuring SEAs Effectively Oversee and Monitor Subgrantees Needs Improvement -- _,_ ... __ ... -~~-------- . ··--·-----·----·-·· -
Recommendation# 1 - Completed 
--·------·--·-·- ··---·----· ··-·-·····------·----·---~--

"Reco_~~~Ty~·-J Strength~n lnlerna~ C.~~~~----------··-·--·.-·~-~---~---·-
(Significant) 2.1 We recommend that the Assistant Deputy Secretary for 011 establish and implement requirements for 
the three SEAs that were reviewed lo develop a detailed monitoring plan explaining the extent of monitoring that SEAs 
will conduct during an SEA grant cycle for charter schools and authorizers . 

. o ..... -..----~· -~-~----~ . .,...-~-..-..... ,....-.......: ____ .. . ,.. _____ ...,~,.,..,,r_,.&._.. 

... Res~.~~~~~=~J~'.I~-~:~~.~~~------·~----·- -·-- _ ---·--------- ----··----

~
--·-·--.... ··~----.. ·-~···-··--··-·-· . '"-··-·-·-·-·-···-· 

Action Item# 1 
-•-·n~---~ .... -.·••-···-·~"--·--·----- ... --···-·-------· ... -·-----·-''""_,.,,.,.....,,_,, __ 

For tho 3 SEAs reviewed, CSP will establish and implement requirements for each grantee to develop and 
imp!ement a detailed monitoring plan. At a minimum. those monitoring plans must include the following: 1) 
methodologies for selecting charier schools for onsite monitoring visits; 2) appropriate selection, training, 
and preparation for subgrantee monitors: 3) documented policies and procedures for conducting 
subgrantee monitoring; 4) procedures for tracking grant funds disbursed lo subgranlees; and 5) policies 
and procedures for monitoring and holding accountable public chartering agencies. 

r;~;i~~~-Responsibie M;;~;r'[s~~fu~,.~~ -·--#·,--···~---. .. -.,-------· ·----

~~~=~=::!:::~-~_-1 ~:~~~13 -~~~= ----.. -~~-- ·-·---=·~- ~--~ --· 
.~~~~~.~~~~ .. ~-a-tc~-~f 0912312014 ---· ---~-~-~·--·~~-~-~·-~~~-.. ~,,~ 
l~:n~::nents _ Ji-··-"-·-·-·-··-····--··--·- .. -··-··-·-.. ·-·---------
E.-.--·· -·-·.-..----~-~~-- , ~~--~--.-~-.c·r-..,......·.··-

----~~-··-·····--~·------·------··-~--·-·-·· 
Action Item# 2 

----·----···-··------·------·---···-·-
011 will ensure that CS P's contractor performs a comprehensive review of California's practices for 
monitoring subgrantees and authorizers ctu1ing their FY13 onsite monitoring visit. 

Acli~~-;;~~~~;;;~~;~~§~tan Huh ·----J___ I --·----

hltp://conncctcd2.cd.gov/aarts/index.cfm?fuseaction=reports.i .rcports&i_rcports·....,cap&au... 12/ 15/2014 
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Planned Completion Date 09/3012013 
·- ----

Revised Completion Date NIA 

Actual Completion Date 09/2312014 - -
PO Comments 

Contacts - -- ·---
Action Item# 3 

Submission of detailed monitoring plans, with evidence of their implementation, will be a requirement for 
the three grantees' reporting to CSP and will be considered as part of Oii's overall assessment of grantee 
substantial progress towards grant objectives during FY13. 

Action Item Responsible ManagerE~~e-fa_n_H--u-h---·---·---------------

Planned Completion Date ·~8/~-1-/2-!-~~3~~---_-_-_------~----------·--
Revised Completion Date NIA 

}-"• . ·----------------· 
Actual Completion Date 09/2312014 

PO Comments 

@.~=c~;-·--. ----·---J .~---·--·~-----~------· 

------~-----------
r~:~7m=~~·2 -Resol~d ---~----·--··-------·-··-----~·····-~----. 

-R;~~·r;;- -~~~~~~~.-o-nt_ro_l_s___ -·_·--~------~·- .. ~------~-· "·-~-
(Significant) 2.2 We recommend that the Assistant Deputy Secretary for Oii for the SEAs not visited, determine whether 
their monitoring plans are sufficiently detailed for charter schools and authorizers. 

I~~~~:~.': Man_;~~r~ L~ll -.. ~ef~n H~~=~=-·· --===~=-----~~-~~·-~~=-= 
Action Hom # 1 ----.. -···-·---·-··-------·-.. --···--·--··------.--
CSP will reinforce and communicate expectations with respect to subgrantee and authorizer monitoring to 
all SEA grantees through formal, written communication to all SEA project directors. ----·••• ... ·~-·----••-~.,._,._[r•-~ ·•·--~. • . .-·~•· , . .,_··-~-····-·-·-·•--··-··•-·--··· ···--·.--.--····-
f\C!iOn Item Responsible Manager Stefan Huh -··-··-··--··-·-· ... _____ !_ .... _ ---··· .. ·--····---·-··--··- ··-· .. ·-···---···-··----··-----
Planned Completion Date 09/30/2013 

!~~:~};~;~~~==~=[§~· ·-~ ·. ~- =~.:==-·:-~-~- -~-~::~: ~- ~~~-~ 
I PO Comments ] 

@~_ntn~~~--~~ ··~--=~]=-=·-·---~==-~:-~:~:~~~.=~~:-.. ===~===:·· 
~.~.-~1_1.tn·=_;n~. -11-2~~~·-~-·· .·.·.~·-·=· - .. ~·-···=·-·=·,.·~-~ .. ~·-· ~· --.-~~-·-.--.~~. -~~-.~ .. -~ .. 

••• •M--•·----·"-·----·-·····-··•·•·--···--·-~-·--- ••·M~-·-·-··· .. •··~--1 
CSP will offer technical assistance and guidance to all SEA grantees on sulJgrantec and authorizer 
monitoring. This will include an extensive workshop during the FY13 PD conference. 

-~~~:~~~~~7;~6~~~,;~~~~::::; ==-=-=======:~-=:-=~~ 
[~!vis~~~on D~~: -···- NIA--~~·--···~----~=---===-·=~=~·=~~ 
Actual Completion Date 09125/2014 

PO Co;~;;e~;-- . ·i-·---- -----·-------.. ·---·- -----
L~-~n~~~~~-=---= L-···- - ---~--·--------·-·--
r-----·---·------·-·----------- -~, 

hap:/ /connected2.cd.gov /aarts/i ndex.cfm? J'useaction=reporls. i_ reports& i _ reports=cap&au... I?./ 15/2014 
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Action Item # 3 

CSP will require all SEA grantees to submit subgrantee and authorizer monitoring plans for CSP staff 
review during FY13. 

Action Item Responsible Manager Stefan Huh -· Planned Completion Date 09/30/2013 

Revised Completion Date N/A 
·-

Actual Completion Date 09/25/2014 

PO Comments 

Contacts ---
.. 

~--· 

Action Item # 4 -
For SEAs scheduled for onsite monitoring during FY13, 011 will ensure that CSP's monitoring 
performs a comprehensive review of SEA practices for monitoring subgrantees and charter a 
;--- -

_ .. __ 
Action Item Responsible Manager Stefan Huh 

Planned Completion Date 09/30/2013 
- ~----~· .. -· --· 

Revised Completion Date NIA 
-

Actual Completion Dale 09/25/2014 - --
PO Comments 

contractor 
uthorizers. 

--- · 
-----

----~ -··-----·---- ----·-
Contacts ._. __ ....... _ 
·---·--·---·---- - ·-.. -·-------.. -~----·-------.... 
Action ltom # 5 
-----~---------·----
In fu ture grant funding notices under the SEA program, 011 will require applicants to affirm, and/or describe 
how they will monitor subgrantees and authorizers. 

Ac'tt;l~m Res~;~~;~steta.n H~h ·------·--~-=-----
Planned Completion Date --fi0/31_1201 ~- -----~-.-----~· 
Revised Completion Date N/A 

, ___ ., ___ ..__ .,,,..,_ ..... _____ -- ·---.. ·-~--.-......... ---····--·---·--·-
A~~Com~letio~.~/3'1/20~4 . -<·-~--·~-,-----~--

[Z~;:;.:~:~-------·· .. --:t=~=~~---==-· ----=---=~-·--
~~~~~-~~~~Resolved ··--- -----·----·-,--.. ··--·---·---·---· 

~~.~~~~;~~~" j Stren~~~~ernalCo;;;,;--· --·---.=-=--· 
{Significant) 2.3 We recommend that the Assist;:mt Deputy Secretary for 011 provide necessary guidance and training to 
SEAs on how to develop and im:.>lement procedures to ensure SEAs have effective monitoring and fiscal controls for 
tracking tile use of funds. 

·R;;;~;~~;;~ .tll · ~tefunHuh--~======~~~·.~==~~~~====·-
------------ ,,_ , ,,,_.,,. ____ .,. ... __ ,._ .... _._. ______ ,. __ , ...... _ , _____ _ 

Action Item ti 1 
-----~------·--- .. ·--·--.----~--· · · 

In future grant funding notices under the St:A program, 011 will require applicants to affirm, and/or describe 
how they will implement fise<JI controls ror tracking funds. 

-;;:;~;;;;;~~~~ s~~t~n ~uh~,~==--~-.~-~~=~·~ -~= 

I Planned ~ompletio'~---· 1~~~1-4~---~----··.. "·-·-~ - ~·-
l_::evised Completion Date N/J\ 

E;;;G•tio~_Date -E·~---- ·--==-~---· - -
hup://connt!cled2.cd.gov/aarts/index.cfrn?fuscaction=reports.i_reports&i_rcports=cap&au... 12/ l 5/20 l 4 
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PO Comments 

Contacts 

Action Item# 2 

The CSP will develop a training webinar for all SEA grantees on effective monitoring and fiscal controls for 
tracking funds. The CSP will present the webinar by September 30, 2014, and will record it for distribution 
to future SEA project directors. -·---- .. 
Action Item Responsible Manager Stefan Huh -· ·-i 
Planned Completion Date 09/30/2014 

·-----·-· 
Revised Completion Date NIA --
Actual Completion Date 09/30/2014 -- . 
PO Comments - ., --·-
Contacts .---·--· .. -.·---
------~--------~--~----·-~----·------·-~---
Action Item# 3 
------------·---~------·----------

The CSP will provide formal, written communication, such as a Dear Colleague letter incorporating the 
fiscal responsibilities for recipients of Federal funds. 

---...,,--·~----------~--------
Action Item Responsible Manager Stefan Huh 

Planned Completion Date 09/30/2014 

___ ,. ______ . ____ _ 
---------~- ---------

Revised Completion Date NIA 
------~-----·-··-·-~·-------~· 

Actual Completion Date N/A 
!----··---·~--- --· ------·-·--·---·---·-~---M------i 

PO Comments 

Contacts ··--.. ----~ 
____ .... ___ .. __ .. _ 

----~-----·-·-->V---

Recommendation# 1 - Resolved ... ---·---r> . ·--.. -----···---------.. ·----·-------·---,·-··------··· 
--··~~-··-··-J~~------·--------·---•·---.. - ... -... _,. __ ._.,._, __ , __ ,Y_O•-
Recommend Type Strengthen Internal Controls 

(Significant) 3.1 We recommend that the Assistant Deputy Secretary for 011 ensure that SEAs develop and implement 
adequate monitoring procedures for properly handling charter school closures and for properly accounting for Charter 
School Program funds spent by closed chartar schools, including the proper disposition of assets purchased with SEA 
grant funds in accordance with Federal regulations. 

l.-~-sp~~~~1:~~~1a~~r~r.:~ Stefa1~.H·~·I,"~~~----~=--·----=~=~=--=--=~-~==---· 
Action Item# 1 

011 will communicate to SEAs their responsibilities and ED's expectations for handling charter school 
closure ·in particular, the disposition or equipment· through channels which may include webinar 
presentations, technical assistance memos, and PD conference presentations. 

~ction Item.Responsible Man--;~s7era;~--- ~~---~-.. ,-~ ------.. --·-----rg---·----.. -------.. --.~ 
~::::i;:::::;-::: -~r~x~.2:~--·---~=~·~-=~==~--- ... ---=--~ 
Actual Completion Date N/A 

··-···- ·-.... -·-----~-·--.-~-..----~-.. 
PO Comments ··-· ·-·-· -·i-·---·-------=--· -~~-

hltp://connected2.ed.gov/aarts/inclex.cfm?fuscaction=rcports. i_rcports&i ___ rcports=cap&au... 12115/2014 
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I Contacts _ _J 
Action Item # 2 --·-.loo·----1 
011 will provide technical assistance and guidance to all SEAs on the proper handling of charter school 
closures and equipment disposition. 

1----·-·-· - ··--·-----
Action Item Responsible Manager Stefan Huh 

-· --Planned Completion Date 12/31/2013 - " ~ 

Revised Completion Date NIA 
1---· --·-~--

Actual Completion Date NIA 
-··--·· --------··~-

PO Comments 
- ·----
Contacts 

-· 
r--~-----------------

Action Item # 3 
-----------·~--· 

011 will require SEA grantees to submit policies and procedures for properly handling charier school 
closures, including ensuring appropriate equipment disposition. 

Actio~:_~sp;;;;;~ger ~;t;;H;;;--.~- ... ~-------------· ·--
Planned Completion Date ~~0/2~-=-·-.-~-----------~~---i 
Revised Comple_t_io_n_D_at:_ __ ·j~'~ -···· 
Actual Completion Date 09/2512014 

"Po Comments .. ~-~- l~~~:fssion oi closure polici.~e-s~a~n-d_p_ro_c_e_d_ur_e_s-on January 15, 
2013. ·---------·--1-·--.. ----·------~-

l Contacts .. ·--~-- ,--·~ .. ·-·-·----.. ----·---·---' 

This is the end of the report. 

http ://connectc<l2.cd. gov/aarts/i ndcx .c tin? fuscaction=reports. i. _reports& i _rcports=cap&au... 1211512014 



Action Item Doc1.11w:·nts - AO:~-LOOW/1/2 [AARTSl 

fifiUNITEP STATES PEPARTMCNT OF EDUCATION 

p .. ;littit .lo .. -oll!lffi'J;i/ilf a111t .i:cso/titiali rrai·/.i11g SystL"m 
Hot.tr Acc:ouNt lhGISHk MANUALS GloSSAll't Loc;out 

Internal Audits 

External Audit$ 

Ad Hoc Quertes 

Reports 

·. ~. . : 

__ .uu:_/'.::~·:·. 

.. 

i : ~::.{!~·~·::~ .. :·~ .. 

Dcc:u;i1cn~: 

~~Jn1e 

Monitoring fain Nlf\ 
Selection Rubric Pfoi:z 
Non-SEA xis 

Relurn To Top 

/'f1.) ., ... ,, 

'1:;1,·::id i): .. .':c <>f Op;;ic, ;s 
Ot',~~~ D;:;.:;t~;;~i..);1t 

013103114 08125112 f'J/A 
10:3~) 

AM 

P<:gc I of l 

hltp :/ /co1111cctcd2 .ed. gov /aarts/i mlex .c lin ?ruse;1<;tio11=i 11lcnrn I_ midi t. finding. rec om mend 8',... 17./ 15/'20 J 1!. 



FY_ Non-SEA Monitoring Selection 

Rubric 

Grantee 

PR Award# Name Location 

Pts 

1=300K O=less than 300K (points 

Total Amount of are based on amount of funding 
Funding per year) 

Pts Pts 

3=no Z=conditional Delayed 1= delayed opening 

Charter charter !=approved School O=opening as 
Approval O=open Opening scheduled 



Pts 

l=waiver 2=outstanding or very 
requested O=no 2·= EMO partnership poor results ~= 2=significant 

Waiver waiver CMO/EMO l=CMO partnership Performance Objectives & average scores O=no Budget l=moderate Inconsistent 
Request requested Partnership O=no partnership Measures Results results Changes O=minor Drawdowns 



Pts Pts 

5=1mic;ue 
2=Excessive or lac!< Grantee l=concerns Unique themeO=no 

of O=Regular Concerns O=no concerns Theme unique theme Total 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

l 0 

0 

l I 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 0 

I 0 



Action (tcm Dor~u:11cnts ·· A02-L000/./1/3 [AARTSJ Page I of I 

:\ction Item - ;'.\02-1.0J!.i~/"l/3/"I 

U plond D<1to of Ci::fo,;;; 
t),;te iJccurmmt 

GS Balance Review [rin PfcltL N//\ 09/05/1 I 12/20/12 NIA 
Chart.doc 02:52 Pwl 

bnp ://connected'.~ .cd.gov /J;:Wls/i nck:x .c lin? fu~cact ion =i ntcnw l ___ aud it. Ii nd inf:,.rcccmmcmlC"'.-,. .. I?./ I )/20 \ t! 



GS Balance Review Chart: ---------------------------

Total Awarded: ________ _ 

Date Balance Change from 

prior month 

Change 
Percent 

Concern/Follow-Up 

0----------1-------+---------··----·--·--- ------------< 

>---------1-------+-----· ..... - ...... ---1-------+--------~-----------1 

1---------1-------+-------1----- -·· - ··+··-·-·---... - -·----------! 

·--······· ··---- ---·----··· .. --- -··· .......... - ........ ·--··-----·---<-------+------------ ... . .. ... . .. 

... ---·-.. ··------ --···-··-·-···- - -· ..... ·-··- .. -------+------+-------------·-·-·-·· ·-··· -

.----··-·----- -- - ............. -.... ·- .. ·----·----·-------+----------·· -·· .. ·--······- -· 

_ .. __ ,..__ --· - -----·-·-. --- ··---·------+------+-------------· ···--· --



Action !tern Documc1its - AO~-L0002/?/ l [AAirlS I 

{)~..;H . 11,mt n1m.l 

OIG Re8ort Call Scri8l 
- Qalifomia.doc 

Arizona OIG Audit 
PQst-Call Document 
(3).doc 

01~ Re12ort Call Script 
• Florida.doc 

CA CSP Monitoring 
Report September 
20 13VS.pdf 

:: \:.1;·r c-;vr.-.r.~:~ , Jl'"; 

t:=.rin r'rott7. Coll si:;ript clocurnentinu l<ic:~-orr of cormclive 
action plsn with C/\.. 

Erin Pfollz 1\9011d;-i tor cmrcc\iv.) action pl::in :<ic:< of: cull 
with .4.7... 

r.: rin Pfoltz Ki•~k-off call for corrediv~ ac!ion pf!ln for i-L. 

f:rin rrelt.:t. Final CA monitoring r;}port. 

2013 SEA APR 1:'.rin Ph~il:t 2011 SL\ ;\:·'H mviow k1r.pf :il·~. 
Review Template doc 

Png1~ I of I 

llplrn' tl o~~~~ nf O;.r:i A\5 

l)<iL<J LlvCl"'11~ 11l 

OJ/05/'l·i 0112 ·~/13 NIA 
02:56 PM 

0~1/05114 O?.n0/13 MIA 
02:!>9PM 
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Charter Schools Program (CSP) 
Office of Inspector General Report 

Post Audit Report Call 
California Department of Education 

January 24, 2013 

ED STAFF on Call: Erin Pfeltz, l<ate Meeley, Stefan Huh 
California Staff on call: Julie Russell, Jill Rice, Cindy Chan, Joy Rosencliff 

1. Corrective Action Plans to address monitoring issues and deficiencies 

2. Subgrantee oversight responsibilities including corrective action plans. 

3. Adequately review SEA fiscal activities. 

1. Establish and implement requirements for the three SEAs that were reviewed to develop a detailed 
monitoring plan explaining the extent of monitoring that SEAs will conduct during an SEA grant cycle for 
charter schools and authorizers. 

2. For the SEAs not visited, determine whether their monitoring plans are sufficiently detailed for ch<1rter 
schools and authorizers. 

l----+--------------------------·--·-···-------------··---------1 
3. Provide necessary guidance and training to SEAs on how to develop and implement procedures to ensure 

SE As have effective monitoring and fiscal controls for tracking the use of funds. 

1. Ensure that SEAs develop and implement adequate monitoring procedures for properly handling charter 
school closures and for properly accounting for CSP funds spent by closed charter schools, including the 
proper disposition of assets purchased with SEA grant funds in accordance with Federal regulations. 



Finding No. 1 addressed corrective actions needed for 011 and did not specifically address 

recommendations for California. These actions will occur for the entire SEA cohort and will not be 

included in your corrective action plan. 

Finuing No. 2: Oii's Process for Ensuring SEAs Effectively Oversee and Monitoring Subgrantees 
Needs Improvement. 

Note: Submission of detailed monitoring plans for subgrantees and authofr~ers, with 
evidence of their implementation, will be a requirement of CSP reporting, and will be 
considered as part of Oii's overall <:1ssessment of grantee substantial progress towards grant 
objectives during FV13. 

• This means we will be looking for actions by the submission of your APR on June 1. 

• This will be considered as a part of your progress; however, it will not be the only 
consideration. 

ISSUE A: SEA did not adequately monitor charter schools receiving the SEA grant. 
1. California did not have adequate written policies and procedures for the monitoring and 

oversight of charter schools that received SEA grants. 
(some of these items are covered in more depth in finding E) 

Recommendation: Calijomia should .~ubmit o v.1riiten summory describing whot they've 

done since the OIG finding regarding policie5 and procedures, referencing evidenc<> thor 

they feel addresses the OIG concerns noted. Al/ 1efere.·iced evidence should also be 

provided as attachments. From what Calif()/ nio shared during lhe call this evidence 

should include liie complete (not obbreviared) policie~ and procedures that are currently 

in draft form in addition lo on outlined plan of when they believe these policies ond 

procedures will be finafi1ed (anticipat~d completion dotej. 

2. California had deficiencies in its monitoring tool: 
a. Did not contain enough detail to ensure that its oversight of the program met 

the goals listed in its application to 011 or the goals in the charter school's 
application to the California SEA. 

b. Primarily a fiscal tool that addressed only certain indicators. 
c. Procedure checklist was not informative, nor did it contain enough detail to 

ensure charter schools were meeting goals. 
d. Captured very little information about the status, progress, or fiscal 

responsibilities of the monitored schools. 
e. Large staff turnover and poor monitoring tool led to overall inadequate 

monitoring. 



f. California was developing a new monitoring tool that was not evciluated. 
Appeared to be more detailed; however, this was not reviewed by the IG - no 
guidance was provided by 011. 

Recommendation: California should explain the devt-lopment of this tool and provide writter. 
documentation of the re~ources used to develop the revised monitoring tool. In addition, 

California should provide this toot as evidence and make sure it addresses all noted concerns as 

outlined in the <,ummary from the report. If this tool is fin<ilized and being used Califomi<.i 

should provide when that took place or provide a timeline of 1,vhen they plan to use the 
rnonitoring tool moving forward. 

3. California maintained poor support documentation as evidence of its monitoring. 
a. Difficulty providing all of the monitoring reports upon request. 
b. Monitoring Files were incomplete 

c. Used monitoring tool inconsistently 
d. Captured very little information about the status and progress of the schools 

Recommendation: Calitornia should cleariy address this finding and Jrticul<Jte that the same 
evidence provided in number 1 addresses this are<i of concern. They should providP <l 

description of why a~ well as a tirneline once again, an anticipated completion date. 

ISSUE 13: SEA did not have adequate methodologies to select charter schools for onsite 
mon[toring visits. 

California did not use adequate risk <lssessment or other form of selection process to select 
charter schools for onsite monitoring. Selected charter schools for onsite monitoring based on 
staff preference for geogr<1phic location. 

Recommendation: California should provide o wrilten summary regarding what they've done 

and how this process was implemPnted, onv relevonl evidence as well as a limeline (past ond/01 

current) regarding these chonges 

ISSUE C: SEA did not monitor the authorizin&.,~gencies. 

California did not monitor authorizing agencies because they had no authority to do so. 

1. Legislation did not provide a provision requiring, or precluding, the monitoring of 
authorizers by SEAs. 

2. Limited ability to ensure authorizers were approving and granting charters to quality 
charter schools and providing adequate monitoring to them after they opened. 

C<::lifornia noted th<H they do ,-ot nave 2u1ho~'tv tc rronitor a.~ti'ori1ing agenr.ies. They 

ri:1 iere1Kec: SBJ.290 2nd th~t wnen a s~:.)gra;Hcc r('CPivcs the C.SP grant. they ·r1oni<01 tf1p;n io 



cornpi:,·inc.r. They also noted a \\1e/Jpage for charters that hcis an FAQ cind other '"esources such 
as ED's webs•tc and EDGAR link:, thcil can be used a, resources !ocally. 

Ir'. <,ddi~ion. C:•l1fornici notecl that for poor perfoq11ing schools w!10 p,er on the /\Pl l;st, acditional 

action, ccin be taken by the superintendent. TIK:y filed phone cCJlls fron1 futuro sci~oois c::nci 

a•1lhori1.er~ bu:, 1.i~ev dor~'~ routinely provide 5L:poon/1:vebi:,J;s :o ilUthorize:s (t:wy ~re net 

,talfec 'or it). 

Recommendation: California should provide a written summary of what actions they do £<ikc 
related to authorizer oversight and support. A more detailed narrative should be provided 
regarding the APl list and the superintendent's actions. In addition, California's response should 
address how they are reviewing activities of authorizers to mitigate issues at the grantee end? 

ISSUED: SEA did not track how much SEA grant funds charter schools drew down and spent. 

NO FINDING FOR CALIFORNIA 

ISSUE::: SEA reviewers were unqualified to conduct onsite monitoring of charter schools. 

Seven of 13 staff members who conducted onsite monitoring visits did not have the necessary 
experience to be classified as qualified reviewers. (looking for qualifying experience with charter 
schools and fiscal matters}. 

a. Could not provide support for 2 reviewer's qualifications. 
b. Site visit reports were inconsistent, insufficient, and lacked proper review by a 

supervisor. 
c. High employee turnover and lack of training provided to reviewers was also noted. 

Recommendation: California should provide i:l written summary of the changes rnade and the 
proces~ they now have in olace to select qualified SEA reviewers, <Jddressing all concerns OIG 

outlined in the report and noted in the provided bullets. Please remember ;:i timeline or when 
this changed if already implemented should be provided. 

Finding i\lo. 3: 011 Did not ::nsure SE/\s Have Adequate Monitoring Procedures for !fondling a 
Charter School Closure. 

1. California had inadequate procedures in place on how to handle an s::A grnnt chnrtor 
school closure that occurred either before or aHer the school admitted students. 

a. California did not adequ<itely document the process for closing charter schools 
or tracking closed ch;:irter school assets. 

b. In some cases, the closed schools received SEA grant funds without ever 
opening to students. 

c. The school files had no follow·up documentation for any of the 12 closed 
schools reviewed. 

d. No indication of what happened to <lny assets purchased with the SEA grant 
funds. 

e. CA had to follow up with the authorizers for e<Jch of the 12 closed schools to 
determine how the schools distributed or disposed of the assets. 

f. CA was able to provide the status for only 5 of the 12 closed schools' assets. 



2. California stated that the authorizers were responsible for managing assets after a 
charter school closes. 

3. No documented reason for closing found in the SEA files. 

Recommendation; California should provide a written summary and any relevant evidence 

(closure documenl.s) that clEarly describe what they have done to address the conr.erns rioted 

by the OIG and surnmarized here. Please make sure to onr.e again provide a tirneline as well as 
an a ntici pated completion date. 



U.S. Department of Education 

Arizona OIG Audit Report Discussion Follow-Up 

SPECIFIC O/G AUDIT FINDING OF THE ARIZONA SEA 

FINDING NO. 1- 011 Did Not Conduct Effective Oversight of Grantees Receiving 

the SEA and Non-SEA Grants 

This finding addressed corrective actions needed for 011 and did not specifically address 
recommendations for Arizona. These actions will occur for all of our SEA grantees and will not 
be included in your corrective action plan. 

FINDING NO. 2 - Oii's Process for Ensuring SEA's Effectively Oversee and 

Monitor Sub-grantees Needs Improvement 

ISSUE A: The SEA did not adequately moni~or cl:lart!~r schools receiving the SEA grant 

FINDING: The Arizona SEA did not have a complete monitoring plan and tool for site visits 
during the CSP grant cycle that included the type and frequency of sub-grantee monitoring that 
would be performed. Due to not having a complete monitoring tool, the SEA collected 
inconsistent data from sub-grantees. 

Notes from the Conference Call: 

1. The AZ CSP informed the US DOE that they did have a current CSP monitoring instrument 
that the SEA had been using before and at the time of OIG's monitoring visit. 

2. During their visit, the OIG staff provided monitoring technical assistance to the Arizona 
SEA. The OIG informed the SEA staff to identify the pieces of evidence reviewed during 
the monitoring of a CSP sub-grantee. 

3. The SEA revised its CSP sub-grantee monitoring document in January 2013 and 
submitted the document through the SEA Exchange. 

· · V\:'c_Y.vil! r(·y:ev·! t11e:r' ~ui:J!"n1ssi0:~ to ciccn-,·,r:t:. U.l.!.~1f'e~s chE IG's :·ecornn·e1xi2ri\);'1S ~;_rJ[J d.C,5i1j0i;:s 

i1ow ..Q.'1Q!:.'<.Q.1.·i1Jg_~,.9ns;~Lencv 1,vil' be c::.r:isur<:.rL i\r~di.~.i.Q~:al c.cto;·,-:; i'1av be rec •. 'red dQQ~'.'.(iir1g 9.~!Jr1.0 
conterJ: .. ~ of lJ"1e j~t1.u2. rv s~:bniiss:on. 
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ISSUE B: The SEAs did not have adeg_y_ate meth2dologies to select chartfil_schools for onsite 
monitoring visits 

FINDING: The Arizona SEA has awarded CSP funds to over 50 charter schools. The Arizona SEA 
did not have an adequate methodology to select which charter schools would receive onsite 
monitoring visits during a given year. The SEA planned to visit three (3) times a year {during 
each implementation phase) all CSP funded charter schools, but the Arizona SEA staff consisted 
of two full-time employees who are responsible for the administration and monitoring of the 
CSP grant.{Top of pg. 20 under Issue B} 

Notes from the Conference Call: 

1. The Arizona CSP SEA staff {Mark and Jane} spends a significant amount of time 
performing monitoring visits with current CSP sub-grantees .. Mark administers the 
review of the business and governance portion of the monitoring and Jane administers 
the review of the academic portion. 

2. The role of the AZ CSP is to administer the Federal CSP grant and to provide consistent 
and significant technical assistance and training to CSP sub-grantees. The planning 
phase of a sub-grantees' CSP grant ends on March 31, and the implementation phase 1 
begins when the funds are received and the charter school is open 

3. Current CSP sub-grantees who are within the planning phase of their CSP grant receive a 
desk monitoring from the SEA staff which consists of a review of the CSP funding 
drawdowns and a CSP financial governance review. As part of the desk monitoring, the 
sub-grantees receives occasional telephone calls from an AZCSP staff member. For CSP 
planning sub-grantees, the deadline for the desk review is March 31 and the charter 
school opens in August. 

4. As of February 7, 2013, 61 charter schools have been awarded CSP funds under 
Arizona's 2009 grant. 

~~*Arizona 1.-vi!I subrr1it a c)e~cript:ve resoonse of hew they \Viii u1sur<.: : .. hai. ~hese mon!tor1ng 

o'.an~ Cdll b(? acco1~l!?li.?J.•g_~l. ':'J.ltbJll~ •;11rrent.~taff level and 1Nint. <,l~J:! .. ~J_!}§'_SE6_ VJ!ll take _ _;t_ t.b.e 
monitoiing load inue0se), o: the staff:ng l<::vels chang_~ 

FINDING: The Arizona SEA did not monitor the Authorizing Agencies responsible for granting 
charter school licenses and monitoring the progress of charter school sub-grantees. OIG staff 
reviewed Arizona's CSP legislation and found that it did not provide a provision requiring nor 
preventing the monitoring of authorizers by SEAs. 
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According to the OIG, the SEA not monitoring the Authorizing Agencies produces a limited 
ability to ensure that authorizers are approving and granting charters to quality charter schools 
and providing adequate monitoring to them after they opened. {Pg. 20 under Issue C} 

Notes from the Conference Call: 

1. Over 99% of all existing Arizona charter schools are authorized by the Arizona State 
Board for Charter Schools. Ten percent (10%) or less of the charter schools in Arizona 
are authorized by a District. 

2. The SEA has not monitored the Arizona State Board for Charter Schools due to the 
Board being a completely separate entity that is not under the Arizona Department of 
Education. According to the SEA, they have no legislative authority to monitor the 
Arizona State Board for Charter Schools. The Arizona Department of Education (SEA) 
cannot make corrective actions against the Arizona State Board for Charter Schools. 

3. The Arizona Auditor General is the responsible entity to audit the Arizona State Board 
for Charter Schools. Every 10 years, there has to be a full audit of the Board by the 
Arizona Auditor General. 

4. SEA's solution to come into compliance with this Findit]g: The Arizona SEA can require 
the Board and other Authorizers to post online and make available their CSP Application 
and CSP policies and procedures for sub-grantee monitoring and the closing of charter 
schools, for the SEA to periodically review and for comment. Currently, Arizona has 
about 6 charter school authorizers comprised of the AZ State Board for Charter Schools 
and rural districts. 

-~· L~ ~IL l) 1~!£Y .... I !l-~~. !~9 ~·~ .: q f:...~~~ c: t f~.f g~·\1 t~ (_!l _ _!~_.(·.:: ... it~~:J? .. P.5-1' ~; ·; ~L ~·-~:fl.~.:J.:.(·_i: '•. ( . .':·~_t_ ~{.! i ! .L':' .. ~i~~-~J-· {:~ _cJ__._ -~_il.{.~~~-Q.!J.,. 
{\.1~i i:c; nc-~ G ~) rg_\:li_~~(: .. <2.i~'~::-~·!dt_·~ .. ~·iQ2r._1J1nio i"LQ~ l r~-~ ~-~:'\, ~- 1 ~~·ti: r.r:.<~J.: )r:. ~ ;( ~ (~ .'.: f~-?.'." .~·f·y i c\·.; ~g and .. :o ·~ ... n-.t~ ~~U!.~ 

~-j i.~' :~~).~~ .. ~:.?. ~-, 1.1 L1.C .. i?.~'5 ~ :T}S.~. 

ISSUE D: S~l\ clid not trad< h41'N mtJch s:;,l\ grant fu11gs cbar!Qr schools dre\'! down and svent~ 

No findings for Arizona. 

ISSUE E: SEJ\ re,1iewers l..vere unmmlJ.fi~d to conduct on~ite monitor}ng of ~har~2r sch.pols. 

No findings for Arizona. 

FINDING NO. 3 - 011 Did Not Ensure SEAs Have Adequate Monitoring Procedures 
for Handling a Charter School Closure 
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OIG Findings for Arizona SEA: 

1) The SEA had inadequate procedures in place on how to handle an SEA grant charter school 
closure that occurred either before or after the school admitted students. {pg. 23} 

Notes from the Conference Call: 

1. In January 2013, the SEA revised their CSP monitoring procedures in the document 
titled, "AZ CSP Monitoring Procedures for Awarded Schools". The SEA submitted this 
revised document through the SEA Exchange by January 14, 2013. 

2. The SEA had no detailed written State requirements regarding how a closed charter 
school and the related authorizer should follow up with unspent funds disbursed to 
closed schools. {pg. 23} 

2) The SEA had no decailed written Stat~? requirements regarding how a closed charter school 
and the related authorizer should follow up with unspent funds disburs~d to closed schools. 
{pg. 23} 

Notes from the Conference Call: 

1. The SEA submitted through the SEA Exchange (by January 14, 2013) a document titled 
the "AZ CSP Charter School Closure Procedures for Awarded Schools". This document 
has a procedure called the "Charter Surrender Procedure". According to the Arizona 
SEA, the procedures for the "Charter Surrender Procedure" is not administered and 
processed within the AZ CSP office. This procedure is administered and handled 
through the sub-grantees' authorizer and within different offices of the Arizona SEA. 
The Charter Surrender Procedure involves the following: 

• An Arizona charter school that intends to close its operations sends a School 
Closure Notification to its authorizer who in turn drafts a surrender agreement 
between the charter school and its authorizer. 

• That Consent Agreement for Voluntary surrender and Termination of the Charter 
contract is used for Schools that chose to close and for schools closed by their 
authorizer. It becomes the terms and conditions for the closure of the school. 

• The Surrender Agreement: The following statement is a standard stipulation in 
the surrender agreement: 
A) "The Charter Operator agrees to refund any overpayment of State 

Equalization assistance funds in the amount determined by the Arizona 



Department of Education in the manner directed by the Arizona Department 
of Education." 

B) 'The Charter Operator agrees to submit any outstanding grant reports and to 
refund any outstanding grant monies or allocations of education funds to the 

Arizona Department of Education in a manner directed by the Arizona 
Department of Education. 

2. The following procedures are listed within the SEA's document "AZ CSP Charter School 

Closure Procedures for Awarded Schools", and the SEA informed USDOE that the AZ CSP 
is involved in the below procedures. These below procedures administered and handled 
through the AZ CSP within the SEA: 

A) Disposition of Assets, Residual Inventory, or SUQPlies exceeding $5,000.00 in total 
aggregate fair market value; 

• Charter schools that close during a period when the AZ CSP grant has been 
completed shall be subject to 34 CFR 80.50 (a)-(d); 

• Charter schools that close during a period when the AZ CSP grant is active shall 

be subject to 34 CFR 80.32(e) and 80.33{b}; 

• Notwithstanding money that is owed to the State (i.e. overpayment, incorrect 
student count, grant awards with cash balances), final disposition of cash and 

hard assets is governed by Arizona not-for-profit law. 

B) Due Diligence; 

• As part of the normal, comprehensive monitoring procedure, the AZ CSP project 

Director conducts at least one on-site review employing the AZ CSP Monitoring 
Document which includes the review of the charter school's General Ledger to 

determine that all grant expenditures were necessary, reasonable, and allocable. 

• AZ CSP shall annually review the school's Completion report with its General 
Ledger grant expenditures. 

• Once the school has submitted a notice to close, the AZ CSP Project Manager or 

designee will conduct an on-site review before the school closes. That review 
will include a review of the school's inventory, residual inventory or supplies 

exceeding $5,000 in total aggregate fair market value per 34 CFR Section 
80.32(d). 

**Mark will provide a more detailed explanation under the "Charter Surrender 
Procedure" section of the "Closeout Procedures" document. 

**Mark will provide a checklist for and define "Disposition o{Assets ... " and the "Due 
Diligence" Section. 

s 



3) The SEA had no detailed written State requirements regarding how the authorizers would 
dispose of or distribute charter school assets purchased \Nith SEA grant funds in accor<Jance 
with Federal regulations. {pg. 23} 

Notes from the Conference Call: 

1. Mark will reference the "CFR" and provide more information under the ''Disposition of 
Assets ... " section and the "Due Diligence" section of the document titled, ''Charter 
School Closure Procedures for Awarded Schools". 
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Charter Schools Program (CSP} 

Office of Inspector General Report 
Post Audit Report Call 

Florida Department of Education 
January 18, 2013 

ED STAFF on Call: Erin Pfeltz, l<ate Meeley, Stefan Huh 
Florida Staff on call: Adam Miller, Mike Poy, Theresa Nix, Martha Asbury, Linda Champion 

2. Subgrantee oversight responsibilities including corrective action plans. 

3. Adequately review SEA fiscal activities. 

1. Establish and implement requirements for the three SEAs that were reviewed to develop a detailed 
monitoring plan explaining the extent of monitoring that SEAs will conduct during an SEA grant cycle for 
charter schools and authorizers. 

2. For the SEAs not visited, determine whether their monitoring plans are sufficiently detailed for charter 
schools and authorizers. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~· 

3. Provide necessary guidance and training to SEAs on how to develop and implement procedures to ensure 
SEAs have effective monitoring and fiscal controls for tracking the use of funds. 

,,.,..,,,,,,..,,,,......,.=e:~,,.....,..,..,.,,.,.,,...,~~~:'.'1 

1. Ensure that SEAs develop and implement adequate monitoring procedures for properly handling charter 
school closures and for properly accounting for CSP funds spent by closed charter schools, including the 
proper disposition of assets purchased with SEA grant funds in accordance with Federal regulations. 



Finding No. 1 addressed corrective actions needed for 011 and did not specifically address 

recommendations for Florida. These actions will occur for the entire SEA cohort and will not be 

included in your corrective action plan. 

Finding No. 2: Oii's Process for Ensuring SEAs Effectively Oversee and Monitoring Subgrantees 
Needs Improvement. 

Note: Submission of detailed monitoring plans for subgrantees and authorizers, w ith 
evidence of their implementation, will be a requirement of CSP reporting, and will be 
considered as part of Oii's overall assessment of grantee substantial progress towards grant 
objectives during FY13. 

• This means we will be looking for actions by the submission of your APR on June 1. 
• This will be considered as a part of your progress; however, it will not be the only 

consideration. 

ISSUE A: SEA did not adequately monitor charter schools receiving the SEA grant. 
1. Florida did not have written comprehensive policies and procedures for t he monitoring 

and oversight of charter schools that received SEA grants 

a. Policies and procedures manual was in draft form. 
b. Lack of policies and procedures on: desk audits, supervisory review of the 

monitoring reports, or an adequate corrective action plan f or f ollow-up of 
charter school monitoring findin gs and comments. 

llo11do mention<.'d /hot droji :'H;s re:110:.:cd from i hE-ir po!icie' ond pmccovu:''> Tht>y o!su 

memioned tiwi lhc·se ooiicies aod procedures Wt're i)e:ng upaoted l'No:;se of moving co on 
ontine s ~1s tem . The 111011iwring procPc!u:·es ore nut cn,oiloit!c ni:Jine lo subgrantees ho\-vevt> r 1l1q.­

do provfdr-: suf)QrOlll 11 (1! 11 inQ inc!udinr.; 1•1«eb111or~ online tho1 cover thc~e cfl111gs. 

Recommendation: Florida should submil a sum mary regarding the draft watermark being 

removed and these policies and procedures were fino lized (was there o board vote for instance?) 

In addition, the f inalized pol icies and procedures should be noted as evidence in this summary 
(and attached). Addit ional evidence should be no ted as the w ebinar and an example of that 
should be provided as well. 

2. Florida could not provide a reliable universe of charter schools t hat received SEA grants, 
nor an accurate list of charter schools t hat received onsite monitoring, desk audits, or 
closed during the grant cycle. 

a. Disbursement of grant funds to LEA 
i. LEA is responsible for disbursing these funds to the intended charter 

school recipient. 
ii. Link not found between Charter School Division data and Florida SEA 

grants management and comptroller data. 
b. Tracking of charter schools that received onsite monitoring and des/< audits and 

closed charter schools. 



Florido nwntione<l lhot they \-~1iii sr'nri documenlot ion /01 re vie"'-' on ho·1~1 t ht:T reconl ile cash to 

LEAs aod hov.1 charter schoo!s prowom !ruck~ gronl funds . 

RP.commendolion. Florido should provide o summary of what fhey do 1ri1ith regard to the policies 

and procedures they hove in place with the LEA who disburses the funds to the charter school. 

Do they provide guidance to the LEAs on how to do this, etc? As part of this evidence please 

provide the A· 133 audits of the 5 largest LEAs in the state lhot authorize chorl"er schools. 

In addition, Florido should provide a narrative description of the reconcilia tion process and 

reference the document ation of the review os evidence ond provide as ortochmenrs Tile same 
goes f or tracking of charte1 schools that received onsite m onitoring and desk audits and closed 

charte1 schools. Please provide a narrative with supporting evidence referenced and provided os 

at tachmr:nts. 

3. Florida had deficiencies in monitoring and oversight of the charter schools. 

a. Monitoring Files were incomplete 
i. Monitoring reports were not in the folder 
ii. Desk audits were not in the folder 

iii. There was no evidence of follow-up on issues identified 

iv. There was no supervisory review 

b. Not following monitoring tool process and procedures. 

r-'0:·1ci;; ;r10;'\:o:-,1: d th ;;i t ~ ~-,e : r ; ,nc:1nci,;1s ,-,re ~, 1, ,rP.d · :~a n e:ec::-!"·:·,;c ~,-vc.~c" • .. 1 .:1 ·1c1 n'&! "'i 0i Lheir 

prog1·;,,-,-, :r:,i tNi a i ~, \Ve rt: sw:ec: on< <.h<n 1° t: :· v<~ h<.J v.:(0-ver t;'f'.'y' .1rc i:~ \he: ::i•ti c.i;.~. '.- <;f lJuilci'.ng ,, 

....... eb-basec! syste..-1"·. 

Recommenda tion: Florida shou ld provide a narrat ive descriptio n reg<Jrding their tiling p ractices 

currently ris w ell as what they MC: clt>veloping end the tim eline for when this w ill toke place. For 
current fil ing pracltCP!o evidence should bE submitted including screen shots of file folders that 
hold the rnate ri als in qL1estion 

ISSUE B: SEA did not have adequate methodologies to select charter schools for onsit~ 
monitoring visits. 

Florida did not use adequati= risk assessment or other form of selection process to select charter 
schools for onsite monitoring. 

1. Select charter schools for onsite monitoring based on whether the char ter school had 

past management problems 
2. Selected charter school based on whether it was collocated with another charter school. 

3. Random selection of additional schools, after initial selection, until onsite monitoring 

visit quota of 50 percent per year was reached. 

Florido n:enrioned tlwr they ore cie.;e-lopinq o more jomlofi?ed 1001 fo1 onsite .·non;torinQ 

se!ecrlon oncf lhot the new online ~ys1em 1.s pc;r! of rh1s including o s<?!f o~w.s:.mem. 

Recommendation: Flonda should provide o narrative descrip twn of what the~1 described on tile 

phone tvith regard to what is being f ormally development as well as provide o limeline of when 

this tool will be completed and fully imµlr?mented. 



ISSUE C: SE/\ did not monitor the aut:1orizing aganci~s. 

Florida did not monitor authorizing agencies because they had no authority to do so. 

1. Legislation did not provide a provision requiring, or precluding, the monitoring of 
authorizers by SEAs. 

2. Limited ability to ensure authorizers were approving and granting charters to quality 
charter schools and providing adequate monitoring to them after they opened. 

,c .. ~or.·o'o n~ et:· i .·cir.:~-· ( l tl; ot the con.':- t: r u tJon ,or~c :'ur.fes l het r, / ron ;· n u)ru t or.i.:',i(J i .. ~ i'4 ~. Thr;; !. [/\.' .;: ~: ,··e o 

hrouci 5-·ense of /JOi,'~1e'fs . .1-to·l~1(·ve: U;e}1 tnentioned 1lurnt'ruu~ c.J,forls v,.1herf;·· l.he~,1 .. vo1·k c.lose.'°·.: ·i.'/•,.!h 

r.·ut.J~r)r.··zpro:. v ... :01nui hn·~"nQ t/?e aut.··· .. Drirv· ro require o,·1ythin9 of lhf· :n. T.l~ei, olso 1~··e:itiD1'iC'(l tne 

c:u!h(,r,i;re.' r:~~r .. vit.re~ 0:1t/rn("'d ·n thr-1r 20; J q.ronr. 

Recommendation Florido should provide a norrotive describing their efforts as well as a brief 
summary of the outhori1er activity outlined in their application and a timeline for when Uwt 
activity will begin, deliverables etc. 

ISSU.~ D: SEA did not track how much Sl:A grant funds charter schools drew down and spent. 

Florida did not track the amount of SEA grant funds charter schools drew down and spent during 
the grant cycle 2008-2011. 

1. The Florida SEA disbursement process was decentralized and relied heavily on LEAs 
drawing down funds on behalf of schools. 

2, All funds received by charter schools were drawn down by the LEAs, which made it 
impossible to track funds received and spent at the SEA level without the LEA 
providing additional expenditure information. 

3. Could not determine how much SEA grant funding each charter school received and 
spent because we could not establish a reliable universe, nor could we trace the 
funds between the Florida SEA Charter School Division's data and the Florida SEA 
Grant Management and Comptroller data. 

4. Florida SEA director received hard copies of monthly reconciliation reports from the 
Comptroller's system; however, it was unclear how they used these reports. 

5. Most data was kept in hard copy format at the grants specialists' desks. 
6. Obtaining project award numbers manually 

Fio!ido men tioneri rho t the !.I. As he inq Ult' fiscal OQC' n ! on cf tmcki ng nsset.~ s tr·e nQ 1 hen 1 he11 

/r•~ er:~ol cont ro} en vi: o.1ane nt. ihrv olso tnPntioned thot the/r oniine s ~'stern rho! 1s st ill i)einq 

de,,r:::!uped \'1i!! oi/01~1 {01 the S(hooi's ro rt>pori expenditure:. c1irect!v to thc-: SEA quarteriy !kouqi• 

t ht: o.r~r.·.·~e s v~cet~·: (~n(.' n.ffr1·.t ..... t l)en: to rcn1porc agrnn~.::.t thr:/:· l;udgc::t. 

RecommendaUon. Florida should provide a narrative with .supporting evidence and a timeline. 



Finding No. 3: 011 Did not Ensure SEAs Have Adequate Monitoring Procedures for Handling a 
Charter School Closure. 

1. Florida did not have adequate procedures for tracking assets from closed charter 
schools. 

a. Col:lld Rot eetermiRe the SEA greRtfl:lmis disbf;Jrsed to clese9 cherter schools. 
B. OR/;' the emo~mts awar9efi (Rot expeR<Jefi) to the charter scl'loets were 

Gv-ailable. 
Each school's respective authorizer houses the total amount of funds the school 
expended. 
/\i,Jt/.rnrfaers were resf}oRsible fer eRs1:1riRfJ tl:iat schools proper/;• disposed of 
essets. UMble to follow l:JfJ OR tl=ie statws of the essets fJ1Hchase9 with Sf-A yraRt 
/imfl5. 

b._Florida could not provide a reliable list of chartar schools that closed during the 2008-
2011 grant cycle. 

o. Could not determine the SEA grant funds disbursed to closed charter schools. 
b. Only the amounts awarded (not expended) to the charter schools were 

available . 

. Florida did not collect documentation on asset disposition purchased with grant funds. 

a. Authorizers were responsible for ensuring that schools properly disposed of 
assets. Unable to follow up on the status of the assets purchased with SEA grant 
funds 
Of the 13 Florida schools that closed that received the SEA grant: 
Florida was unable to provide the OIG with data related to two schools that 
closed. 

None of the schools files had information showing what happened to any assets the school 
purchased with the SEA grant or if any unallowab/e or unsupported grant expenditures needed 
to be returned. Grantees and subgrantees must maintain records that adequately identify the 
source and application of funds and compliance with program requirements. The records should 
also facilitate an effective audit. Regarding assets acquired by a closed charter, states that if a 
subgrantee fails to take appropriate disposition actions, then the awarding agency must direct 
the grantee to take appropriate disposition actions. 
Florida mentioned that their data collection form can illustrate some of these findings (as 

mentioned in their initial memo responding to the OIG report). They also referenced their 

formalized closure process that they submitted on the SEA exchanged. 

Recommendation: Florida should submit a narrative specifically describing what they have in 

place and should reference and submit evidence that supports their claims. Specifically a 

current list of closed schools (that received CSP money), how much was allocated to those 

schools and the documentation they have regarding the schools closure and how the LEA 

dealt with assets should be submitted. Questions such as - what documentation does the SEA 

collect and keep to make sure they can ensure that disposition is happening? Are they putting 

specific evidence in the grant file etc? 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

1'.loniroring is the rcgul:tr and systematic examination o ( a grantee's administration and 

implementation of n Federal education grant, conrracr, or cooperative agrcemcnr. administered by 
rhc Li.S. D epartmen t of F.dncarion (E D). f\Ion iroring rhe use of l :edernl funds has long been an 

essential function of ED. F.D mo nitors programs under rhe general administratfrc autho1.i ty of rhc 

U.S. Department o f F.ducarion Organization ;\ ct. Section 80.40(e) of Education Department 

(~cncral 1\dministrntive Regulations (EOG.AR) also permits ED ro make site \'isits ns warrnmed by 

program needs. 

ED policy n:x1uircs C\'Cry program office overseeing discretionary or formula grant programs to 

prepare a monitoring plan for each of its programs. The plan::; arc designed to link c:;tablished 

moniroring to achieving progrnm goals and objectives; adhering w lmvs, n.:gularions, nnd assurances 

go\'erning rhe program; and conforming to the appro,·ed applirntion and other rclcvam document:;. 

1 n a.J uly 2002 memo from the Deputy Secretary, cnch principal office was advised ro moniror (1) for 

results; (2) to ensure compliance with the law; and (3) ro protect against waste, fraud, and abnse. 

The purpose of the C harter Schools Program (CSP) 'i\.(onitoring Plan is to assess rhc <:xrenr to which 

granrccs arc implcmc.nting their appro\'ed gram projects in compliance with T itle V, Pan B Public 

Charter Schools P rogram statutes, regulations, and guidance. The CSP mo nitoring objccti,·es arc 

rl1fCC fold; 

G I ncrcase CSP fiscal and programmatic nt:cOL111t~1hi l iry ar chc State and local lc,·cls . 

. , Support an<l improve gran1ee capacity in carrying om the purpose o f the CSP i:hrough rhc ri111cly 
and cffit:ient acJmi11istra1ion of Feder:1I ftt ncJs awarded under this program and orhcr Fcdcml 
education prognuns. 

o ,\:::sist grantees with rhc planning and implementation of high ~1uality charter schools. 

· L'hus, monitoring serves not only as a means for hdping grnnrecs achieve higlH]Uality 

impkrncnration of their CS P grant project , it also hdps ED to be a bette r ad\'i::ior and partner in thar 

cfforr. CSP moniwring cffon::: arc designed co focus o n the results of grantees' effons to implement 

c1i rical nx1uin:mcncs o f the CSP using availn bk (<:sources and guidance. I nfonnarion and dHta from 

grn ntcc moniwring ab o assist to inform th<.: program's performance in<licat.ors unckr rhe 

Government l'erfonnancc Results :\ct. 

This rcporr is an a11aly:'is and assessment of rhc dnta, granr award documents, imcrvicws, and 

information garhcrcd prior and during the site , ·isit lO the St:1tc grantee. l·'indings in this report 

reflect the moniroring t e:un'~ obsen"ations and conclusions about rhe Srntc g ranrce's compliance and 

performance under rhc CSP grant from thl' beginning o f the current grant p<:riod ro the rime of the: 

site \·i:::it. 

----------·- ·· ·· ··- ·· -·---------
Chmier Sd.100/.r />mg1w11 ') Cal!{omi(/ Mrmilr11 i11g R11>01i 



• \ drnfr copy of the monitoring report was prodded to State officials for review, wich a requesr for 

technical edirs and corrections accompanied by supporting documentation. The grantee's response found 

in 1\ppendix 7: Colifomia C/Jmkr Sdioo/s Dnf{I MtJ11ilori1(~ R11)()11- Gra11li!e l<e11iew. The final repon rakes into 

consideration the State's response as well as all of the other eYidence garhcrcd dul'ing the monitoring 

process. 

,., 
.) 



11. DATA COLLECTION PROCESS AND METHODOLOGY 

T he CSP i\[onitoring Plan is being conducted with the assistance of \VestEd (Contract # ED-CF0-
10-A-0074/0001). The plan assesses grantee pcrformnnce an<l compliance using indicators based on 
Federal charter school law including statute, E D G..:\R, and non -regulatory guidance. t\ monitoring 
handboo k co ntaining rhe indicacors was provided in adrnnce of the si te \·i:;it nnd u~ed ro guide the 

moniroring process. T he moniroring handbook specifics the langungc of each indicator, its statutory 
or o ther sources, criteria fo r meeting each indicator, guiding questions, an<l nccep rablc e,;cknce. 

In conducting this comprehensin~ review, the monitoring team carried o ut a number of major 
activities. These included: 

~ Rc·dcwing key background documen ts on rhe Srntc's CSP grant provided by F.D, including 
the grant applicatio n, grant mvard notice, annual performance reports i111d CE F.P rcYiew o f 
objcc ti•;es and perform ance measures (where ap pl.icablc). 

o Researching and synrhcsizing other availab le in fonna1ion about the State grnnrcc's charter 
school progrnm including rele\'am statu tes, rcpons and eYaluacions, ncw~papcr arcidcs, and 

other da ta from government, research, and adnxacy organization:>. 

o Consulting with F.D prior to the site visit abou1· issues of special co ncern in rhc Stare 
grantee's administration o[ the CSP. 

o Arranging the sire visit in coordination with Sta te and charter school offic ials, including 
identifying Sratc officials for inten·iews and selecting subgrnrnecs for \·isits. 

o During die sire Yisit interviews, collecting c\·idencc o f the State grantee's compliance o r 
perfo rm ance wit h respec t to each indicator. Mn teria ls and a rri facrs were collec ted at rhe SE:\ 
and school sites to document com pliance wirb Ti de V, Part 13 Pub lic Clrnrrer Schools 

Program H:ttutC!';, regulmions, and gui<lance. 

!1 .-\nalyzing the evidence ob tained and collecting any follow-up in formarion necessary to 
produce thi:; report. 

The California m onitnring \·i:1it occurred from January 28, 20'1 :1 - February 'I ,. 20'!3. The moniroring 

team spent rhe firsc t\VO fu ll days of the visit in intc t:vicws with sraff of the California S tare Board of 

1:.ducation (SB E), th e CS I> grantee, as well as srnff Crom the California Depan mc nL o f E ducation 

(CD E) who act on beha lf o f rhe SBE for purp oses o f ad minisrcring the g1~1nt. Throughout this 

reporr, references to CDr~ should be considered references to the CSP granre1;, gin.:n rlw u nk1ue 

organizatio nal structure for CSP grnnr administration in Califo rnia. Interview parricip:un s a t rhc 

CD!~ included the Charter Schools Dh·ision (CSD) Director, :\:;sistant Legal Coun~cl, E ducation 

Program Consnltanrn, Direc tor of Education l"i~cn l Scf\'iccs DiYision, Director of Educational Data 

f\lanagement Di,· isio n, Special Education Divi:;; io n ,:\dministraror, Direcro r o f School Fiscal Ser\"ice:; 

Di\·ision, and the Di rector of lmprO\·cmcnr and r\ ccountabilitr Division and various related staff. 

The remainder of the mo nito ring visit \vas spent in inre1v icws at W subgrnntce drnner schoob 

across the srate. 

--- ----- - ·-- .. ... ---
C't1![/omit1 Moni/Q1i1~~ Rt>po!I 



Prior to the visit, the CDF. provided the m onitoring team with preliminary clocumcnrndon. The 

submission included information on rnrious components of State statute and policy (including 

Education Code, recent assembly bills, waiYcr re<.1m~sts); subgram application process (including 

funded and unfunded applicarions, blank versions of the re<.1ucst for applications (RFA), and 

technical assistance powcrpoints); regular subgrnmee reporting (including <.jllll rccdy benchmark 

rcporr;; and annual repOt:C$) as well as information 1\bout related contracts, funding opportun iries, 

and grant-related outreach. :\.r the dose of rhc Sm re-level inten-iew ad<lition::d information and 

documentation was pro,•ided. 

Not all of the monitoring indicators were able m be addres~cd during the monitoring Yisit. ,\s a 

result, a follow-up conference call was held on February 14, 2013. Additional document~ were 

submitted by the CDP. on February 21, 2013. 

The monitoring team visired several subgrantce organizations across the srn Lc, including four in 

Northern Cali fornia and frn: in Southern Californja . . \t lcasr rwo of the subgramec organi<:ations 

,·isired in Southern Cali fomia managed multiple sul>gc:in ts. :\ t each school, the monitoring team met 

wirh school leaders and members of rhe school's bo:.lrd of directors, an<l in some cases also met wirh 

teachers, parents, school suppon personnel, and di:>trict leaders. The schools Yisited arc as follows: 

3 Dn Vinci Charter School - a disrricL-authorized com-cn~ion middle and high school located 
in Dn,·is, Cali fornia. The school sen·cs 339 stLH.lcnrs in grade~ 7- 1 :?.. This :school has two 
campuse~: a junior high school with grades 7-9 and a senior high school with grades I 0-12. 

o Spring Creek ~ lat:tnzas Charter - a d istrict-authorized com-crsion ckrncnr:lry school 
located in Santa Rosa, California. T he school serves ~m1 :m1<lents in grndcs !<-:>. T his 
school has two cam puses: a 1'-2 and }-5. 

" Cornerstone 1\cadcmy - a disrrict-aurhoci%cd dementary school locarc<l in San Jose, 
California. The school se1Ycs :?.60 students in g rades K-3. The school is planning ro c:-.:pand 

6'" I to l gm< c . 

., Rockcrshi p Los Sucnos "\cadcmy - a co11nty-;\uthorizcd clcmcnt:try ;-;chool located in San 
Jose, Californ ia. The school has a counrywidc charter ro sen-e students nccoss the counry 

and serves 630 st:l1<lC11rs in grades K-5. The sc hool is pan of the Rockership network. I 

o I ,os Angeles Leadership 1\cndcmy · · a d istrict-authorized ckmenrary school locarcd in 1.os 
,\ngdcs, Clllifornia. The school sc1Ycs l-l8 sllH.lcnts in g rade:> K-5 in a dw1l-la11guagc 
immersion pi:ogrn m. The school has a sistc.:r school that sen·cs stud<.:nts in grades 6-12 
located 011 anorhcr campu~ that rcu:h-ccl a sttbgranL under a previous CSP grnnr. 

·o Celerity Sirius .. n district··<\l1rhorized elcmenrary $Chool locatcd in Lo:> ,\11gclcs, California. 
The ~d10ol sc1Te:-; -WO s tmlents in grade~ f<-.S . ft is managed by Celerity Lducarional 
.. ., "') 

(,roup.--

I Rot:kl'lship is :i lso :i rccip!~n 1 of CSl"s Rcplic:11ion and l ~x p:rn~ion granr p rogram. 

C1/ifomir1 Mo11itori1{~ Report 



e California Pacific Charter Schools - a distt'ict-aurhorized virtual middle and high school 
located in Newport Beach, California. The school sef\"cs 750 students in grades 6-12. This 

\•irmal school holds four separate charrer:.- and sef\'cs students across the state . .> 

.. High Tech Elementary School, Chula Vi~rn - a State-authorized elementary school located 
in Chula Vista, California. The school se1vcs -.J.18 students in grades K-5. The elementary 
school is co-located on the same site with the middle school. 

• High Tech i\liddlc School, Chula Vista - a State-authorized middle school locarcd in Chula 
Vista, California. The school se1Yes 320 students in grades 6-8. The middle school is co­
locar.ed on the same site with the elementary school. 

This report is an analysis and assessment of the data, grant award documents, interviews, and 

information gathered prior and during the site visit to rhc State grantee. Findings in this report 

reflect the monitoring team's obserrntion~ and conclusion~ abom the Sr.ate's compliance and 

performance under rhc CSP grant from rhe beginning of the current grant period to the time of the 

sile \'isit 

A draft copy of rhc monitoring report is bdng prcwidcd to rhc grnntee for rcvi('W, with a n .. ·c.1ucst for 

technical edits and corrections accornpanicd by supporting documentation. The grantee's rcspon:>c 

will be included as an appendix to this repon and carefully comidcrcd before r.he monitoring report 

is fin:tli%cc.I. r knee, the final report will take imo comidcration the grantee's response as well as all of 

the other e,·idencc gathered during the moniroring prnces:.-. 

The main purpose of the grantee review proccs~ is to make the reporr as accurate as po:.;sible. 

Cramec respon::;es arc used to darifr or correct details about policies, prncticcs, or procedures 

occurring up to rhc lime of the site visit and may rc:;ulr in rc\·isions to observations and ratings, if 
justified. I lowc\Tr, if the grnmcc submits evidence of new or changed policies, practices, or 

proccdmes rhat occurred after the site visit, that information will not be reflected in rhe report 

findings and will only bt: included in the appendix. This additional information would he beyond the 

scope of the monitoring \'l:>it and would therefore not int1ucnce any obsc1Y;ttion or rnr.ing. 

----------------··--···-··-··- ----·---------------···--· 

~ Cderi1 \' I ·:ducuion Cmu1) m::111:1i>cs st::vcrnl "choob in the l ,o,- . \ngt'lc~ art::1 of which llircc h:1d ~ulwrams fonded out . ~, ' ,., 
of the currcm (:SP gr:llll. ·!'he moni I c iring tc:tm fullnd no concerns regarding thl' indqicmlc1 ice c 1f t:ad1 of 1 lw~c: school 

SU<::' . 

. ~ Tcchnicdly speaking, Califomi:1 ()acitlc h:1s four ch:irn.;r,;, t·ad1 authorized hv a diffcn:111 I.E.\ around the "rate, In 
practice, 1hc schools arc nper:11ed :is one \'inu:il sd1ool. California Pacific rccei\·ed rhrt·c i111pkmcnt:11ion suhgr:1ms in 
20 fl.l. (~e.c lndic:ator 1.2 for related t:ont:nn~.) 

.. ·-------------------------
(harkr Sc/100/r Pn~~1w11 6 <-:al[jomia ,\ {r111ilo1i1{~ Repor! 



Ill . BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON GRANTEE 

ST ATE STATUTE/POLICI ES/CONT EXT 

California wa:; rhc second $fate to enact ch:u:rcr school lcgislacion \Vith passage of the Charter 

Schools r\.ct of 1992. The lcgi:;larion was crcared w provide opportunities for teachers, parcn r:;, 

Hudcnrs , and community members co establish, maintain, and operate schools independently from 

an existing school dhmicr (EC Section -f.7601). 

By design, charter schools in California arc exempt from most sections o f rhe Srnte's Education 

Co<lc. Charrcr~ arc bound only by California Education Code section 47605 which covers the 

required clements of a charter school petition as well as the charter petition submission and appeals 

process. T he o riginal l 992 law granted California charter schools n "m ega waiver" excm p r.ing them 

fro m rnost local and State education codes. In a L 998 amendment, charn.:r school autonomy was 

further strengthened by allowing parents to sign pcririons in support of new start-up charter schools. 

;\lw in the 1998 amendment, the State began requiring local school bo;\rds to report specific 

reasons for denying charter school petitions. The I 998 amcndmenc also a llm.ved charter schools r.o 

determine annualk if the\· wish to be direcc funded or indirccr funded. :\JI State and Federal . . 
ed ucation fonds in California pass from che Srare m the Collnty T rc:1surer. Direct funded charter 

schools opcracc :i.s chcir own fi scal agenr and recei,·e fu nds <lircccly from the Counry Treasurer. 

lndirecr fund t:d charrcr $Chools use che f .F.:\ as rhcir fiscal agcnr and recci\·e fonds through their 

LE,\. 

i\lorc rcccnrly, rhe State has strengthened rc<.iuiremcnts around charrcr school :iurhorization and 

renewal. Senate Bill (SB) 1290 was passed by rhc kgishtturc in March 201 2, was signed by the 

governor in September 20 12, and officially enacted starrinp; J anuary l , 2013. The law rec1uires rhc 

chancring authority ro consider incrca~cs in pupil academic achi<.:Yctncnt for all g roups of pupils 

::;c.1Ycd by rhc charter school as the mosr important factor in de te rmining whether ro grant a charter 

renewal. (Sec l ndicaror 2.1 for additional information abo ut SB ·1290.) 

In conipa rison to its model charter law, the !\ational :\lliancc for Public C harter Schools rnnks 

California's <.: barter statute seYctuh out of -B Stare chancr lnw~ for 201 3. 

A11tl10dz utio11. Cali fornia law allows local school boards, county boards o f education, ;1nd rhc Sratc 

Boai:d of 1-::d ucation (Sl3F) to aurhorize charter schoob according to the following c rircria: 

~ .\ loc:il boa rd may apprm·e charte r schools rh:u will operate within rhe geographic 

bm1nda ries of the school d isrrict. 

Q , \ coumy board of education may approve a charter tha t: a} will ~eJYC: pupils for \ <.-'110111 the 

cm111 r.y officc of education \vould otherwise be rcspnn:;iblc fr> r prm·iding direct cducat:ion 

7 



and rclate<l scr"ices; or b) will operarc ;u one or m ore sires within rhe county's geographic 

boundaries (as a counrywide charter) and provid e instructional sen -ice.-> not generallr 

pnwideJ by the county o ffice of educ:uion. 

o T he SBL:: may ap pro\'e a charrer school rlrnt will op cratc in multiple :-:itcs throughour rhc 

State if the charter will pro\'ide instructional service:; of srncc\·vidc benefit (th ese are refe rred 

to as Statewide Uencfit Charters) . 

Appeals. ,\ charter applicant denied by a local school board mny appeal fi rst to the county board of 

cd L1cation, and then upon denial by the county, to (he SBE . 

R evoc21tio11 <tnd Renewal Charters arc generally granted for fin~ year:> and renewed based on the 

school's performance. Renewal prncciccs differ depending on rhc individu:il authorizer. According to 

Eclucarion Code 47607, a charter may be ren)kcd by rhc authority that granted rhe charter if the 

nurhority finds, through a showing of subsrnnrial c,·idcnce, that the charter school did any of the 

following: 

I) Commined a material Yiolarion o f any of the conc.lirion:', smnda rds, or procedures scr 
forth in the charter. 

-> Failed to meet or pursue any of rhc pupil outcomes identified in the charter. 

o Failed to meet generally accep ted accounring principles or engaged in fi:;cal 
mi:;n1anagemenl. 

·:> Violated any prO\·ision of law. 

According to I :.dm:ation Code -P607. che SBE, based upo n rhe recommendation o f the 
Supcrintendcnr of Public fnstrucrion, may 1·ake appropriare action ro re\ o kc a school'::; charrcr 
at any time in the life of a charrcr in the e\'enr o f: 

"> Gro:-~ financial mismanagement rhat jeopat'dize~ the financial :;tability of the charter 
schoo l; 

o Illegal oi: subsrantially improper use of cha rter school fund~ for the pcr::;onal bcncfi1 
of any o fficer, director, or fiduciary of rhe charter school; or 

o Sub:;rnntial and susrained departure frorn measurab ly ::;ucccs::;ful practices ~;uch rhat 
continued deparrurc would icopardi:1.c the cducal'ional development of the school's 
ptipils. 

,\cco(ding co Education Code Scc1ion -P607 a cham:1: :;chool :;hall mccr nr least one of the following 

before receiving charter renewal: 

:\w1 incd its ,\cadernk Pcrformann: f 11dcx {A Pl) gmwrh rargct in the prior year or in 
two of the last rh rcc years both schoolwidc and fo r a ll groups o f pup ils sctTcd by rhc 
charter school. 

...... ---·-·-·····"·---..... ... ···-··------------------------
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o Ranked in deciles -J. to I 0, inclusi\'e, on rhe API in rhe prior year or in two of the last 
three years. 

o Ranked in deciles 4 to 10, inclusi,-e, on rhe .-\Pl for a demographically comparable 
school in chc prior year or in two of the last three years. 

o The encity that granted rhe charter determines that the academic perfonnancc of the 
charter school is at least et1trn.1 to the acadc:mic performance of the public schools 
that the charter school pupils would otherwise have br::cn required to attend, as well 
as the academic performance of the schools in rhe school di:m:icr in which the 
charter school is located, taking into account rhe composition of the pupil 
population that is sen"ed at the charter school. 

G 1\PT growth target would require growth targets m he met both schoolwidc and for 
all groups of pupils served by the clrnrrer school. 

In January 1, '.WU, SB 12.90 amended California charter school law to comply with the State's 
assurnncc to ED that increases in srudenc academic achic\'emcnr for all groups of sn1c.lents be the 
mosc itTtponam factor when determining to renew or revoke a school's charter. L'.nder this new 
law: 

<> The authority drnt gmnrecl the charter shall consider increases in pupil academic 
achie,·emcnt for all group:-> of pupils served hy the charter school as the most important 
factor in determining whether to granc a charter renewal. 

o The stare board rrnw rcn:rsc the rc\•orntion decision if the stare board determines that 
the findings made by the chartering authority under subdivision (c) arc not supported by 
substantial cdc.lcncc. 

Growth of Clwrtcr Sector. California has the most charters schoob and charrer school students in 

the U.S., with over .:JJ8,000 swdems currently a trending a California charter school. Under 

California law, rhe current cap on charter schools is 1,650 statewide; the cap is raised by 100 schools 

each year. Tht: number of charrer schools has grown by approximatdy I 0 percent per ~-car in recent 

years. ,\t the time of the monitoring Yisit rhcrc were 1,065 charters in California, The majority of 

charters schoob arc authorized br thei1· local school board. There arc three Statewide Benefit 

Charters wirh 57 campuses across the sr.ate. 

Clwrter Closures . . \ccording to California Charter Schoob :\ssocinrion (CC:),\) darn, in '.?.008-09 31 

charter schools in the srnr.e closed, in 2009· 10 3-1 closed, and in '.?.OH)- I I .JU chart.er schools closed. 

There were '.?.8 closures in 20 l I -12; one school voluntarily closed due to low cnrnllmem. Since 2008, 

CSD has closed -rn percent of chart.er schoob which were in rhc bottom lO pcrccnr of California 

:;chools, S 7 pcrccnr which were in the bot.tom 2.S percent, and I'.?. percent which were in the mp lO 

pcrccnt oF schools. (Sec ;\ppcndix 1: CCL1 /kaJ1111!ahilil)' S!n~r 201 J.) 

California law n.:l1uirc::; drnt clrnmre procedures arc :.>tared through an agreement between the 

authori%ing cnLity and charter school before the chancr school begins operation. These procedures 

must dc~ignall~ a re:.;ponsiblc entity ro conduct closure acti\·itic~ and idcmit~- how these acti,·itic~ will 
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be funded. Education Code Section 4760S(b)(S)(P) requires each charter to contain a description of 

rhc procedures to be used if the school doses. This includes a final audit, plans for disprn;ing of all 

asscrs (fixed assets and remaining fund balances), and maintenance and transfer of scudem records. 

T fa charter school is established as a nonprofit corporation, rhe corporate bylaws and the sran.nes 

gm-erning nonprofir corporations would apply. Additional regulations pertaining ro charter school 

dosun: an: found in California's Code of Regulations. The CSD has is~rned a recommended process 

for dosing n chaner school (h111~: .. '' ''\.',,~·.!ol~i~ c~ ]r. ·:~cl< >~ur, ruh:~.a~ 1 1). The CSD's 

dosmc recommendadons include the following: 

l) Revocation or non-renewal musr be documented a:i an official action by the authori~ing 

entity (e.g., at a ~chool board meeting). 

Z) The authorizing entity n1ust notify rhe CDE of rhc closure or non-renewal within HI davs of 

the official action. Notification musr include the effective date of the clo:;ure; contact 

infonrn11..ion for the pcrson(s) at the school handling rhc closure; informarion about how 

students and families can obtain copies of student records; and reasons for rhe closure. 

Subsec1ucnr to norificmion from the authorizer, the CDF. will inform the charter school and 

authorizer abom any outstanding liabilities (e.g., State apportionment funding, grams, loans). Charter 

schoob must also participate in a final audit within six month' of closing. The audit must include an 

accounting for all financial assets, liabilities, and an a!'sessmcnt of the disposition of any restricted 

funds. In most instances, net assets may be transferred back to the authorizing entity or transferred 

to another public charter school (if sratcd in nonprofit bylaws or otherwise agreed upon by the 

aurhorizcr am! the charter school). Closing clrn1ter schools arc abo required to complete any 

outstanding annual reports. 

The State's i\ [() L' remplarc for statewide benefit charter ::;chools and charter schoob approved on 

appc:al also includes a charrer school closure procedures checklist. The checklist: idcntific~ se\Tral 

categories of acrions regarding invoking rhc closure procedures, necessary immediate actions, 

communicat.ing with srudcnts and families, dc~1ling with student and busiucss records, 

communicaLing with faculty and staff, reconciliarion or assets and liabilities, and dis:;olu1ion of the 

school or corpora re entity. \Vhile fairly cmnprehensin:, rhis checklist would only apply ro charrcr 

schools subject to this specific 0-[0l.~. 

PERFORMANCE OF THE STATE CHARTER SECTOR 

California public charter :>chool:; arc rCljuircd to participate in rhc srarcwidc as:;cssmcni: rcsl', called 

the S'L\R (Standardized TcsLing and Reporting) program. In California, rhc 1\cademic Pcrfornrnncc 

Index (,\Pl) is rhe corncrsronc of the State's school accoumabilitr sysrcni. The :\Pl is a :;ingle 

number ranging from .:WO ro 1,000 that summarizes the performance of students, a ::;chool, or a 

dis1rict on California's sr.andardized rests. The ~rnrcwidc target Cor :\Pl is 800, and schools arc gi,·cn 

growrh rargcrs each year to mark progress toward achieving rlrnr goal. Schools rccci,·c rhcir ,\Pl 
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score each fall following the testing that occurs cacb spring. lf schools continue to meet ,\Pl growth 

targcts each year, they may become eligible for cerrnin honors and awards . .-\ny California schools 

failing to make progress on the 1\PJ arc ranked among the lowest performing schools statewide and 

may be identified ro participate in intervention programs designed to hdp them boost sruclenr 

performance. 

CDF. docs not publish data on the charter school sector scparntc from other ::;chools. Similarly, data 

at the district level does not aggregate and report charter sector performance separate from 

traditional public school:;. 

The monitoring team reviewed data provided from CCS;\':; />()ftail of tbe More111ml to undcrsran<l the 

academic performance of charter schools in California. The CCS,\ has developed a Similar Students 

J\leasure (SSi\l) thar compares a school's ;\cadcmic Perfonnance index (.<\Pl) to a predicted £\PI 

that controls for the effects of student background on performance. The data for California charter 

~chools as well as nonchartcr public schools arc discributed in a "L-Shape." For the State's charter 

schools, the "L:-Shaped" distribution means that the ~chools arc more likely to outperform their 

predicted .-\Pl and to a lesser extent, more likely ro tmdcrpcrfonn rclmive to their predicted ,\Pl. ln 

20 I 0-11 CCSr\ compared the perfomance of charter schools and non-charter schools relative ro the 

predicted ,-\Pl. CCSA reported that 116 (1+.7 percent) of California charter schools were performing 

at the top .S pereenr compared to 295 (-LO percent) of 11011-chartcr schools. However, 100 (12.7 

percent) of cham:r schools arc performing in the bottom 5 percent of California schoob \·ersus 312 

('1.2 percent) of non-charter schools. (Sec Appendix 2: CC~~-1 />()}trait rlthi! Mrn•e1J1ml Re/H1J1, February 

2012). 

THE SEA CHARTER SCHOOLS OFFICE/PROGRAM 

California's CSP gram is made to rhc State Board of L·:ducation (SBE); the CDF.'s Charter Schools 

Division (CSD) oYersees the Srnre':-; Public Charter Schools (~rnnt Progrnm (PCSC~P). Using the 

l;cderal CSP grant funds, the PCSGP funds planning, implcmemation, and dissemination subgrams 

m California\ charters schools to support starrup and initial itTtplcmcntation. :\pproxi..nrntdy 12 

CDE smffmcmbcrs and one staff member from thc SBE adminisrcr the PCSCP. The Dircc1or of 

rhe CSD reports to the Deputy Superintendent of Public lnstruciion. < )t her Cl) J·: posirions thar 

support the PCsc;p include fiscal scJTiccs administrator, assistanr legal counsel from SBE, CDE 

legal staff, an exccutin~ secretary, and various cducaLion program consultants. Generally ~peaking, 

CSD staff 0\-crscc th1.: daily opcrarions of the grant while the SBE staff prO\-idc <m.~rsight and 

coordination with SBE acth-ities. Jn addition to administering die PCSCP. the CS() abo cwcrsccg 

anv State ·authorized charter schools and orhcr clrnrtcr-rclaced initiati, c~. 

CHARTER SCHOOLS PROGRAM GRANT 

California has received six CSP grant:.; to date: in 199:>, 1998, 2001, 200-+, 2007, and 2UIO. The 

--------------- -------.. ···------·---·--·---
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current gram, awarded in 2010, h: a fi,·c-ycar grant for approximately S279 million. 

California was monirorcd in .?.009 under its 2007 CSP award. The previous monitoring identified 

se,·eral concerns including: areas of the subgranr application process, rcl:ued guidance and technical 

assi:aancc; school enrollment lorterics that did not align with Federal guidelines; lack of a peer 

review process; lack of subgrnmce monitoring by the Seate; ourreach about the grant and other 

Federal formula funding opportunities; recordkccping; and llSC of fonds. 

The present document is a report of monitoring conducted as part of California's 2010-l 5 CSP 

gram. Cnder this grant, the Srnte cites the following four objectives: 

I. 
') 

3. 
-i.. 

Increase the Number of 1 ligh-Quality Charter Schools in California; 
Strengthen Charter School Sustainability Through Capacity Building; 
Improve ;\cademic , \chie\•emcm of Charter School Students; and 
Disseminate Best Practices From f figh-Qualiry Charter Schools. 

;\t the time of the monitoring visit, the CDL had awarded 14.3 :mbgrnnts in 2010.-ll (26 Lo new 

subgrnnrccs and l 17 to continuing subgrnntccs), 63 in 2011-12, and 37 rims far in 2012·13 (an 

additional 63 arc eligible for funding once their charter has been authorized). Subgrant award 

amounts ranged from S250,000 to S575,000 in each year. Dissemination subgrant award:; were not 

planned to be awarded unril Y cars 3 and +of the gram. Ar the rime of rhc monitoring vh•it, the CSD 

had ju:.>l rc\ca:;cd a dissemination subgrnnt LU,.,\ and expected to make awards in ::;pring 2013. As a 

n.:sulr, rhcrc i::; no information on the number or dollar amount of dissemination subgrant awards. 

Planning and Implementation 
Subgrants Dissemination Subgrants 

Number Range of$ Awards Number Range of$ Awards 
Year 1 

1'13 
{10-11} 

$250,000 . $575,000 None None 
·---··· .. 

Year 2 
63 $250,000 - $575,000 None None - (11~~?1 . - ---···-···. -- ...... -·-· 

Year 3 
37/631 (12-13) 

$250,000 - $575,000 TBD TBD 
- ..... - .... ·-. 

Total 2113 $250,000 - $575,000 
·--·- ·--· ... -· ··-···- -·. -- .. ---

Prior ro the monitoring \·isit, FD idcnrificd scn:rnl arms of concern regarding California'~: 2010 CSP 

grant. In particular, l·'.D wa:; concerned about ddicit:ncics that were noted in a :?.Ol2 OJ{; audit 

reporr of OJ I\ mTrsighr and monitoring of planning and implcmcnration gmnL~, wbicb included 

findings from a small sarnplc of $r:ttc:> including California.' l'hcse areas of concern included 

:;ubgrnntcc monimring as well as fi::;cal control and fund accounting procedure::;. 

-I . \ t the time of rhe monitoring ,·isi1, .'\ 7 :<nbgranc applicuion~ had b..:.:11 awarded and 6.~ :1ddi1 ional :1pplica1in11s had bn~n 
appro1·cd :ind w..:n: awai1i11g nflit:i:il charrtr :1ppro\·al ro lw a\\·arded !<11ligrnll1' t't11Hk 
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IV. SUMMARY 

i\lonitoring focused on chrcc areas: (1) Subgrnnt Application and Award Process; (2) CSP and 

Charter School Quality; and (3) ,\dministrath·c :ind Fiscal Responsibilities. \Vithin each area, the 

protocol identifies indicators of grantee compliance or performance. This section presents the 

monitoring team's obscrnuions, assessment of the grantee's performance, and rccommendarions for 

each indicator. Grantee rntin~ arc based on the degree to which rhc grantee m eets each indicator. 

The indicator rnLing system is as follows: 

3 - Crantec fo lly meets the indicator. 
2 - Grantee partially meets the indicaror. 
l - Granrcc doe$ not meet the indicaro.r. 

To sumrnari%c, California has not dcmonsmm:c..I rhe necessary program managcmcm and fi:;cal 

control~ to mi.:et the application's objectives. 

Su bgrant Application a nd Award Process - California mer two of five inJicators in this area. 

California has implcmcnrcd the necessary subgranr applirnrion descriptions and :issumnces as well as 

a peer rc\·icw process. However, California ha~ not <lcmonsrraced that it ensures all applicants are 

eligible and meet the l'"c<lcrnl definition of a charter school. Funhcr, the mo nitoring team is 
concerned thar clw Stntc's implemcnration of program periods docs not conform ro Federal 

re(1uiremencs in all aspects. Specific areas o f concern rccomrncnded for followup by LD arc: 

,) ,\ urhoriz.ers as Developers. The grnnree has :l\vardcd subgrams m at lca~ r rwo cncitics where 

rhe aurhoci%~r als<> sen'c<l as the <le\'dopcr. 

"' )luhiplc CSP ~ubprants to single school. In at lcasr o ne c~arnplc. r.hc CSD awarded three 

subgrnnts to what is operationally a single school entir~-. 

> C.!llli~J~isin Schools. Conversion schools did not ac.lc(1uarcly demonstrntc autonomy or 

change in operations to meet the 1:edcml definition of a charter school. 

o l.nltcrv Poticic~. Children o f disrriCl employees rccei\·cd lorrery exemptions and students 

matricnlaring bcLwccn subgrantees w<:re gn1mcd pn.:\'iou:-;ly-cnrolkd srnrus and cxcmpred 

from rhe loLLcn-. 

':l \\"ci..u\:.!Ll:c~t<:-irmancc C:onrrncts. The CSD con~ic.krs ;\[()l. s ro be rhe agreement that 

opcratiom11i'l.cs rhe charter contrncr for sratcwide bcncf1.t charters au thorized br SBF.; 

however_ :-;ubgrnn tccs authori%cd liv 1 . 1·~: . .\s could not idcntit)· \Vhat their wriri:en pcrl~irmancc 

contrncts were . 

. ., Differentiation of_pla111.:!_ing ,·s. implcmc.:nrarion funds on ( ;;\Ns. (;. \Ns do 1lor delineate 

between pl:lrniing and impk mcnrntion awHrc.ls :111c.I rhc CSl) has all<>wcd unspen t plan ning 

-····-·------------
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funds to roll (Wer inr.o implementation wirhom documcrnation as to whar. cost~ may no 

longer be allowable. 

o Potential co-mil'1gling of grant funds. ln at b1st o ne instance, a subgrantee C.-\J\.i did not 

distinguish bct:wecn funds recci\'Cd from the 2007 CSP grant and the 2010 CSP grant. 

o Back-dating Gr\ Ns. The CSD has a pracrice of back-dating G.-\Ns to an a rbitrary date that at 

rimes m ay exceed monrhs before a Ci AN was signed or e\'Cn pre-date when an application 

was submitn.:cl. 

CSP and Charter School Qtrnlity - California follr mer one and partially met rwo indicator:.> of 

SC\'Cn in this area. Californ ia ha:.; demonstrated a $trong distribution of :mbgrants around the state 

reprcscnring a u1rie ty of cducarional models an<l has just begun to disseminate best or promising 

practiceli. State law a ffords a high lcYcl of flexi bility and autonomy to charter schools, howei:cr, the 

State cannot ensure that all charter schools operntc with a high degree of fl exil>iJity and autonomy, 

especially a::; rcl~ircd co personnel and daily operncions of IJ:',,-\ -aurhorized schools. California has not 

demonstrated chat it p ro,·idcs for qualiry authorizing prncriccs, grnncs awards only to eligible 

applicants, a11d 111onit0rs subgrnntcc projccrs to '<!$Sure tha[ ohjccthTs arc bei ng achieved. \\'ith 

regard to making progress toward achien~mcnr of it:.; application objectives, rhc Srnrc was able to 

demonstrate meeting o nly 5 of 25 performance tnt~ast•rcs. Specific areas of concern recommended 

for followup by ED arc: 

" Charter perfo rmance contracts. T he granrcc ca nnot en!'\ure rhar charrcr or performance 

contracts describe the obligations of the school <Hld the authorir.cr . 

.) SB I '290 rccjp\r.em ents . By pa::sing and beginning implcmcnta1ion of ::>B 1290, rhe Stare has 

recently rakcn s teps w ensure rhar rhc S l~l.·: complies wirh irs rcspon~ibility to ensure r.har 

~tudent academic performance i:; the mnst im po rt:111t factor when de termining charter 

applications and rcnc\vals. Howcyer, the C DI\ doe$ not currently monitor data for LL\ or 

county -authorized schools, nor has it dc,·clopcd a system to supporr authorizer capacity in 

rhb area. 

;\~ghorizci: oversight and m.onitorinr1. The..: gra ntee docs not monitor or hold accounrnblc 

au thorized public charre1ing agencies. ,.\dditionatly, rhc grantee ha$ not carried out the 

proposed activ ities n:lntcd to aud1orizer 1nonitoring and o,·en;ighr. 

-1 Jnconsistcnr k ' 'els of flcxibilitv and autononw across clrnncr schools. T he grnmcc cannot 

ensure that all chaner schools operate with high degree of flexibility and autonomy, 

especially as it relates ro pcrsonnd and daily opera tions of J ,J :. ,\ -authorized school'.'. 

" Lmvcrc_d dig;ibilirr criteria. The CSD lowt~red the eligibility n.~(1uirclll t'.11t:.' from a minimum 

score oL3 (ddincd a:\ ''.\dcL1umc") on any gi, ·cn rubric crircria to 2 (defined as "Limited"), 

cffectiYd y dropping the rigor of the s ul>grant applicarion process. 

!) (~ual i l \' prnce:-:~. lr i:' unclea r how the cso·~ t:urrcnr subgrnnt applica tio n review process 

resulis jn the issue ot suhgrnncs ro high ~1 uality drnrrcr schoo ls. 
- ------
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o fuiligrantee monitoring schedule. At the time of the monitoring visit, the C:SD lacked a 

comprehensive monitoring schedule that identified when subgrnntees would be monitored. 

o .Monitoring selection process. Though rhe CSD has a system in place to assess the risk of 

SBE-aurhorize<l charter schools for authori7.cr cwcrsight visits, the CSD could nor 

demonstrate a similar risk-based system for idcnrifying subgrnnrccs w be monitored. 

<> t:sc of tn1ined monitors. The CSD could 1101 provide information on how it intends to rrnin 

its monitors for subgrnntce monitoring. 

o f:onnccrion to gram program objccti\'es. It is unclear from the current monitoring 

documents how, if at all, the subgrnmee monitoring pnKess supports the grantee in mcering 

its project objecth-cs. 

'l Corrccti\·e action process. It is not clear how corrcctiYe actions to be taken by subgrantees 

to address deficiencies identified through QBR and annual reporting arc enforced. 

a Lirnitcd implementation of c.lis:;eminalion actiYiries. The CSD's disseminarion subgranr 

competition had only ju:-;t been announced at the time of the monitoring ·dsit. ;\dditionally, 

the CSD has not utilized the Brokers of Expertise dissemination platform to the extent 

propo:-;ed in the approved CSP gram application. 

" ,\mbi15uous performance measures and data points. ,\s outl.incd in rhc observations and 

Table 2.7, many of the State's performance mea:mres arc worded in such a way that 

applicable data arc impossible to gather. These example:-; u::;ually inn>ke the term "currently 

funded" in a time frame that would exceed rhc grant period. The result is that data have 

been reported incom;istently (wcr the course of the grant period and some measures will not 

be ~l\'ailablc until after the gram period. 

') Poor progress toward grant objcctiYe:;. The gramcc could dcmonstratc meeting only S of a 

corn[ of 25 performance measures ;llld did not meet 9 of 21 applicable performance 

measures. 

;) Lack of an external e\·aluation. The CD F. has nor awarded a contract or released an Rl"P for 

its external evaluation that would as:;ist the State in assessing irs progress and ct1ablc it to 

focus on areas needing .i1nprovcmcnt and correction. 

Admini!>trativc and Fiscal Responsibilities ·California fully met lwo of six indicators in rhis 

area. California exhibited :-:trong practices i11 sharing information abour funding and in transferring 

student records. I lmve\'er, CD F, has not in formed subgrnntees or l Y,,\::; of rcc1uircrncnrs ;1round 

deductions oF administrati,·c fees from CSP suhgrnms. \\!hilc 1he grantee has remained within the 

:1ppropri:Hc thresholds for administrati\'C and dissemination suhgranr expenses, it has nor 

implcmcnrcd t\l/O key administrative actiYitics (crnluation and technical assistance) included in lhc 

appro\'(:d application. Further, rhe moniroring team idcnlificd scYeral i:;sucs with the disl)llrscmcnr 

and accounring oU:SP fonds and observed that rccordkceping practices were sometimes inadecp.1arc 

to produce necessary progrnm information. Specific areas of ~:onccrn n;commcnded for fol\owup by 

I ·:D arc: 

----------------------------···-··--·---·····------------
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o Incomplete implcmcnrntion of administrntiYc actiYities. The grantee has nor funded two 

adminiMrnth•e activities - charter development technical assistance comrnct:.' and its external 

e,·aluation - as specified in its apprm·ed application to F.D. 

':> Potential co-minglillg of gram funds. Gram award documems for multiple s ubgrnntecs did 

not adequmcly disringi.1ish subgmm funds rhar had been awarded from two separate CSP 

grams. 

<> Allowable cost$. The CD E provides minimal guidance in the RF;\ and n~larcd technical 

assbtancc webinars on allmvablc costs. Additionally, there is eYidence o f a rn1ict:y of 

::mbgrnntee expenditures that were reimbursed rhat may not be allowable. 

o Cash management sysrem. The CDE relei1ses planning and program dc:-; ig n and 

implementation subgrant funds on a quarterly basi:> and cannot ensure drnt sysrcms arc in 

place to minimize rhc amount of time elapses bcrwcen transfer of fund::; from FD, 

disbursement from CDE, and mrnge at rhc school site. 

~ In forming- s ubgramees and LEAs abouc adminisrrncive fee.<;. The CDF. ha~ noc infom1cd 

subgrnntccs or LF.,\ s o f requirements tbat administrative fees deducted from CSP ~ubgrnnts 

be \·olunrary or mutually agreed upon. 

o Ensuring deductions arc voluntary and mutually agreed upou. The Srn£e is lll1able to 

demonstra te that ir ensm-cs drnt any dcdl1Ctions of administrativc fcc::.; from CSP ::rnbgrnnts 

arc volunraJ."ily and murually agreed upon. 

o Rccor<lkceping System::; and Practices. The moniroring ream obsctYcd rhat program data 

were often held in the files of numerous sr.aff members who maintained lilcs with partial 

information. such tlrnt some do cumentation ncccssary for monitoring was not imme<.liacdy 

:waibblc. 

Promising practices rh:u may be worrhy of examination and/ur replication by orhcr SF~\ grantees 

inclmk: 

.) ~gnilicam l ·:xp:tnsion Data S\·stcm. The CD I:: ha:; c.lenloped and w.;cs r.he P l~:"-JSl·:C darn 

system IO cn:rnt:c that significantly expanding chance schoob rccci\'c their commensurate 

share of h :dcntl runds. 

,\ summary rabk o f nil of the indicators and rhc ir rarings is prov ided bdow. 

Surnmaty of Indicator Ratings 

Section l: Subgra~t~e Application ~nd Award Process .. · ·· · · -·Rating 
lndic;itor 1.1 ~UBGHANT /\PPLICATION DESCHIPTlm JS AND ASSURANCES. The St ate requires l 

each ellP,ible applicant desiring to receive a suberant to submit <in ;,ipplle<1tion to 
the State Educational Agency that includes the descriptions and assurances 

3 

. - ·-----· r~q~~e_<!_~~?!DI statute_.-- ·-_ .. __ ---· ··-· _ ·--· - - - --- - --· 

------ ----·-·-- . . ·----- ----- ------ -
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'i~dicat;;"i.2fELlGJBLE APPLICANTS. The State ensures each ;pj;ika_n_t _d-es-i-ri_n_g._to-re_c_e-iv_e_a __ __,_._l ___ _, 

l~ubgrant meets the term "eligible applicant." 
~~~·~--~----------~--~~~----! 

Indicator 1.3 DEFINITION OF CHARTER SCHOOL. The State ensures each eligible applicant 
meets the term "charter school." 1 

------+--------------.. ----~--------.~-------'.----· 
Indicator 1.4 PEER REVIEW. The State uses a peer review process to review and select 

3 
applications for assistance under this program. I-·--· . .. _ .. ________ .. ----~--r--·--·-

lndicator 1.5 PROGRAM PERIODS. CSP subgrants awarded by the State do not exceed the 
maximum program periods allowed. 

1 
'\ - - • • .,. • r - - "' 

Section 2: CSP and Charter School Quality . Rating 

Indicator 2.1 QUALITY AUTHORIZING PRACTICES. State laws, regulations, or other policies 
provide for quality authorizing practices and the SEA monitors and holds 
accountable the authorized public chartering aeencies in the State so as to 

improve the capacity of those agencies to authorize, monitor, and hold 
accountable charter schools. --·--·- ·--·-·"---···~-,.-·-··--~-

Indicator 2.2 FLEXIBILITY ANO AUTONOMY. The SEA affords a hieh degree of flexibility and 
autonomy to charter schools. 

1 

2 

llndic~t~23 SUBGRANTEE QUAUTv:'T"h-;SEA-;ward~~~~-;;ligible a~pli;ants on the basis 
1 

· 

·------.. --of the quali~y_~e applications su~~~----------------·---­
Indicator 2.4 DISTRIBUTION OF SUBGRANTS. The State awards subgrants in a manner, to the 

extent possible, to ensure that such subgrants: a) are distributed throughout 
different areas of the State, including urban and rural areas; and b} will assist 

·-·-·--- ~hart~r schools re~~~~~e~!:!_ety ~,:~catio~al approaches. 
Indicator 2.5 SUBGRANTEE MONrTORli'IG. The SEA monitors subgrantee projects to <l!>Sure 

3 

approved grant and subgrant objectives are being achi2ved <ind to ensure 1 

---i~~plia~~~:_deral requirem.~--·---------·----- ---·--· 
Indicator 2.G DISSEMINATION OF BEST OR PROMISING PRACTICES. The State dissemin;ites 

best or promising practices of charter schools to each local educ<itional agency in 2 
the State. 

l!r:;di~-;rt;z.7-1Af:HIEVE°'N1E'NTO'FA'PPLIC.A:r10'i-i OBJEcrivE5.°"iti';st~te ci~~i:r"'at";;;~bstanti~i ·--•·· -
1
-

progress in meeting its application objectives. . ... . . .. . ·- "'· . . . 
Section 3: Administrative and Fiscal Responsibilities _ , Rating 
lndirntor 3.1 FEDERAL PlmGR/\MS INFORMATION AND FUNDING. The State informs 

appropriate audiences about the SEA's charter school grant program, Federal 

funds that the charter school is eligible to receive and Feder;il progr<ims in which 3 
the charter school may participate, and ensures thc:it each charter school in the 
State receives its commensurate share of Fcderc:il education formula funds. 

; ·-··-·---..._,. ···-··-.. _____ ., ... ·-·-··-··· ·-.· .... ···---..-.-- i-.oi·~ .. -··------··-·-----·-- -· -· .. -·· ---· 

!Indicator 3.2 ALLOCATION OF CSP FUNDS. The proportion of grant funds reserved by the State I 
2 

rdicator 3.3· ;i5~~~~~U~v~~~~9}~~0Gs~x~Y~st1~~~~1~:%:~s~~~~i~i;t~;th-~($i> fu ~cis .. _ · -·--· · --~· 
and monitors subgrantee projects to ensure the proper disbursement, 1 

.. --·-- --~- ~c~~~~-ting, a!.1...~ use of .~der~I_!~'~?~:...-·-·-· ·---·--·--···-· ·-·--.. ·-~·---- _ -··· .. -·-· 
Indicator 3.4 LEA DEDUCTIONS. The State ensures that the LEA does not deduct funds for 

<idministrative expenses or fees unless the eligible applic<mt enters volunturily 2 

~--·- i!2,~~~~1~!strati~~:.i:.':!:::s_~~,~<:!.1:!~~ .. ~i!~~~~!~~n~-~'.'.!.:.._ •. - ...... ____ ·- _ .... 
Indicator 3.S f rRANSFER OF STUDENT RECORDS. The SEA ensures that a student's records and, I 

if applicable, individualized educ<ition program accompany the student's transfer 3 
to or from a chJrter school in accordance with Federal and State law. 

lndi~~tor 3.6 IRKORDi<iiP'rNG.'/\~f;;;·r~cial and progranimati~ rccords:-;~;;;-~~ting -·-·-··1···-~ -· 
--- ~··-~-·~-:..=.::::::=~ .. _:.~'!!!!:'!!!!!!"-.. -. ·-·--·--·· -···---· ·--- -·----- ---
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[

• ]. documents, statistical records, and other records of grantees and subgrantees ~ 
related to the CSP grant funds are maintained and retained for grant monitoring 

--- ~.~d tlUdit PU~1:.. ,._. __ .. --- ... 

------------------ -·--· .. _, ____________ .. _, __ ........ - .... -·---
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V. FINDINGS 

This section pn:scnts the monitoring team's description and assessment of the grantee's 

administrarion of the CSP grnnt for each indicator. Each indicator is stared, followed by st11mnarr 

narrative and detailed tabular information containing the monitoring team's obse1Yntion:; and 

findings of grantee implementation related to rhc indicator .. \ny areas of concern and promising 

practices arc then highlighted. Finally, a rating, juscification for that rating, and where appropriate, 

recommcndarions for improvement are giYcn. 

1. SUBGRANT APPLICATION AND AWARD PROCESS 

:\ major function of CSP grantees is to conduct application and award processes to distribute CSP 

funds to subgrantees in the state, including funds for new charter school planning and 

implementation as well as for the dissemination of successful charter school prncrices. A minimum 

of 95 percent of each State's CSP allocation is distributed to subgrnnrcc:s through this process. This 

section focuses on rhc State's requirements of subgrant applicants, and its processes for evaluating, 

selecting, and awarding subgrants. Specifically, this section addresses the Srarc's p<.:rformance in 

fulfilling its responsibilities to: 

> Rc<1uirc subgrnnr applicants to submit an application with Federally re<1uired descripriom 
and assurances; 

•) Dcrcrminc that applicants arc eligible to rcc<.:i\·e CSP subgrants: 

<> Ensure rhar eligible applicants meet Fedcrnl definirions of a charrcr school; 

!) l•'.mploy a peer review process w cvaluar.c subgrnnt applications; and 

o Ensure CSP subgrams adhere to allowable time periods. 

Indicator 1.1: SUJ3GRANT APPLICATION DESCRIPTIONS AND ASSURANCES. The 
State rc<1uires each eligible applicanL desiring to rcccin: a subgrnnt to suhmir an applicarion ro the 

State I ·'.ducarional '\gcncy dial includes the descriptions and assu ranees r<.:<1ui red in Fede ml :mnurc. 

01~!'!-;!'~'.!1.lion~: In the 200') monitoring rcporr, rhc Srarc partially met this indicator. The prnious 

monitoring team was concerned thar. rhc planning and implcmcm:uion subgrnm application did not 

include a description of how the aurhori1:cd public chartering agency would pro\'idc for continued 

opcrarion of rhc school once the l;cdcrnl grant had expired or an opporruni1.y m rer1uc:st wain.~rs. 

In it:.; 2010 CSP ;\pplicatio11. California proposed to improve the planning and implcmcnrarion 

subgrnnt applicarion by milizing an on-line application sy:m~m ro collec1· documentation and adding 

missing conH.~nt identified from th<.: previous CSP moniroring report. hmhcrmore, the granr.cc 

outlined cp1arrcrly wcbi11:1rs that the C:SD would m;c to prm·idc technical assistance to applicants and 

s ul?_g~~!~t~-C.~: ... __ 
Ch(/Jft'r .\'cboolr Pn~~lrliJJ 19 Gdij(Jmi(1 i\ fo11ilori1~~ R1pod 



l;or (he 2010-2011 and 201 1-2012 PCSGP grnnr cycles, the CSD continued w use what it refers to 

as the "work plan" RF r\ (e.g., the version much like that which was re\' iewe<l during the 2009 

monitoring visit). Thb application was not inclusive of all federally-re<.Juircd dcscrip rions and 

assurances. Howe,•cr, smi:ting wirh the 2012-2013 cycle, the CSD has implem ented a revised 

planning and irnplemenmrion subgrant application th::u incorporntcs all of the required descriptions 

and assurances. 

T he 2012-2013 PCSGP P lanning and lmplement:i.rion RF A includes the following elements: 

" ,-\ cm•er sheet; 

" Narrative Response Part 1 - Educadonal Program, Charter ~fanagcmcnr. Plan, Community 
and Pnn.:nr Tnvolvement, Su:;minabili ty and r\lignment of Rc:->ourcc:'; Targeted Capacity 
Building :\ctivitics; Autonomy; and Notificario n and Admissions; 

o Narrati \T Response Part 2 - Compliance with Individuals \vith Di~mbilitics Education Act 
(IDEr\) and Eligibility for H ighcr Subgrnnt ;\ward if 1\pplicablc.:; 

,3 Proposed Budget Summary; 

0 Budget Narr:uin:; 

o Charter \\.'ork Plan/ r\cti\'ities; 

o Ccnc:rnl ;\::;$urnnces and Ccrtificacions; and 

~ Subgrnnl Conditions and :\ssurnnccs. 

I nstrucrions to the applicant norc rhat an application will only be deemed complete if the responses 

to the rcc1uirc<l clements are complete: and address ESE.-\ Section 5203(,-\) . The CSD abo provides 

subgrnnt applicarion g uidance and technical assistnncc in the fo rm of webinars rhroughoui rhc year. 

T he technical assist·:rnce dun the CSD has pro,idcd or pbnned to prcH'i<lc for the 2012-20'! 3 

snbgrnnt applications includes :u least four wcbin;1rs (in Sep(embcr 2012. Nc)\"Ct1lbcr 2012,January 

20'13, and ~,farch 20'13) . The C:SD prm·idcd Powerpoinrs used (or to be used) for the November 

2012 and rhe l\farch '.WU wcbinat:$. In both instance.::; the webinars co,·crcd a de tailed introducrion 

w the di:>semination subg rnnt (including background and on:rvicw, schedule, funding, eligibility, 

fun<lable act·ivitics, priorities, application, screening/award process, and rcl1t1i i:cd i:cponing); an 

update on thi..: planning and implementation subg.rant:.:: (including schi..:dulc, cligibi liry, funding, 

applicatio n, rq1orr.ing, llnd monitoring:); and tip:; for successful appl icarion~. 

T hough the docum ents inclican.: rhar rhc CSD con:rcd a broad ba!:ie of basic knowledge about the 

planning, implementation, and dissemination subgr;111ts, rhc: moniroring team notes that there was 

no guitbmcc o n <1l1:1lity of the application:=. (0L11cr than generic tips abour fo llowing instructions, 

:-::rarting early, and maki ng :>urc to have a strong alignment between narnHivc, workpl:rn, and budget). 

hirrhermorc, hecnu:;c the CSD does noi· rrack wcbinllf panicipation ir could nor idcnri ry who or 

how many participanr:-; had pankipatcd in the wchina r::;, nor did it ~eek fccdha<.: k fro m participal1t's 

on ihe wcbinar:s to st1·cngthcn ir~ (t:chnic:al :t~:·d~r.anc:c efforts. 

------ ·--. --------·- · ----- - ----- --
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The CSD reported that in the 2012-2013 l'<mnd of PCSGP planning and implemenrnrion funding, 

'I IS applicarions were submitted and 100 reccin~d a fundablc score. (For this competition an 

applicacion was deemed fundable if all of the narrative sections received a score of ar least a 2. Sec 

Indicator 2.3 for additional information regarding subgrant application :scoring and quality.) The 

sample of 2012-2013 approved applications provided by the CSD to the monitoring team for rc,·icw 

all included complete descriptions in line with allowahlc actiYirics under the CSP. 
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Table 1.1: SUBGRANT APPLICATION DESCRIPTIONS AND ASSURANCES 

ESEA Section 5203. Applications. 
(b) Each application submitted pursuant to 

subsection (a) shall -
(3) contain assurances that the State 
educational agency will require each eligible 

applicant desiring to receive a subgrant to 
submit an application to the State educational 
agency contain_ing -

{A) a description of the educat ional program to 
be implemented by the proposed charter 

school, including -
(i) how the program will enable all 
students to meet challenging State 

student academic achievement 
standards; 
(ii) the grade levels or ages of children 
to be served; and 
(iii) the curriculum and instructional 

practices to be used; 

(B) a description of how the charter school wil l 

be managed; 

··- ----- - ---
(Cl a description of -

(i) the objectives of the ch<lrter school; 

and 
(ii) the methods by which the charter 
school will determine its progress 
toward achieving those objectives; 

Is this an 

area of 
concern? 

O ves 
~ No 

Oves 
~ No 

O ves 
~No 

Findings: How does the SEA grantee ensure that 
each description and assurance is included in the 
subgrant application? 

The PCSGP RFA Narrative Part 1 requires applicants 
to describe t heir educational program. The Charter 

School Workplan/ Act ivities also requires applicants 
to outline key activities, t imelines, responsible 
parties, and evidence for this topic. 

Appendix A in the subgrant application outlines the 
evaluation crit eria for this sect ion of the subgrant 
application, which include a descript ion of how the 

program will enable all students to meet challenging 
State standards, grade spans served, and the 
curriculum to be used. 

The PCSGP RFA Narrat ive Part 1 requires applicants 

to describe their chilrter management plan. The 
Charter School Workplan/ Activities also requires 
applicants to outline key activities, timelines, 

responsible parties, and evidence for this topic. 

Appendix A in the subgrant application outlines the 
evaluation criteria, which include a description o f 

how the charter school will be mnnaged. 

The PCSGP RFA Narrative Part 1 requires applicants 
to describe t he goals and objectives of the school 

and the method for determining progress. The 
Charter School Workplan/Activities also requires 
<!pplicants to outline key activities, timelines, 
responsible parties, and evidence for this topic. 

Appendix A in the subgrant applicat ion out lines the 
evaluat ion crit eria for this sect ion of the subgrant 
applicat ion, w hich include a descrip tion of the go;ils 
and object ives of the school under the educational 

program element. 

The CSD also requires that subgr<lntees h<Jve <in 

-+- ,,..-----· __ ext~r-~al evaluation by the end of the grant period. 
D Yes Appendix A in the svbgrant application outlines the (D) a description of the <idrninistra tive 

relationship between the charter school <ind the 
authorized public char tering agency; 

Chtt1Jer School.r I'ro,gm111 

t;gJ No evalu<1tion cri teria for the charter management 

22 

plan, which include a description of the 
administrative relationship bet ween the ch<lr tcr 

school and the authorizer under the charter 
management pl<m element. _ ________ __ _ _ __, 
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The applicant must include details regarding 
autonomy over budget, expenditures, personnel, 
and daily operations. 

(El a description of how parents and other Oves The PCSGP RFA Narrative Part 1 requires applicants 
members of the community will be involved in ~No to describe their community and parent 
the planning, program design, and involvement activities. The Charter School 
implementation of the charter school; Workplan/Activities also requires applicants to 

outline key activities, timelines, responsible parties, 
and evidence for this topic. 

Appendix A in the subgrant application outlines the 
evaluation criteria, which include a description of 
the process followed to ensure parental 
involvement under the community and parent 
involvement element. 

(F) a description of how the authorized public Dves The PCSGP RFA Narrative Part 1 requires applicants 
chartering agency will provide for continued ~No to describe their sustainability and alignment of 
operation of the school once the Federal grant resources activities. The Charter School 
has expired, if such agency determines that the Workplan/Activities also requires applicants to 
school has met the objectives described in outline key activities, timelines, responsible parties, 
subparagraph (C)(i); and evidence for this topic. 
(G) a request and justification for waivers of any Dves The PCSGP RFA includes instructions for applicants 
Federal statutory or regulatory provisions that ~No to request a waiver for any State or local laws, 
the eligible applicant believes are necessary for regulations, or policies as well as Federal statutory 
the successful operation of the charter school, or regulatory provisions. 
and a description of any State or local rules, 
generally applicable to public schools, that will The RFA also includes a description of the waivers 
be waived for, or otherwise not apply to, the that the State requested from ED. 
school; ..... 

(H) a description of how the subgrant funds or Dves The PCSGP Form 5- Proposed Budget Summary and 
grant funds, as appropriate, will be used, l2S'.) No Form 6 - Proposed Budget Narrative require 
including a description of how such funds will be applicants to describe how they will use subgrant 
used in conjunction with other Federal funds. The Proposed Budget Summary is broken out 
programs administered by the Secretary; by specific State budget codes and fiscal years. 

Appendix A in the subgrant application outlines the 
evaluation criteria, which include a description of 
how subgrant funds will be used in conjunction with 
other Federal programs under the sustainability and 

·-··,, alignment of resources element. 
(I) <l description of how students in the Dves The PCSGP RFA Narrative P<irt 1 requires applicants 
community will be - l2S'.) No to describe their notification and admissions 

(i) informed about the charter school; policies. The Charter School Workplan/Activities also 
and requires applicants to outline key activities, 
(ii) given an equal opportunity to timelines, responsible parties, and evidence for this 
attend the charter school; topic. 

Appendix A in the subgrant application outlines the 
evalu<ition criteria for this section of the subgrant 

_, ··--- -·-· 
application, which include how students in the -- . ··-
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community will be informed about the charter 
school and given an equal opportunity to attend as 
well as a description of the school's public random 
drawing policies. 

(J) an assurance that the eligible applicant will Oves The PCSGP RFA Form 10-Subgrant Conditions and 
annually provide the Secreta ry and the State 129 No Assurances includes several assurances related to 
educational agency such information as may be providing information to the State or ED regarding 
required to determine if the charter school is performance toward objectives. 
making satisfactory progress toward achieving 
the objectives described in subparagrnph (~)( i ); 

{K) an assurance that the eligible applicant will Oves The PCSGP RFA Form 10 - Subgrant Conditions and 
cooperate with the Secretary and the State 129 No Assurances includes an assurance requiring 
educational agency in evaluating the program recipients to cooperate wi th Federal or State 
assisted under this subpart; evaluations. 

(L) a description of how a charter school that is Oves The PCSGP RFA Narrative P<irt 2 requires applicants 
considered a local educational agency under 129 No to describe their compliance with IDEA. 

State law, or a local educational agency in which 
a charter school is located, will comply w ith Appendix A in the subgrant application out lines t he 
sections 613(a)(S) and 613(e)(l)(B) of the evaluation criteria for this section of the subgrant 
Individuals with Disabilities Educat ion Act; <ipplicat ion, which include a description of how the 

charter school wlfl comply with IDEA. 
{M) if the eligible applicant desires to use O ves The PCSGP Dissemination subgrant RFA requires 
subgrant funds for dissemination <ictivities 129 No applicants to describe the program rationale, 
under section 5202(c)(2)(C), a description of 
those activities and how those activities will 

ONA beneficiary schools, and program activities. 

involve charter schools and other public 
schools, local educational agencies, developers, 
and potential developers; and 
(N) such other informat ion and assurances as Oves Applicants are required to sign the 2012-2013 
the Secretary and the State educational agency ~No Gener<il Assurances and Certifications as well as 
may require. grant-specific Conditions and Assurances. 

Sources: California Department of Education Request for Applications Public Charter Schools Grant Program 2012-13 
Planning and Implementation Grants, Revised October 9, 2012; California Department of Education Request for 

Applications_ Pu1!_!~c Charter Schools Grant Program 2012-13 Dissemination Sub-Grants. ·---·· 

Raring and _1 ustiftcation: 3 - C ;ranrec fi.illy meets the indicator. ·1 ·he 20l2-201 3 PCSG P Planning and 

T mplcmenrntion RF:\ includes all reg uircd descriptio ns an<l assurance::;. 

Reco mmendation;;: T he CSD is encouraged ro con tinue to use its currcnr comprehensive subgrnn l 

application as well as to strcngrhen its efforts to provide related technical assistance and guidance r.o 

support the subgrnnr applicarion proce:;s. 

Indicator 1.2: ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS. The State ensures each applicanL (lc$iring to receive a 

subgrnnr meets the term "eligible applicant." 

( )bsei>:ations: In rhc 2009 monitoring report, r.lie Srnre panially met the conditions o f rhis indicator. 

The pre\-ious monitori ng ceam was concerned rhat rhe grantee could not ensure that c;lch s ubgrnnr 
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applicant had provided to their authorizer adequate and timc.:ly notice of intention to apply for CSP 

grnnl funds, plus a copy o f cheir CSP subgrnnt applicarion. 

In iLs 2010 CSP gram npplication, the State rtXJLH':ste<l fro m F.D a waiYer to allow for multiple 

charrer schools under a single charter to receive $L1bgi:ant fu n<ls. In its n:spome, ED explained that a 

waiver was not re<.1uired for this action because 2011 non-regulatory guidance cffocrivel~· addressed 

rhis issue (i.e., rhat individual school sites, regardless of who holds the charter. meet the Federal 

definition of charter school during che period o f granc funding) . (Sec 1\ppcndi." 3: C(l/ifamit1 Oaoher 

20 I 0 l'V({il'l'r Lei/er.) 

California's 2010 application also proposed rhac rhc Srn te would improve administrative proccdurcs 

to ensure that adequate and timely notice was pn.>Yidcd to the authori1.:er and rhar not-fr>r-prnfit 

status \vould be cnsun:d. 

The 2012-2013 P CSGP RF r\s for Planning and Implcrncntmion and fo r D issemination subgrnot 

applications each include an assurance that che applican t has provided norice of intention to apply 

for CSP gram funds to their authorizer and a copy of their CSP subgranr applic:uion. 

The Planning and lmplcmcntacion RF;\ states that an app licanr may be a newly established or 

conversion school. Applicants must also be a nonpro fit entity or an I ,E;\. For rhc current subgrant 

application cycle, the Rh\ s tares rhar applicants mu:st h:we applied to an :1utho rized public 

chartering authority by October 12, 2012 to be eligible to apply for the grant and h:ffe reccin:d a 

charter by June :10, 20'13 to be fu nded. The RF:\ nlso srnrcs that con\'ersions schools receiving Title 

I School lmpron:mcnt Crnnt funds arc not eligible for PCSGP fonds. 

The CSD':' 2012-D dissemination subgrnnt Rh \ (the first under the Snm"s 2010 gram) includes 

specific guidance and cxnmpks of eligibility rct1uircrncnts. The dissemination competition was tmdcr 

way dming the Lime of the monitoring visit, so the monitoring team could nor C'\"aluare whc£hcr or 

nor the CSD's syscems and procedures would cns w:c Llrnt dissemination subgranr~ wcrc awarded to 

eligible: applicants. 

l~ascd on obsen-ations ar subgrnntecs sites, the monitoring team cp.teslion:; the eligibility of certain 

subgrnntces for fund ing unclei: the CSP grant Specifically, rhc moniroring Lenin ha:; the fo llowin3 

concerns: 

·> ;\uthorizcr as ckYclopcr. The m oniloring team visited rwo subgranu.:cs where the charter 

sclwol den"'..loper and aurhori:1.cr were the same entity (the LF"\). The rnonirortng team 

noted no d istinction hcrween th<.: authoi:i%ing entity and dc\-clopcr. 1.F.:\ administration 

;;igncd the PCSGP application as the appl icant and Lhc C A~S were issued to the LE,\ as 

well. Furthe r, rhc monitoring team was w ld nr each of these schools that the :>ubgamcc':-; 

gm·crning board was c1:catcd solely for the purpo:;c of the ::;ubgrnnc (upon recommendation 

of the CSD in order to rccciYc rhe g ram fo nds) . For a t leasr one o f cbc:;c schools, the 
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Supcrimendent of the district maintained \'Cto power over the subgramce grwerning board. 

After rhe subgram ended, the g<werning board was dissoh·ed. (See Indicator 2.2 for 

additional implications regarding rhe flcxibiliry and autonomy of charter schools.) 

I) Multiple sub~rants to a single entity. The moniroring ream visited a virtual school that had 

rccein~d three subgrnnts from the current CSP grant. (The school had also applied for a 

fourth subgrant in the 2011-201 '.?.gram cycle but was denied because of CSD concerns abour 

irs public random drawing.) Though this ~ire holds four separate chaners, each from a 

different districr across the state, it operates as a single school (e.g., with one school 

administrator, one curriculum, and unified teaching staff). As such, the schools that received 

the subgrnnts are not separate and distinct and would not meet' the Federal requirements 

stipulated in the 2011 non-regulatory guidance. 

Table 1.2: ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 

The State ensures eac.h applicant 
desiring to receive a subgrant 
meets the term "eligible 
applicant," including: 
The school's developer has applied to an 
authorized public chartering authority to 
oper;:ite a charter school 

The school's developer has provided 

adequate and timely notice to th<it 
authority under section 5203(d)(3) 

Non·profit status of the charter holder 

----·---. 

ls this an Findings: How does the SEA grantee ensure that each 
area of applicant ~esiring to receive·a subgrant meets the term 
concern? eligible applicant? 

Oves 
[gj No 

I Oves 
I ~No 

Ovcs 
1 [g] No 
I 
I 

An applicant must have been awarded a charter (and 
related charter school number) in order to receive 

subgrant funding. In the event that a charter petition has 
been submitted but not awarded at the time of the 
subgrant application, the CSD will have the peer 
reviewers review the subgrnnt application, but will not 

proceed with the budget review until a charter has been 
awarded. 

The 2012-2013 PCSGP Planning and Implementation RFA 
states that in order to be eligible to apply for PCSGP 
funds, a developer must submit the ch<irtcr petition to Jn 
authorized public chilrtering iluthority by October 12, 
2012, and must receive apprnval by the end of the fiscal 
year of this grant cycle (FY 2012-13), June 30, 2013. 
No funds are released to a subgrantee until u charter 

number has been issued by COE.--·· ---·--·····--· ..... 
The General Assurances (Appendix G of 2012·2013 
PCSGP Planning and Implementation RFA} includes Jn 
assurance that the applicont will provide notice <Jnd a 
copy of the grant application to the.ir. ~utt~~r!~i!1J~. ~n.tl!'r'.: _ 

; The 2012·2013 Planning and Implementation RFA states 
· that an applicant must be a nonprofit entity or LEA. Non· 

profit status at the time of subrnission of the applic<Jtion 
will be verified with the California Secretary of State. 
Individuals and for-profit entities may not apply for 

planning or implementation subgrants. 
Not more than one grant to the s<Jme [gJ Yes 

charter school . ···--·-·-··--·-· _ .. _0.!'J.o I 
The 2012-2 01i_P_l;~[~g· a~d-'-1 m-'p-"l'-e'-m--e-"-n-t-at-i o-n-R-FA-s-ta_t_e_s--1 

that if an applicant has previously received PCSGP funds 
--·--- --···-- ---------· 
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For dissemination applicants: the 
charter school has been in operation for 
at least 3 consecutive years and has 
demonstrated overall success, 
including-

(i) substantial progress in improving 
student academic achievement; 
(ii) high levels of parent satisfaction; 
and 
(iii) the management and leadership 
necessary to overcome initi<il start­
up problems and establish a 
thriving, financially viable charter 
school. 

<:halter Schoo/.r l'ro,gm;11 

Oves 
[8J No 

ONA 

to develop a charter school, al I requirements of that 
previous grant must have been met or be in the process 
of being met. If an applicant previously received PCSGP 
funds for the planning and/or initial operation of an SB E­
numbered charter school, it must have the same number 
of open and operating charter schools as the number of 
PCSGP grants received previously. 

The monitoring tenm observed at least one instance 
where the CSD had awarded multiple subgrants to an 
entity that operated its separately chartered sites as one 
sin~l~_5-chool. (See above.) 
The 2012-2013 Dissemination RFA states that charter 

~ schools converted from a non-charter public school must 
I be in operation as a charter school for at least three (3) 
' consecutive years to be eligible. Additionally, charter 

schools continuously open, and with an open effective 
date on or before January 1, 2010 are eligible to apply. 

The RFA goes on to explain that: 
(i) "Substantial progress in improving student 
academic achievement" means the charter school 
has met both the school t1nd all student-group 
Academic Performance Index (API) growth targets 
for two of the past three years; or charter schools 
participating in the Alternative Schools 
Accountability Model (ASAM) that demonstrate 
meeting or exceeding their overall charter mission 
to serve high-risk students may also be eligible, 
(ii) "High levels of parent satisfaction" me.:ms the 
charter school demonstrates it regularly surveys 
parents, conducts parent meetings, or has some 
other means of collecting parent satisf<lction 
information. 
(iii) Evidence of "the management and leadership 
necessary to overcome initial start-up problems and 
establish a thriving, financially viable charter 
school," may include, but <ire not limited to: if 
applic<iblc, having the ability to provide or contract 
for special education services; establishing 
minimum enrollment and average daily attendance 
(ADA) to ensure ;:idequ<ite school funding; or 
identification and recruitment of appropriately 
credentialed teachers. Fiscal evidence may include, 
but is not limited to, accurate and re<"ison;ible 
school budget and cash flow projections that reflect 
the financial plan of the charter school based on its 
educational program, charter petition, and ongoing 
or future obligations of the charter school. 

··-· ·---·---·--·----



-··· ....... ·-· - . ·-·-·----·--·- ------
Sources: California Department of Education Request for Applications Public Charter Schools Grant Program 2012-
13 Planning and Implementation Grants, Revised October 9, 2012; California Department of Education Request for 
Applications Public Charter Schools Grant Program 2012-13 Dissemination Sub-Grants. 

Areas of Concern 

:> Autho1'izcrs as Dc\·clopers. The grantee has awarded subgranrs to at least two entities where 

the authorizer also served as the developer. 

<> Multiple CSP subgrnnts to $ingle school. ln m least one example, the CSD awarded three 

:->uhgrnnts to a virtual school that is operationally a single school cntiry. 

Rating and Justification: 1 - (;num:c docs not meet the indicator. \'('hile the PCSGP RE\ addresses 

all rc<1uircd clements of eligibility, the monitoring ream obsen,cd SC\'eral instances where subgrnm 

funds were awarded to applicants that did nor apprnr to be eligible for funding. 

Recommendations: The COE needs to rcYicw its eligibility procedures w ensure that all funded 

applicants arc indeed eligible to receive grant funds. In particular. chis may require addirional scruriny 

when multiple applicarions are submitted by the same dc\'Clopcr. ln addition, the Stare should 

review irs policy around screening to ensure thar an Authori%er is nor deemed an eligible applicant. 

Indicator 1.3: DEFINITION OF CHARTER SCHOOL. The State ensures each eligible 

applicant meets the term "charter school." 

~ )bsef\':uions: In the 2009 monitoring rcporr, the State partially met this indicator. The pre\'ious 

monitoring team was concerned rhat rhe State did not adec1uatcly monitor or provide sufficicnL 

guidance and technical assistance to subgrantees during the Ii fc of the grant to ensure rlrnt 

suhgramecs continued to meet the Federal term "charter school" while receiving grnnt funds. The 

moniroring team rabed particular concerns about subgrantecs' appropriate u:;c of enrollment 

lc.merics and multiple schoob held under a single board. The 2009 monitoring team also identifiec.l 

the CSD's efforts to cross-walk the Federal and State definitions of charter school to be exemplary 

(,\ppendix .J in previous item ti on;; of rhe subgranr Rh\). 

The ::w 12-13 PCSGP Rl;A addrcs:>cs all of rhc rcc.1uircd components of t:hc h:dcrnl definition of 

charter school. in either narmti\·c or checkbox form. I h>weYct', the CSD has abandoned rhe use of 

;\ppcndix J for rhe currenr subgrant cycle. 

While Lhc CSD has all of the rc<.1uircd descriprions and aswranccs documcn1cd on paper, the 

monitoring team 'isitcd :::cn~rnl subgra111·ccs thar had adoprcd practices that could challenge lhcir 

abili1y to meet the Fcdernl definition of a charter school. 

" LillU-J:r:;\nn_schook Two of r.hc subgranrecs dsitcd were com-cr::-ion schools. The I .I·:;\ 

Associate Superintendent wa:> the fout1der of· one oF rhe schools. Sen:ral hsnc::; c:xi::;red wirh 

regard ro rhc autonomy and :wthoriLy of the g<wcrning boards of the two schools. I 11 bor.h 
·····-· ... -·-·-·-·---------------------
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cases, the Superintendent of the school district rernine<l sole veto authority and membership 

to the governing board \Vas controlled by the LEA. Furthennore, the boards were dissolved 

after rhe PCSGP subgrant ended. At one site the monitoring team observed that computers 

purchased with gram funds were labeled "property of the school district" rather rhan of (he 

school or the L.S. Department of Education. ,\ddicionallr, ir was not clear Lhat dther 

conversion subgrnntee adequately closed operation of the fonner public school before 

reopening as a chart.er. For example, at one of the Lwo schools staff and faculty remained 

essentially the same before and after rhe cotwersion. No formal rehiring of staff or faculty 

occurred when the charter ~chool opened. Both in terms of inckpcndent gon:rnance and 

meeting the term newly created public school, guesrions e:xisr as to these subgrnntccs 

meeting the definition under F.SE:\ Section 5210. 

o Lotterr Policies. State law reguircs that charter schools provide exemptions or lottery 

priorities ro students who live within designated geographic areas. fkcause of rhi:s statutory 

re(1uiremenr, CDE re(]UC.'stcd and rccdn·d FD apprO\·al to allow for subgrnntecs to provide 

this exemption without being consic.kn:d out of compliance with rhe Federal definition of a 

chaner school. However, e\·en with this flexibility, the monitoring team obscffed instances 

where subgrnntees had other lottery policies that were not aligned to currcm non-rcgul:uory 

guidance. For example, one school visited allowed lottery exemptions for children of district 

employees and a second school granted p.re\·iou:::.ly enrolled status for students matriculating 

from one subgranr school to another. 

:> \\'r~tll;.D. Performance Contracts. h)r California's statewide benefit charter schools the CDE 

prepares and executes a thorough l\lcmorandum of Understanding to opcrationali%e the 

1-cc1ttiremc:nr that the charter school has a written performance contract with the authorized 

public chartering agency in rhe Srate. This contract includes a description of how rhc charrcr 

school\ student perfr>rmancc will be rnctsured pursuant ro Stare a~sessmenf$ thnr arc 

rc(1uircd of other schools and pursuanr l"o an~· other assessments mutually agre('ablc ro rhc 

aurbori,,cd public chartering agency and the charter school. For subgrnmccs that hm·e been 

authorized hr LF·'.:\s or County Boards of Educnion, the CDI:: in prc\'ious grant cycles 

considered the charter pctilion as satisf}·ing rhe nx1uirement of a writrcn performance 

contract. The monitoring ream notes drnt N 1\CS:\ recommends as best practice a second 

and distinct documcm as a performance contract. While the CD f·: considers its i\1( )l_' a 

written performance contrnct for statewide benefit charter school::;, rhc granrcc did not 

clearly dcrnonstnuc beyond the existence of an appron:d chancr petition how it ensures 

olher subgrantces comply with the re(1uircmem of a written performance contract. In 

practice. many of rhc charter schools visited did not h:n-c ~IO Us or other Llocumcms thaL 

operntionali%ed charter pcririons, and charter pctfrions were typically nol provided to the 

momtoring team to rc,·iew. 



Table 1.3: DEFINJTlON Of A CHARTER SCHOOL 

ESEA Section 5210. DEFINITIONS. . Is this an " Find.ings: How does the SEA grantee ensure that 

(1) CHARTER SCHOOL-The term "charter school" area of , each eligible applicant meet each clause of the 
means a public school th~t - , concern? Fed~ral term "charter school"? , 

(A) in accordance with a specific State statute 
authorizing the granting of charters to schools, is 
exempt from significant State or local rules that 
inhibit the flexible operation and management of 
public schools, but not from any rules relating to the 
other requirements of this parngraph; 

Oves 
~No 

EC Section 47610 - General Education Code 
exemption (the "mega-waiver") states that a 
charter school shall comply with all charter school 
laws and the provisions set forth in its charter, but 
is otherwise exempt from the laws governing 
school districts except for those sections pertaining 
to teacher retirement plans, the charter school 
revolving loan program, laws establishing the 
minimum age for public school attendance, and the 
California Building Code. 

See Indicator 2.2 for additional information about 
the flexibility and autonomy afforded to charter 
schools by the State. 

1----·--·-----·-···----------+------+---~----------------· 
(B) is created by a developer as a public school, or is 
adapted by a developer from c:in existing public 
school, and is operated under public supervision and 
direction; 

~Yes 
0No 

EC Section 47602 prohibits conversion of any 
private school to a charter school. Appendix B in 
the 2012-2013 RFA defines newly established 
charter schools. While Appendix B outlines several 
criteria for a new charter school that converts from 
an old charter school, it does not provide the same 
level of detail for traditional public schools that 
convert to a charter school. 

The monitoring team observed issues with at least 
two conversions schools adapted from existine 

,__ ____________________ ,_ ____ ... public schools. 
(C) operates in pursuit of a specific set of educational 
objectives determined by the school's developer and 
agreed to by the authorized public chartering <1gcncy; 

Oves 
C8J No 

EC Section 47605(b)(4)(b·c) outlines areas 
authorizers must deem to be reasonably 
comprehensive ill order to award a charter. These 
include ''the measurable pupil outcomes identified 
for use by the charter school.'' 

N;:irr<.1tive Section 1 ··Education Program of the 
2012-2013 RFA requires the applicant to describe 
the methods by 'Nhich the charter school will 
determine its progress toward achieving those 
go<Jls ilnd objectives. 

, ... ·- ·-·- ·-·----·------·---------+------1-~---~---------------< 
(D) provides a program of elementc:iry or secondary 
educe'.ltion, or both; 

OY2s 
~]No 

EC Section 47615 states that ctmrter schools <ire 
part of the Public School System as defined in the 
C<ilifornia Constitution. 

!----------------··- .... ·--·-----··--·-- -·-----i-----·-------------------
(E) is nonsect;:irian in its programs, admissions 0 Yes Section 41605(d)(1) states that a charter school 
policies, employment practices, and Jll other 18] No shall be nonsectarian in its programs, admission 
operJtions, Jnd is not affiliated with a sectarian policies, employment practices, and all other 
school or religious institution; operations, shilll not charge tuition, and shall not 

tliscriminute <lgainst C'.lny pupil on the b<isis of the 
characteristics listed in Section 220 . 

. -··· -·····- ----+--------------··- . . ·--.. ·--.. . ...... O Yes Section 47605(d)(l) states that a ch;:ir~~~r school ... 
>----------------·- ... 

(F) docs not charge tuition; 
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(G) complies with the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, 
title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, title IX of the 
Education Amendments of 1972, section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and part B of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act; 
(H) is a school to which parents choose to send their 
children, <ind that admits students on the basis of a 
lottery, if more students apply for admission than can 
be accommodated; 

(1) agrees to comply with the same Federal and State 
.:iudit requirements as do other elementary schools 
and secondary schools in the State, unless such 
requirements are specifically waived for the purpose 
of this progrtim; 

Dves 
IZJ No 

~Yes 
0No 

Oves 
~No 

shall be nonsectarian in its programs, admission 
policies, employment practices, and all other 
operations, shall not charge tuition, and shall not 
discriminate against any pupil on the basis of the 
characteristics listed in Section 220. 

2012-20B PCSGP RFA - General Assurances 
includes assurances related to compliance with the 
related discrimination, civil rights, and special 
education acts. 

EC Section 47605.6 (a)(l) states that a charter 
school shall admit all pupils who wish to attend and 
that in the event of oversubscription, the charter 
school must use a public random drawing. 

One subgrantee exempts from the lottery students 
matriculating from the elementary to the middle 
school. Both the elementary and middle schools 
are subgrantees. Another subgrantee reported that 
children of employees of the LEA are exempted 
from the lottery. 
EC Section 47605(b)(5)(1} outlines the manner in 
which annual, independent, financial audits shall 
be conducted, including th<lt thP.y shall employ 
generally accepted accounting principles, and the 
manner in which audit exceptions and deficiencies 
shall be resolved to the satisfaction of the 
chartering authority. 

-~-~--~-----------------<I------->----~--~-------------< 
(J) meets all applicable Federal, State, .:ind local 
hc.:ilth and safety requirements; 

Oves 
[g} No 

EC Section 74605(b)(S)(F) outlines multiple re<isons 
a board may deny a charter. The section includes 
<'.IS a cause for denial th.:it, "the petition does not 
contain re<ison<ibly comprehensive descriptions of 
the procedures that the school will follow to 
ensure the health and safety of pupils and staff." 
Included are requirements rP.gJrding background 
checks, immuniz.;:itions, tuberculosis ex<iminations, 
and vision/hearing and scoliosis screenings. Section 

f----·- ---·---·---·-
47610 outlines building safety standards. 

. -·-···-·-------+-----l---------~--~---·------
(K) operates in accordance with State law; and 

(L) has a written performance contract with the 
authorized public chartering agency in the State that 
includes a description of how student performance 
will be measured in charter schools pur~uant to State 
<issessments that me required of other schools and 
pursuant to any other assess men ts mutually 
agreeable to the authorized public chartering agency 
and the charter school. 

~--=============-==:=:==::._: ... =:. 
Chmier Schools />ro,gra111 31 

Oves 
(g] No 

IZJ Yes 

0No 

2012-2013 PCSGP RFA- Gener;il Assurances 
includes Jssurances rel;:ited to operation in 
accordance with State law. ,,_...... -----------! 
2012-2013 PCSGP RFA - General Assurances 
include that the school will participate in all State 
standardized testing programs. 

The grantee maintains rv10us for all statewide 
benefit charter schools ;ind considers the charter 
petition to satisf'I this requirement for all LEA­
authorized charter schools. However, m<lny charter 
schools visited did not have documents that 
operationalized charter petitions. ·--. ---~-.. -.=:..._ .. . ".·;-.:=-==·:--'="=-':;~:;.-:::----==. ·.~·=~ -
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···-··-

See Indicator 2.1 for additional information about 
performance contracts between grantees and 
authorizers. 

··-
Sources: California Education Code; California Department of Education Request for Applications Public Charter Schools 
Grant Program 2012· 13 Planning and Implementation Grants, Revised October 9, 2012; subgrant applications from all 
schools visited by the monitoring team; subgrant applications from Arts in Action, Capitol Collegiate Academy, Ivy Tech 

Wildflower Open Classroom K· B Charter School, Valley Life Charter School, Almond Acres Charter Academy, Intellectual 
Virtues Academy, Golden Lakes Charter School, Magnolia Science Academy, River Islands Technology Academy, Alpha 
Middle Schoof (two RFAs), Magnolia Science Academy Santa Clara, Coleman Tech, Oxford Preparatory, Siver Oak High 
School South Orange. 

Areas of Concern 

o Conversion Schools. Conversion :-;chools did not ade(1uarcly dcmonsm1te autonomy or 

change in opcnuions ro mccr r.hc Federal definition of a charter school. 

o Lottery Policies. Child ren of district employees received loncry exem ptions and srucknts 

matricularing between subgmntecs were granted previously-cn rolle<l s tatt.1s. 

o \\'rittcn Performance Conrrncts. The CSD considers ,\[OUs to be the agreement that 

opcrarionalizc:; the charter contract and these arc in place for statewide benefit charter 

schools recch·ing subgrants: however, the State's prnccice for ensuring how orhcr 

:;ubgrantecs mccc the rct1uiremcnt of having in place a written performance comrncr was not 

clear. 

R:iting an<l Ju:_.;t ificarion: l - Crnntec docs nor mccc rhc indicator. \\'hik rhc RFAs tb·clopc<l by the 

CD F. address the need for subgmmccs to meet rhc ddinition of ch:incr school in Section 5230 of 

L·:SL\, the Stare cannot ensure that schools opcrntc in compliance with the ddinitinn. 

!(ccommcndations: T he grantee needs to ensure that all subgrantces meet the Fcdceil ddinirion of 

chancr school at the rime of award and througho~1 t the grant period. 

I ndicato1· l.4: PEE R REVIE\Y'. The Star.c use::; a peer rcvi<.:~\v pi:occss to review Hnd :;elect 

:1pplicatio11s for a:;sistancc un<lcr (his program. 

()bserrntions: 1 n rhc 2009 monitoring report the State <lid nor meet this indicaror. The pn.:\·ious 

monitoring team no rcd drnt subgrnnr applicarions were rc\'icwcd by C1 )J·: staff and technical 

a~:-;isrnncc wa!' provided ro applicants until rhc applic:ition was ckcmcd complete and worthy of 

fundi ng. No peers wen.: used in Ehc subgrnnt applica tion review proce~s. 

In its 2lllll CSP applicarion, rhc Sr:m.: rc(iucsrcd a wai\·cr ro nltow CDI;, and SBI·'. pci:~onnel to !'cr,·c 

as the primar)' peer rct· ic\vcrs of planning and impkmenrnrion subgrnnt applkarions. FD denied die 

rcqt1cst and no ted that SJ ~;\:; ma~· exercise cons iderable flexibility in implementing die peer rc,·icw 

p rocess. In NO\·crnbt.:r 201'2, Cl)E reccin:d add i1ional g uidance from r•'.l) ()I) the CClJUircmcm for 

--· ·- --- ----
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peer re\•icw stating that in rhc 2(J'! 2 application reYicw cycles, the SE1\ could use CDE srnff if all 

efforts r.o secure outside reviewers had been exhausted, at least one reviewer per application was an 

outside p<.:cr rcdcwcr, and CDF. sraff used as rc,·icwers had charter school experience and 

<locumcnration of that experience was maintained as part of the review/ grant file (Sec Appendix 3: 
Califomia Od. 20 I 0 lf;/aiJ!er Lette1~· ,\ppendi.x 4:I'1" I I PC~P Rel'ien1l!JJ Coho It I t111d f'") · 12 />Cf P Rerie1vers 

Coh1JJt 3). 

The CSD has slowly been adding peer reviewers to the subgrant application process. For rhc 2010-

201 l application review cycle, the CSD did not use peer rc\'iewers. For the 2011-20'1:?. application 

reYicw cycles, peer reviewers were partially added to rhc process. CSD staff reviewed the public 

random drawing and autonomy portions of £he application and at kast one peer reviewer read and 

scored the work plans. 

Peer reviewers have been used cYen more so in rhe ?.012-2011 subgrant application review cycle. For 

?.0'12-2011, CSD staff complcrecl a checklist for forms, :;ignatures, completeness, and timdiness of 

subgrnnr applications ro ensure that they were complcce. The subgrant applications were then read 

and scored by at least two rcvicwcn>. ,\ny application receiving a score of I in any section was 

eliminated from funding; howe\'er, the entire application was s£ill reviewed and scored. (Sec 

Indicator 2.3 for ad<lir.ional details on how the CSD used the peer rcYicw process w assess the 

<1uality of the subgrnnt applications.) The oYernll score was u~ccl ro rank order applicants for 

funding. No :1\vard was made unril proof \Vas pro\'ided rhat the applicant had received approval of 

it:i chaner. For the 2012-1013 funding y(:ar, rhe CDE received I '18 applications; 113 were mored 

forward for peer redcw, I wirhdr<.:w, and:?. were nor dligiblc. 101 recci\·ed a fun<lable score (no 

scc1ions recci\·cd a score of I and the application was cotnplete and on time) and l ·~ were 

disapprm-cd. Of rhese 37 had apprm·ed authori;:ation. The remaining 6-~ must receive charrcr 

apprnrnl by June 30 or must reapply in the next round. 

The CSD intend~ to use a ~imilar peer review process !"or rhc dissemination subgrant applications. 

!lO\VC\·er, a£ the tltTle of the monitoring dsir., the dis::;cmination competir.ioll had not dosed and SO 

the CSD had nor yet implemented irs peer review system for rhe:-;c subgrant~. 

Table 1.4: PEER REVIEW 

Elements of the State's peer review Is this an Findings: How does the SEA grantee conduct its peer 
process. area of review process? 

Identification and notification to peer 
reviewers: Ct11ifornia's <ipplication stated 
that in most inst<inccs COE and SBE staff 

would be used to review subgrant 
applications. Subsequent 
communications between CDE and ED on 

concern? · 

Oves 
[SJ No 

The CSD provided documentation of ''Dear Colleague" 

letters that went out to potential peer revievvers in 
Fcbruilry 2012, April 2012, <md September 2012 via COE 
listservs to identify potential peer reviewers. 

this issue arc described above. 

·- I_ -

The CSD used existing CDE listservs and worked with the J 
; St<i~e ch<trter <Jssociations to help ideotif'I additional peer 
1 reviewers. - ·-··-----·- ·-·- ·-· -·- - - ·- --· 
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----------·---· 
Composition and qualifications of peer 
reviewers: The application stated that in 
most instances COE and Sl3E staff would 
be used to review subgrant applications. 
Subsequent communications between 
CDE and ED on this issue <ire described 
above. 

Reviewer guidance and training: This 
was not addressed in the State's 
application. 

Use of peer reviews to select 
applications for funding: The application 
states that external peer reviewers are 

. enlisted to score an application when 
there is J scoring anomaly among the 

I CDE and SBE reviewers. 

I 

...... ·-----------------------
0 Yes The CSD hoped to use charter developers, authorizers, 
IX) No governing board members, and operators as peer 

reviewers in its 2012 application cycle. 

The 2012 list of peer reviewers includes 25 reviewers from 
charter or traditional public school systems, 3 staff from 
the California Charter Schools Association, and 5 COE staff 
with charter school experience (e.g., as a director or 
teacher). 

I Oves 
1 IX) No 
I 
I 

The CSD conducted a 3-day peer reviewer training in 
November 2012 for the 2012-2013 planning and 
implementation subgrant applications. The training 
included an overview of the PCSGP grant and peer review 
process, scoring criteria, scoring process, approval process 

i 

Oves 
IX) No 

and group exercises. _,, .. ___________ __, 

For the most current cycle of subgrant applications, the 
CSD uses peer reviewers to review and score all narrative 
sections of the subgrant application. The CSD reviews 
subgrant budgets after the peer review is complete and 
the applicant provides evidence of an authorized charter 
contract. 

See Indicator 2.3 for additional information. 
~-----------------~···--·-·~--'------'---------'------------1 

Sources: Cohort 1 FY 11 Peer Review Invitation Letter; Cohort 2 FY 11 Peer Review Invitation Letter; Cohort 3 FY 12 

Peer Review Invitation Letter; FY12 PCS GP Peer Reviewers Cohort 3; Cohort 3 Powerpoi~f'!!..Peer Review. 

!{;11.ing and Ju:.;Lification: 3 - Grantee fully meets the indica1or. The grnmcc currcmly uses a peer 

rnicw process to revic'v and select applications for funding. (The '.?.012· l 013 subgrnnt awards were 

the first under this grant to fully comply with the rec.1uin.:mcnr rouse peer rcYicwcrs.) 

Recommendations: The Srnre is encouraged to continue the u~c of its peer rc,·iew process to rcdew 

and select applications for assistance under this progrnm. 

Indicator 1.5: PH.OGRAivl PERIODS. CSP ;;ubgrants awarded by the State do noL exceed rhc 
maximum program periods allowed. 

Obsei-rn1ions: f n the 2009 monitoring rcpon the grnnr.cc fully met this indicator. Though the Stare 

had prcYiously issued subgrnnls for more than .)6 consccmivc months. ar rhc rime of rhe prc\'ious 

monitoring \·isit its approach wa,; compliant. 

(;rnnt award periods for the current Planning anc.l lmpkmcnm1ion $ubgrnnL and the Disscmina1ion 

:<llbgrnnt arc ouLlined in the 2012-'.?.0U PCSGP RF,\s. The srntcd award periods align with rhe 

stallltory limir::; (or the CSP program. The RF,\ explains tlrnr planning and impkmcnrarion subgrant 

awards made in rhc '.?.l)J2-20U cycle cannoL be phccd into i11;1ctiYc status and rhar interruptions in 

rhc gram period may warrnnr rcnninacinn of llH.~ subgrnnt aw;1rd. If;\ ~chool i~ unable to open due w 

Lhc inability to secure facilities by rhc close of its planning pha::;c, dlC pl;inning :c;ubgrant for Lhc 

.H G1!!fomia ,\foJJiloriJ~~ Rej>od 



school will be terminated. In four instances, the CDE has rc(1ucsted and been granted wai,·ers by 

ED for individual schools that delayed opening after being awarded CSP planning grants. (See: 

Appendix S: Ctl(/omia rf'/'ai111w 11m110 (Co//~gt!-B..l'tu!y /lcadt•111y 1-lt~~h School# 13) dated Mt!)' I 2, 2012 and 

Cal!for11ia J11ainr letkr (!hrel' schools) dt1!ed Mcf)' 23, 2011.) 

CDE issues each subgmntce a Grant r\warcl Notification (GAN) that defines the grant period. Prior 

to the 2012-201.) grant cycle, GAN s were issued for each fiscal year of the grant period. The first 

year of the grant period was indicated on the G,\N and amendments to the GAN were issued for 

subse(1uent subgrnm periods (e.g., impkmcntarion rear 1, implementation year 2) extending the 

program period by 12 momhs at a rime, fot up to 36 months. Currently, GANs arc initially is:;ued 

for up to a 36-monrh period. If schools an.: already in operation at the lime of the award, the 

subgrantce is awarded a G..\N for up to 2-l months of implementation. 

Tn the C\'Cnl tha£ a subgramec does not spend all of its planning subgrnnr funds, the funds arc 

carried over inro the implementation phase. This in itself prc:-icms no problem. However, at the time 

of the monitoring team's dsit, it was not clear how the CSD documents with its subgrantecs when 

funds budgeted for planning carry oYer into implementation and rhat the CDE rcc.1uircd and 

apprcwed a new budget for these funds. This raised concerns related to if and how unspent planning 

fun<ls that arc cartied ewer arc tracked scpanudy to ensure that they a) arc not used beyond the 18 

eligible months; orb) if used after the 18 months, arc used only for allowable implcmcnrnrion 

expenses. 

\\'hik rhc CSD ensures that su\Jgrnnts do not exceed the maximum program award periods, the 

monitoring team has d1e following concerns abour CSD's policies and practices around program 

award periods and C,-\Ns. 

~ Prop.!:.c.idc11til19Hion of 11rnnt phases. Gt\Ns rcdcwcd by the monimring team did not· 

adc(1uatcly identify whether iunds arc for planning or implcmcmation activities. The CSD 

prm·idcd the monitoring tcarn with a sample of G;\N:i. None of the awards exceeded 36 

month:::. 1-h>we\·er, initial awards (prcsumnbly for planning) did not distinguish whether 

fund:.; were for planning n::rsu:> implcmcmarion, and ::mbsc:c1ucnt amcndmcnrs noted the 

:rnmc start date with no indication thar adc.lirional fund:; were (presumably) Cor 
irnplcmcnration. The monitoring team notes that the State's award schedule also blurs rhc 

distinction between planning and implcmenration phases, a:> award amm11lts arc the same 

rcgarc.\lc:-;s of the rime an applicant has to use them. 

) [)otenrial co-mUJ..~ll!!g of ~rant [umls. ,\ c;,\N for at lca:;t one subgramee indicated co­

mingling of fund~ from the Si-arc's 2007 and 2010 awards. It appears that the CSD did not 

----------------------··-- -- -· -·- ·· ·-----------
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distinguish between the two separate ED awards on a series of G<\Ns for this subgrantce.5 

(See Indicator 3.3 for a related finding.) 

o Pre-dated award periods.,\ number of G;\Ns redewcd by the monitoring team outlined 

gram award periods that were out of chronological sequence wirh th<.: subgrant competition 

timing (see rnble below). Though only four examples are cited below, this app<.:ar<.:<l to be a 

common prnctice of the CSD. 

Tlmelines for RFAs and GANs 

Subgrantee . Date Application · Date Application Date GAN Award Start . Award End 
Submitted Approved Signed Date 

' 
Date ·-

#1 10/20/2011 5/30/2012 5/16/2012 1/1/2012 12/31/2013 
_ !_!:eadership) 

... -..-.--..................... _ .... -· .. - ··--··--·----·- .. 
#2 4/30/2012 7/10/2012 6/26/12 1/1/2012 12/31/2013 
(Celerity) 

#3 12/4/2010 2/14/2011 4/6/2011 1/1/2011 7/31/2013 
(High Tech 

Middle) f----:--· •... 
114 12/4/2010 4/13/2011 9/12/2011 1/1/2011 7/31/2013 
(High Tech 

Elementary) -·--·· 
In all these cases, award period start dates pre-dare the C; 1\N authorizing signature by 3 to 9 month:-;. 

For subgrnntccs #·1, #2, and #4, the award periods begin more than 90 days before the applic:ttion::; 

were even approved. Still more troubling, in the instance of subgrnntec #2 rhc award dare pre-dates 

the submission of the application itself. In addition, the C;, \N letters for Subgrantcc:.; l.f I and #2 

were signed a few weeks before subgrant applications were d~1tcd a:.; approved. 

Table 1.5: PROGRAM PERIODS 

CSP subgrants awarded by the State do. Is this an 
not ex~eed the maximum program periods area of 
allowed of: concern? 

Findings: How does the SEA grantee ensure that subgrant 
awards are USEld Within the allowable tim.e periods? 

3 .'H Ci:!{ 80.2/J ~taudards for l'in:mcial \brn1grm<:nr ~ystelll!' r<:quircs th:u grnmccs and ~ubgr;111rct~~ ha'T sr~tclll$ in 
place to .:nsun:, ;1mo11g other rct1ui1"<:mc111~. th:i1 :1<:cou111i11g n:cords "adcl[ll<llcly idc111iiy the snurcc :ind applicarinn of 
funds prt>\·id<:d for fim111cially·:1ssbtcd acti,·itics. 'J'hcsc record~ muse contain infonnation pcn;1ini11g 10 gr:1111 or suhgr:im 
a\\':irds :ind :iud1orizaiiom, obligations, unoblig:iccd lx1lanccs, asscrs, li:ibilitics, outlays or <:~pcndiE\ln:s, mal income." 
hirdicnncm:, 2 C:l'R 22) (. \-87 Cirrnbr) a11aclunc111 .\. ~cc1ion Cit::'> (c) stales 1hai: ":rn~· cost allocahlc co a parriC\lhir 
Federal H\\·:1rd or co~t objccrivc und<'f the principles prm·idcd for iu ~ Cl;R part 225 lll:I\· 1101 he charged lo other L;edrrnl 
<l\v;1rd:: 10 mTrcomc tum\ ddicicncic~, to avoid rc~tric1ions imposed by la\\' or n·rms <'f the Fcdcr:il :1wards, or for ocher 
rc:aS<Hl~." 
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....-------------------.-·-- .. 
Dves Not more than 3 years, of which the eligible 

applicant may use - iZJ No 

The 2012-2013 PCSGP Planning and Implementation RFA 
states in the Length of Subgrant Award and Maximum 
Funding Level section that the duration of the grant period 

cannot exceed 36 months; if the planning phase exceeds 12 
months in duration, then the implementation phase will be 
shortened by a commensurate number of months. 

There was no evidence in reviewed GANs of subgrant award 
periods exceeding 36 months. 

1~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--l--,=-~~~+-'-~~..:......:.....:...:....::....::....:--'~------=-----.::.._~~~~~~~~-,--~~-1 

I 
D Yes The 2012-2013 PCSGP Planning and Implementation RFA (A) not more than 18 months for planning 

and program design; 

.... .... ·-··· 
(B) not more than 2 years for the initial 
implementation of a charter school; and 

------------- ·-
(CJ not more than 2 years to carry out 
dissemination activities described in section 
5204(f)(6)(B). 

. [gJ No states in the Length of Subgrant Award and Maximum 

tJ Yes 

IZJ No 

Oves 
cgj No 

DNA 

Funding Level section that the planning phase is not to 
exceed 18 months and that the planning phase ends on the 
day prior to the first day of instruction (including summer 
school programs). Once the school begins serving students, 

.. the subgrantee will enter the implementation phase. 
The 2012-2013 PCSGP RFA states in the Length of Subgrant 

; Award and Maximum Funding Level section that the 
' implementation phase is not to exceed 24 months. The 

section further reads that if the subgrant recipient's school is 

operationell when the subgrant is awarded, then the subgrant 

immediately enters its 24-month imple~en_~atj9~_p_~s~._ 
The 2012-2013 PCSGP Dissemination RFA states in the 
Funding Priority and Funding Levels section that 

Dissemination subgrants cannot exceed a period of two 

1--· years. 
Sources: California Department of Education Request for Applications Public Charter Schools Grant Program 2012-13 
Planning and Implementation Grants, Revised October 9, 2012; California Department of Education Request for 
Applications Public Charter Schools Grant Program 2012:.1_3 __ D_is_s_e1_n_in_a_t_io_n_S_u_b_-_G_ra_n_t_s_. ____________ __, 

Areas of Concern 

;) Diffcrenriarion c:!.f.plannitw YS. implementation funds on CAN~. CANs do not delineate 

between planning arnl implementation awards and the CSD !us allowed unspent planning 

lunds to roll ewer into implcmcnrnrion without documenting that these funds would be used 

for allowable costs umkr impkinentation. 

o [Jorcntial co-minglini~ of pram ftmd::),. In ar lea:;£ one instance. a subgrnmcc C,\N did not 

distinguish between funds rcccin:d from chc 2007 CSP grant and the 2010 CSP grnnr. 

> lhck-datimr (~:\>.Is. The CSD has a prncricc or back-dating (~,\Ns to an arbitrary dare rhar ar 

Limes may exceed mouths before a (; ;\N was signed or C\'Cll prc-darc when an application 

was submitred. 

R:uinp ;uKI _I us ti ficarion: I -· C rn mcc doc:; not meet the i11dica tor. \ \'h ik rhc CSD list~ the 

appropriate gram award periods in its g1:r.\$, there is subsrantial evidence ofCSD pr:tc1iccs that do 

nor differentiate between planning and implcmcnrarion subgram awards; ;1llow for co-mingling of 

_f~1!1ds from diffcrcm CSP awards; a11~-~>:~':=l~--<.~1tc award period~ well beyond reasonable timcframcs. 
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Recommendadons: The grantee needs to immediately review its subgranree grant award notification 

policies and procedures to ensure thar subgrant awards are made and documented in a manner that 

docs not conflict with program statute, EDGAR, and OJ\IB Circular i\-87. 
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2. CSP AND CHARTER SCHOOL QUALITY 

One of the key goals of rhc CSP is to support and encourage the dcvclopmenr of high (1uality 

charter schools. To do so, rhe SE{\ needs to establish policies and practices that promote high 

(1uality charter schools. This section focusc~ on bow the SEA furthers high (lLtality in authorizing 

practices, charter school flexibility and autonomy, subgrant assessment and awards, monim1ing, 

dissemination of best or promising practices, and progress toward its own application objectives. It 
includes se\'Cn indicator:-; that con:r the Srnte's role in: 

e Providing for quality authori%er practices; 

• Affording charter schools a high degree of flexibility and autonomy; 

o Awarding CSP subgrants on the bash; of rhe quality of chc applications; 

e i\warding subgrants to ensure geographic distribution and a variety of educational 
approaches across the state; 

'> ~[onimring subgrantec achievement of project objectives; 

o Disseminating best or promising practices of charter schools; and 

• f\leering its application objectiYes. 

Indicator 2.1: QUALITY AUTHORIZING PRACTICES. State laws, regulations, or other 

policies provide for Llllality authorb:ing practices and the S.E:\ monitors and holds accountable the 

authori%cd public chartering agencies in the Srate rn a:; to improve the capacity of those agencies to 

authorize, monitor, and hold accountabk chaner schools. 

Observations: This indicaror was not explicitly included in the 2009 monitoring. l lO\vever, the Smtc 

was able Lo partially demonstrate that it met the conditions of a rdarcd indicator. \\'hilc the indicator 

was parrially met, the 2009 monitoring team nored concerns about how the State worked with 

authorizers to ensure the continued operations of successful charter schook r·'t1rthermorc, the 2012 

OTC; audit report of OH's oversight and monitoring of planning and implementation grants found 

that California did not monitor authorizing agencies. r\r rhc time of the monitoring visit, ED had 

placed special condition~ on the CDE because of a lack of cornpliance with 1\ssurnnces 3A and 3H 

relating ro rhi:-; issue. 6 

(> . \~sumnces .>. \ anti 311 are:•~ iollow~: .)) State law, rcgubtiom, or other I'' i(icics in rhe ~tmc where du: applicant is 

located rc<1uirc that··.\) Each :nnhori1.cd chart..:r school in thc S1·:ue opcr:ut: 1111dcr ;1 kg:11ly binding charter or 
performance contract bct\\·ccn itsc:lf and du: school's authorized public d1;1rrc:.ring ;1gc11cy that describes the obligation:> 
and r..:spon:>ibilitit:s ot' th<: ~clwol and the public ch:1rn:ring agency; conduce annual, timely, :iml ind..:pcnd<:nr audir:> nf the 
school\; tlnancial statement:> that arc filed \Vith th<: :<chool's allfhorizt:d public chartering agcncr; and dcrnonstratc 

impro\·cd :>tmknt academic acl1ic\'t:mc111; and B) \urhoriztxl public chartcri11g agencies u"c inncast':< in ~tudent 
:1cad..:mic acl1ic\·crnc1lt for all group~ ot :-tudrnt:> described in ~ccrion 1111 (b)(2)(( :)(\') oi tht: I ·'.SI~.\ as the mns1 
import an1 factor when determining t• >renew or H'Yokc a :<chool's charter. 
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Ch:uter Authorizing :md Rcncw:ll As noted in the background section of rhis report, LEAs are 

the primary public charte1ing agencies in California. \vi th the exception of statewide or countywide 

bcnefo charn.:rs, all charccr applications arc initially submitted to the I ,F,;\ for re\·iew and approval. 

:\ny denials can then be forwarded to the local County Board of Education for review and appro\•a\. 

The CDE and the SBE will reYiew and potentially approYe charter applications only after 

applications have been denied by the LE,\ and the county. Statewide benefit charters are directly 

autho1ized by the SBE and <Wcrsecn by the CDE. 

Charter re\'Ocation processes arc outlined in Education Code and recent legislation (SB l290). 

California EC -17604.5 authorizes the SBE, whe£hcr or nor it is the amhorizer, upon 

recommendation to the Superintendent, to take appropriate action, including revocation, if the SBE 

finds gross financial mismanagement, illegal or improper use of funds, and :mbsrantial and sustained 

departure from practices that jeopardize the educational development of a school's pupils. To this 

end, the February 201.3 SBE agenda included COE rccornmendariom to the SBE to revoke 18 

charters based on academic data from the 20'1'1-11 school \·car. CDF.'s recommendation 

operationalized for the first time the n:cently passed SB 1290, which rc(1uircs a chartering authority 

to consider increases in pupil academic achici:emcnr for all groups of students as the most imponarn 

factor in determining whether to renew or revoke a charter. 

Chmte.r Perforina11ce Contracts. At the time of the monitoring ,·isit, the grantee did not provide 

O\ crsighr or guidance for agreements held bet ween charter schools and their local authorizers. The 

reason provided to rhe monitoring team is that California law doc:.; nor giYe the CDF. or the SBF. the 

amhoriry to monitor local amhorb:er activiry. The State uses an MOU for SBF.-authorizcd schools 

(e.g., srnrcwidc benefit charters or those amhorized on appeal), bur fccb that it cannot rc(1uirc that 

all charter schools and authorizers use rhc same (or any) wl'i tten performance contracts. 

Additionally, the CSD no longer collects charter peritions, performance contracts, or i\1< )Us from 

applicants ol' subgrantces as a pan of the subgrnnt application process. 

SJJ 1290. The State proposed and passed SH 1290, in part, to comply with A::;surances 3:\ and 3B of 

irs CSP grant. SB 1290 went inro effect January I, '.20'13. The CDF. infonrn.:d charter schools and 

charter school authorizers of the new rec1uiremcnrs in SB l 290 \·in an email that included a web link 

to the cnacte<l lcgi~:dation. Notification was sent out December 31. 2012 and indicated the lcgisladon 

would become effectfre the following day. The email and link sent in December did not explain the 

implication:; of not meeting the new rc(1uircments. (Sec ,\ppendix 6: El/(ldl!lml ~/SN1ali' Hill 1290.) 

,\frcr the monitoring team':; visit, rhe State pmtcd an announcement in February 2013 summarizing 

the new rc<1ui1:cmcm~ under SB 1290. I lowc\'Cr, ir srill has not provided public guidance 011 the 

implications of not mccr.ing rhc new rct1uiremcnrs or the enhanced role of rhe SBF, if any, in 

enforcing r.hc hill. 

h>r the Cohon 3(2012-2013) PCSCP awardccs, the CDF scnL each subgrantee a (~:\Nanda 

separate document to be :signed by the chancr school and their authorizer a:;:suring rhat bmh parties 

were aware of the re(1uircmenrs of SB 1290 and undcr::;too<l rhat funding was_:~pe_nd~!~~ on the 

Owrtt1r Schooh Pro_~m!ll -ID CalijrJmttJ Mo11ilmi1(~ /{c'jJf!d 



I 

authori?'.cr illusmning compliance with rhe law. The CUE has not provided r.echnical assi::: rnncc to 

ensure that the new requirements arc understood and can be fulfilled by cham.:r schoob and rhcir 

authorizer::;. 

Authorizer i'J.1011itoring and Oversight. In its CSP application, the State proposed ro work with 

rhc National ;\ssociarion of Charter School Authorizers (N.r\CSA) to create srnrcwidc capaciry to 

d e\'elop an<l offer rrainings ro charter authoID.ers in the srnte. SpccificaUy, a minimum o f two 

trainings per year would be developed and offered to aurhorizers on topics to include how ro 

develop expected out.comes for charters; measures for evaluating academic perforrn:rncc, financial 

stability, goYernance, and oq,Y.tnizntional pcrfonuance; compliancc wirh all :.;pecial education and 
English learner ret1uiremcnts; compliance with all other charter laws, including timclines and 

processes for charter approval, renewal, and revocation; best practices for enhancing communication 

between the charter school and the authorizer; and progress toward rhc specific i.neasurabk pupil 

outcomes and performance goals proYided in the charter petition. 

Ar the time of the monitoring visit, rhc CDE had noL ini tiated rbis activity and did not have a plan in 

place to provide rhis guidance or to monitor or provide oversight to local authorizing agencies. The 

CDE noted that this wns oursiclc of its statutory :1urhc>1iry. 

Table i.1: QUALITY AUTHORIZING PRACTICES 

Federally-defined quality authorizing Is this an Findings: How are quality authorizing practices required by 
practices area of state law, regulation, or other policies and how are these 

Charter or performance contracts describe 
the obligation and responsibilities of the 
schoo l and the authorizer 

concern? . policies implemented? 

[8J Yes 

0No 

Each LEA determines the contents of its own charter 

performance contract. The St ate does not interfere w ith o r 
provide oversight for agreements held between charter 
schools (including subgrantees) and their authorizers. The 
COE does not collect charter cont racts or MOUs of its 

subgrantees. 

Sever<il subgrantees visited did not have MOUs with their 
authorizers and those that did noted that they were typically 
only for the provision of special education services and not 
performance or general operating procedures. At one school 
visited, the subgrantee indicated that because the district 
served as t he authorizer, an MOU was not necessary. CleM 

distinctions between the obligations and responsibilities of 
the charter school and the authorizer are not formalized. 

~~~~~~-t-::::::-~~~t 0 Yes The CDE requires subgrantees to submit annual financial Charter schools submit annu<1I fin;mcial 

audits to the authorizer 

Charier Schoof.; Pro.~m111 

~ No ;:iudits, as specified in the State's application to ED and its 
2012-2013 RFA. 

.+I 

Subgrantees visited confirmecl sending annual financial 
audits to both the authorizer and the COE. As part of the 
Clnnual performance review of subgrantees, the CSD receives 

a copy 9_f the subgrantee's financiill audit . 
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Charter schools are held accountable to 
demonstrate improved student <icademic 
achievement 

IX] Yes 

0No 

For SSE-authorized charters, the State uses the API growth 
target, API rank, and comparisons of the charter school's 
performance to public schools that the student would have 
otherwise attended to hold charter schools accountable. The 
CSD reported working with various offices at COE that gather 
achievement and attendance data. Once a year in the fall, 
the CSD analyzes charter school achievement data to assess 
API growth and rank, and to compare charter school 
performance to other schools'. However, similar information 
is not collected for LEA- and county-authorized charter 
schools. 

------------------+-=----+---------·---.. -----------·-----0 Yes With the recent passage and implementation of SB 1290, the Authorizers use student academic 
achievement for all groups of students as 
the most important factor when 
determining to renew or revoke a school's 
charter t1nd provide for the continued 
operation of successful charter schools 

IX) No State now requires local authorizers to use student academic 
performance as the most important factor when determining 
charter renewals and revocations. 

Additionally, Education Code Section 47607(c) states that the 
SBE may revoke a charter at any time because of the 
following: 

1) Failure to meet or pursue any student outcomes 
identified in the charter; 

2) Violation of the charter's conditions, standards, or 
procedures; 

3) Fiscal mismanagement; or 
4) Violation of any provision of the law. 

>------------------+----··--- -· 

At the time of the monitoring visit, the CSD had 
recommendations to the SBE for revocation pending on the 
SBE's February 2013 agenda. 

The SEA monitors and holds accountable 
authorized public chartering agencies, so as 
to improve the capacity of those agencies 
to authorize, monitor, and hold 
account<lblc charter schools 

IX] Yes 

0No 

The grantee does not monitor nor hold accountable 
Juthori7.ed public cht1rtering agencies. 

Despite stating in its application to ED th<lt it would offer 
trainings to charter school authorizers to strengthen the 
review process and provide oversight of charters they 
approve to ensure student achievement is improving and 
overall compliance with charter law, the State has not 
undertaken these activities nor <ire they slated to occur. The 
grantee does not monitor authorizers and has no systems in 
place to improve the capacity of authorizers to authorize, 

>------------------·-·----·--_monitor, and hold accountable charter schools. 
Sources: Advisory Commission on Charter Schools recommendations to the SBE February 2013 Agenda, Enactment of 
Senate Bill 1290 letters (CA Dept of Education), OIG Final Audit Report on Oii's Oversight and Monitoring of the 
Charter Schools Program's Planning and Implementation Grants. ' 

~------------------·------·-·--~----~-~--~~-------------' 

Areas of Concern 
~ Charter performance .comract~. The grnnrcc cannot ensure tha r. charter or performance 

comrncts describe the obligmions of the ~chool and the authorizer. 
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o SB 1290 requirements. By passing and beginning implementation of SB 1290, the Srntc has 

recently taken steps to ensure that the SBE complies with its responsibility to ensure that 

::;tudcm academic performance is the most important factor \vhen determining charter 

applicado ns and renewal:;.. Howe,~er, the CDF. does not currently monitor data for LEA- or 

county-author i:ted $Chools, nor has it dc,•cloped a system to support authorizer capacity in 

this area. 

o ,\urhori:cer oversight nnd monitoring. The grantee does nor monitor o r hold accountable 

aurhori:ced public charteiing agencies. r\dditionally, it has nor carrie<l our rhe proposed 

activities related to authori:wr monitoring and oversight. 

Rating and Justification: 1 - Crantee does nor meer the indicaror. lr appears that at an 

implementation lc,·c], the grantee is not ensuring char a charter school operates under a legally 

binding performance conrrnc L between itself an<l th<.: public chartering agency. \'i 'hik efforts have 

begun ro ensure rhac charter authorizing agencies use academic achicYcm cnt for all groups of 

srud ents as the most impoi:mnt factor when determining to renew OJ revoke a school's charter, a 

fully detailed system of :lll thorizcr monitoring an<l accounrahiliry i ~ nor e,·i<lcnr. 

Rccommendatiom;: The grantee needs to continue efforts to, within the confine:; of exi~ting Stat<.: 

law and Fducation Code, establish practices that allo 'v it to ensure that a legally binding charter or 

performance conw1ct cxfors between the charrer :.>chool and their authorizer and determine how to 

monitor and hol d auchori;;,crs accountable to improve die capaciLy of authori:-:crs to aurhorize, 

monitor, and hold accounrnblc public cha i:ter ;;chools . The Seate should nlso complete acti\'itics to 

provide greater guidance co subgrnntccs an<l authmizers about the iinp lical io ns o f rhe new 

requirements under SB 1290. 

Indicator 2.2: FLEXIBILITY AND AUTONOMY. The SEA affords a high dcgr<.:c of Oc:-;ibilitY 
and autonomy LO drn.rrer schook 

Obscrrntions: l n the 2009 monitoring report, the Star.e fully met conditions related to this indicator. 

The previous moni toring ccam, however, \vas concerned rhat some charte r $Chools still ;;uugglcd 

with negotiating sen·ices ar rhc disrricr lcl·el and n:~commende<l rhat the Smte s tre ngthen its effort::: 

ro ensure that a ll charter schools (including cocwcrsion schools) were affo rded a high degree of 

Acxib iliry nm! autonomy. 

State l:iw allows 1'11e n<:cessary latitude to create and opel'are effccriYC and innovati, ·e educational 

prngrnms as well as a "mcga-wni\'er" that exempts charrer schools from mosl o f rhc California 

f ·'.ducation Code. The C D E also t"C(\Uirc:; <lpplicfln t~ fo r PCS(; P funds to describe the llexibility and 

aulonomy they will exercise and also foJlo,vs up with porential subgrant recipie nt::: if gre:ncr 

aumnomy is nccessar:y, :.;uch a~ in the creation of it separate gm·erning cmincil for the charter school. 

Fmther, the Srar.c: nllows all d rnner :;chools rhc oprio n rn ann ually clcCl their stntu:i for fund ing 

(direct from rhe Sfarc or indirect through their rdi;rnnr I r.\ ), testing (indcpcndcnr or dependent 

-----··-- ----- -------
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from the LE,\), and ::;pecial education (choosing a SELPA or CHELPr\).7 Charter schools indicate 
their preferred status on each item through an annual survey administered in the spring. 

Thar being said, the monitoring ream has concerns about the flexibiliry and autonomy of charter 

schools as indicated br i:>sucs obse!Yed among the subgrantees Yisired during the monirming visit. 

In at lcasr two instances, the monitoring team observed subgramees whose governance councils 

were nor sufficiently separate from the district board and were disbanded after the subgram ended. 

In one of these instances the district and its supcrinrcndcnt had \'eto power o\·er any gram and/ or 

chaner school decisions. :\dditionally, then.: were concerns where the authori;i:ing district changed 

(at its discretion) the facilities that subgrnnrccs use. Under California's facilities sharing legislation, 

LL\:; may, ar their discretion, pro\'ide facilities for charter schools. \'\?hik :.;omc of rhe schools 

\•isitcd benefited from district-prodded facilities, at lcmn one had experienced an abrupt shift in the 
facilities assigned to them by rhe local district. 

Table z.z: FLEXIBILITY AND AUTONOMY 

Areas for charter school flexibility and 
autonomy. 

Is this an Findings: How does the SEA grantee afford charter 
area of schools flexibility and autonomy in each area? 

Budget/Expenditures: California's 2010 
application stated that it uses financial 
decisions criteria to determine a charter 
school's degree of autonomy for funding 
decisions. A charter school must demonstrate 
that the governing board or other such entity 
exhibits meaningful control over the 
development and adoption of the charter 

I school's budget, receipts ilnd expenditure of 
i funds, business management services, audit 
• services, purchasing and contracting 
. decisions, and other financial matters. 

concern? 

• m. 

- Personnel: C~jff~r~ia's 2010 appii~atio~- --··'.-·~Yes ·---

stated that it uses staffing criteri<i to i D No 
determine a charter school's degree of 
autonomy for funding decisions. This includes: 

<i) teachers and staff are employees of 
the charter school; 

b) the charter school retains a majority 
of decision-making authority over all 
hiring, dismissal, work rule, employee 
assignment, and other personnel 
decisions and actions; and 

The 2012-2013 Planning and Implementation RFA 
, explicitly describes th<it the ch<irter school governing 
: board or other such the entity must exhibit control 
· over the development and adoption of the charter 

school's budget. The CSD screens submitted subgr<int 
applic<itions for completeness and compliance with 
autonomy. The peer reviewers then conduct a 
thoroueh review of the degree of autonomy the 
charter school will have over its budget. 

··- -·-·-··-- --·- ... 
The 2012-2013 Planning and Implementation RFA 
specifies the three criteria included in the State's 
2010 CSP <ipplication to ED. The CSD screens 

I 
submitted subgrant applications for completeness 
and compliance with autonomy. The peer reviewers 
then conduct a thorough review of the degree of 
autonomy the chcirter school will have over 
personnel. 

However, at two schools visited th<it were district· 
run and -authorized, teachers were employees of the 

; Thl~ Special Educ:uion Local Plan .\rca (~El.P.\) coordin:lte$ with ~chonl di~tricrs :1n<l rhc Counry Ofticc of F.dul:arion 
to pm\·idc a co111in11l11Tl of prngr:1111s and scl'l'icc~ ior di~ablnl individu:il~ from hinh through ~2 Years of age ... \ 
CJ II :1.p. \ is a SEJ.P. \ (':'tablish<:d for charier ~diook 
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···-
! I district, not e~ployees of the school. While these c) the charter school governing board 

or entity as described in the school's I schools retained authority over the hiring and 
charter has adopted its own 

! 
I dismissal of staff, there was no evidence that the 

employment policies and procedures. ! schools' governing boards had adopted their own 
employment policies or procedures. 

Daily Operations: California's 2010 ~Yes The 2012-2013 Planning and Implementation RFA 
application stated that it uses operations 0No explicitly identifies the criteria included in the 2010 
criteria to determine a charter school's degree application to ED; and peer reviewers are trained to 
of autonomy for funding decisions. A charter identify that applicants have their own governing 
school governing board or other such entity board and autonomy in their daily operations. 
must exhibit meaningful control over a 
majority of its operations (i.e., professional The monitoring team reviewed correspondence 
development, school year calendar, I between the COE and 2010 subgrantees requesting 
disciplinary policies and procedures, I evidence of a separate governing council that was 
curriculum graduation requirements, etc.). autonomous from its local district. While these 

j letters confirmed that separate governing councils 
I were created to comply with PCSGP requirements, 
I two subgrantees visited later dismantled these 
I governing councils once the PCSGP funding ended, 

citing redundancy in the local district's and school 
governing council's responsibilities as well as "no 

I 
I value added" from the separate governing council. 

The COE acknowledged that now this requirement is 
explicit to both applicants and peer reviewers 

, through technical assistance that the COE has 
provided. 

Sources: PCSGP RFA 2012-13. 

Areas of Concern 

o Inconsistent lcv<Js of flexibilitv and autonomy across clrnrrer schools. The grantee cannot 

ensure that all charter schools operntc with a high degree of lk:xibility and al\Conomy. 

especially a:> related to personnel and daily operations of LE,\-aurhorizcd schools. 

B:atiDg and Justification: 2 - ( ~rnntcc partially meets rhe indicator. While State law is broad and 

flexible, the monitoring team obscn'ed examples of charter schools that were not autonomously run. 

Specific concerns include per:;onncl and governance. 

Recommendations: The grantee needs to cmurc that local gcwcrnance, staffing, and other 

operational practice:-; allow charter schools to opernte with the maximum flexibiliry afforded by State 

law. 

Indicator 2.3: SUH GRANTEE QUALITY. The SF,,\ awards grants m eligible applicant:> on the 
ba:>is of the (1uality of rhc applicaliom submitted. 

Llbser.vations: ln the ~009 monitoring, the Seue partially met this indicator. The pre\·iou:-; 

monitoring ream was concerned with rhc lack of clarity in how Lhc Srnte's definition of high-(1uality 

·~5 C(/li/nmi(I ,\ fo11iloli1~~ Rtpnrl 



charccr schools aligned to the subgrant application assessment rubric and how the rubric was used w 

award ~ubgrants to support rhc creation of high-qualiry charter schools. 

Definition of Higl1 Quality. Jn its application to ED, rhe CDE defines a high (1uality charter 

school as having a srrong charter petition, meering all statewide academic standards and conducting 

all state pupil assessments; receiving \\'ASC accreditation and dear annual audits; and being renewed 

based on irs academic performance and compliance with the law. 

The 2012-2013 subgram application does not define what constirutes a high <1uality charter school. 

The scoring rub1ic included as Appendix;\ in the Planning and lmplcmcnrntion lff,\ refers to 

supporting the creation of high-quality charter schools under the Charter School 1\lanagement Plan 

section, which addrc::;scs the rdarionship between the charter school and the authori::dng agency and 

rhe CD E's u:;e of data for decision making. As such, the definition of high guality charr.er schools 

thar California use<l in it~ application ro ED doe:i not appear ro be aligned ro the curn:nr subgranr 

application or application review rubric. 

Subgnwt Application Review Cdteri:1 and Process. The current application re<.1uircmcnts 

include seven clcmems rhat are scored by peer reviewers: (1) educational program, (2) charter 

management plan, (3) community and parent involvement, (4) sustainability and alignment of 

resources, (5) targeted capacity building actiYitics, (6) autonomy, and (7) notification and admis:;ions. 

Two additional areas - compliance with LDEA and eligibility for a higher subgranr award (i.e., for 

schools sen-ing a Title I or Performance ltnpro\•emem area) - arc not rated by peer rc\·iewcrs. The 

CSD includes the PCSC~P scoring rubric as Appendix r\ in the 2012-201.) Planning and 

lmplctnencation RL\. Lach clement of an applicacion is rated on a -l-poim scale as follows: 

.\dyanccd (-1 points), 1\Je(1uatc (1 poinr~), l ,imited (2 points), and l nadec.1uatc (1 point). The rubric 

includes a list of the rec1uired components wirhin each clement as well as n description of what an 

application needs ro include for each of the different point values. The CSD aim provides priority 

points for schools located in rural communities as well as based on school s.i%c and grade lc\·cl 
di~tribution. 

For dlc current competitions, applicants must recei\·c a rating of~ or higher on every applirntion 

element robe eligible for funding. That is, an applicant mu~t ha\·e been rated :i:; at least haYing 

"limited" description of a nx1uired clement to be eligible for funding. This is a change from prcYious 

subgrnm award cyck:s. In the past, applicants could nm have received less than a 3 on any given 

clement to be eligible for funding; a score of I or 2 would han~ meant automatic ineligibility. \\'hile 

the project director indicar.ec.I that rhh; switch to a lower cut score was made ro allow for more 

variability in the rated applications, r.he monitoring ream notes that this cffccti\·cly reduce~ rhc rigor 

of the subgrnnt application award process. 

:\norhcr factor thar limits subgrnntec quality is that the CSD provides link guidance and essentially 

no training fi)r potential PCSCP applicant!' regarding the dcmcnr~ that make a high c1ualiry 

application. The monitoring team did nor ~cc c\·idencc of dear and transparent infonnarion from 
----------· ... --···---------------- --······ ···-·-·-------



the CSD to applicarns that would support the submission of an application that could be funded. 
The CSD had provided and concinues to provide webinars on the elements of the PCSGP 

application, which is consistem with the information in the RF!\. Howe,·er, the CSD does not 

prcwic.k details about the quafoy of the information necessary in each element of the applicadon. 

Coupled with the changing cut scores and a lack of training for PCSGP applicants, there i~ 

confusion among PCSGP recipients about why their more recent applications for orhcr charter 

schools h:m~ not been funded. During the subgramec visits, a lack of claricr regarding rhc CDF.'s 

criteria and pmcess for awarding subgrnnts was noted. Some subgranrees e~presscd a frustration 

that they bad been aware.led a subgrnm earlier in the Srare's gram period and were most recently 

denied for a new school after using the same information and format that was deemed successful 

previously. At least one of the subgrantees applied directly to and was successful in receiYing 

fonding from ED under the CSP Replication and Expansion grnnt competition. 

Further, the CSD does not provide applicants, whether successful or not in receiving PCSGP funds, 

feedback on why their applications were funded or not funded. Such feedback would provide 
applicants with guidance about how to improve their applicatiom and communicate some 

consistency in the CSD'~ expectations for applicarions. This feedback would also allow successful 

recipients ro identify rhe clements of rhcir program thac are of high tiualicy. When sire monirors 

asked subgrantees that were vi sired whether they knew why they recdYed subgrant aware.ls, i.e., what 

specific aspects of their application and charter school program were deemed of sufficient <.1uality to 

receive CSP funding, they could not answer. Subgrantecs visited did nor receive rcYiewer comments 

that informed them why their charter school merited funding. There were also two instances where 

subgrnntccs visited were dismayed with the CDE's grnnt award proccs:; and indicated they did not 
understand the CDF.'s criteria becau~c, ha\'ing pre\'iously received subgrant funds, they wci:c 

unsuccc:;sful in being awarded :-;ubgrnnr~ for later applications that were almost identical. Tt appear::; 

that the CD E's subgrant award process has shift<..'d over the years without clear explanarion, thus 

raising concern~ about the ljuality of the CDE~'s award process. 

Table 2.3: SUBGRANTEE QUALITY 

SEA efforts to award grants on the basis Is this an Findings: What actions does the SEA take to award 
of quality. area of grants on the basis of quality? 

concern? 

The SEA's criteria of subgrantee and 
application quality to assess CSP 
applicants and award subgrants: 

According to the State's 2010 grant 
application to ED, suberant applications 
are reviewed against a checklist of 
eligibility foctors, which ensure that a 
school has non-profit status; allowt1ble 
costs are indicated in the budget; the 
school is highly autonomous; the public 

Charier Schoolr Pro,gn1111 

0Yes 

~No 

-P 

The CDE communicates to potential applicants the criteria 
for awarding subgrants in the RFA and through its 
website, presentations at conferences, and webin<irs. 
These activities share eligibility requirements, funding 
levels, and the screening and scoring process. 

The COE modified its planning and implementation 
subgrant application in its entirety from 2010-11 to 2012· , 
13. The current subgrant application includes the 
following elements which are rated on a 4·point scale: 
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random lottery system meets Federal 
standards; the thoroughness of the 
overall application; and all other ESEA 
requirements pertinent to charter 
schools are met. 

The scoring rubric for planning and 
implementation subgrants would include 
the following elements: 

1) the likelfhood that the school's 
education program will result in 
increased student academic 
performance; 

2) the likelihood that the charter 
school's management plan will 
create, support, <:lnd sustain a 
high-quality charter school; 

3) the level of community and 
parent support for the 
proposed school; 

4} the schools financial 
accountabil ity system; and 

5) the degree of flexibility and 
level of autonomy the school 
has over budget, expenditures, 

. ___ perso~~~I! ~nd daily ope!ations. 
How the SEA uses these criteria to 
review and award CSP subgrant 
applications: 

The proposed process for subgrant 
application scoring used CDE and SBE 
st<i ff to conduct the initial and primary 
subgrant application scoring process. 
External peer reviewers would be 
enlisted to score an application when 
there was a scoring anomaly among the 
CDE and SSE reviewers. 

The Advisory Commission on Charter 
Schools (ACCS) would also review and 
approve the 2010-15 subgrant scoring 
rubric. 

The SEA demonstrates a high quality 
process to determine t he qunlity of the 
CSP applicant and application, including 
considering the review of the applicant 
during t he charter authorization process 
(i.e. use of rubrics, hearings, rigor). 

Chm/er SdJ1Jol.r Pro .. ~1i1111 
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1} educational program, 
2} charter management plan, 
3) community and parent involvement, 
4) sustainability and alignment of resources, 
5) targeted capacity building act ivities, 
6) autonomy, and 
7) notification and admissions. 

The rubric in Appendix A of the subgrant application 
Includes various scoring components and descriptions for 
each element. 

Under the current process, the subgrant application 
budget is not reviewed until after a charter (indic<:lted by 
a school number) has been awarded. At that point, the 
subgrant budgets are reviewed by CSD staff. 

. ···-··- - ·-- - .. 
For the current funding cycle the COE reduced from 3 to 2 
the minimum score that an applicant could receive in t'.lny 
section of the application. That is, an tippl icant has to 
receive a 2 or higher to be eligible for subgrant funding. 

After a subgrant applicant has received a fundable score 
I from the peer review, a funding priority list is created to 
; rank subgrants by overi'.lll applictition score in descending 

order. If there are insufficient funds to fund all successful 
applic<i t ions, then the funding priority list is used. 

ACCS provided input on, but did not approve the 2010-15 
subgrant scoring rubric. 

Subg<mtees did not consistently receive peer reviewer 
comments or feedback from the CSD on how their 
subgrant applictition was_.scored..:._ _________ __, 
The CSD allows for subgrants to be awarded, but not 
funded, while the charter is in the process of being 
approved by the authorizer. Subgr;mts are funded only 
after a charter h<is been authorized and the CDE has 

. assigned il charter number for that school. That being 
said, the CSD does not _c_ollect a copy of each subgrantee's 
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The CA application did not address this 
I charter or performance contract for review or inclusion in 

' the subgrant file. 
condition. i 

I 
I 
I 

Sources: PCSGP RFA 2012-1, Guidance Provided to Subgrant Applicants 1. 

Areas of Concern 
o r ,owcred eligibility criteria. The CSD lowered the digibility reguin.:mcnts from a minimum 

;;core of 3 (defined as ":\dequate") on any given rubric criteria m ~(defined a~ "Limired"), 

effectively dropping the rigor of the subgrant application process. 

• Ouality process. It is unclear how the CSD's current subgnmt applicarion review process 

results in the issuance of subgrnnts to high (1uality charter schools. 

Rating and Justification: 1 - Grantee docs not meet the indicator. \'\!l1ile the CSD cmrcndy has a 

process for reviewing subgrnnr applications that uses an established rubric an<l peer reviewers, the 

award process docs not appear to be sufficiently clear and aligned to t]ualiry. In revising the prnccss, 

including reducing the cut score minimums for the planning and implementation subgrnms, the 

CSD effectively reduced the rigor of the application award process. 

Recommendations: The grantee needs w increase the rigor, com;istency, and transparency of irs 

subgranc application award process, including its scoring rubric, so drnt applicanrs arc clear on whar 

constitutes high quality and PC:Sc;p funds arc awarded ro high <1w1lity applicants. 

Indicator 2.4: DISTRIBUTION OF SUBGRANTS. The State awards subgrants in a manner, to 

the extem possible, ro ensure that such subgrants: a) arc distributed throughout different areas of the 
State, including urban and rural areas; and b) \Viii assist charter schools representing a variety of 
educational approaches. 

Observations: In rhc 2009 monitoring, the State fully met rhis indicator. The previous monitoring 

ream commended California on awarding subgrants throughout differcnr areas of the srnre and 

representing a variety of educational approaches, ::-;upported in parr through the use of preference 

point$ in its subgranr application rc\·icw process. 

The 2013 monitoring team found the (])E's practices in disrributing subgranrs to be consistcm with 

the 2009 finding:>. The CDE ha:; continued r.o use preference points in its application rc\'iew process 

for applicanrs that represent rurnl areas. i\ warded subgranrs arc located all over the ~;rate. The CD F 

also m<H1itors its geographic disrribution of subgrants on a map and through various docrnrn.:nrs rhar 

break out funded chaner schools by region. The CD E's outreach efforts via listscl"\'s and 

conferences supports its communication with districts and school~ in rural areas, and contribute:; to 

the submission of applications from charter schools in rhcsc areas. 

California abo awards subgranrs for schools that rcprcscm diverse instructional approaches. The 

CSD tracks funded charter schools' ed11cational programming beginning with whar is listed in the 

application and then annually through a surycy rh:u each subgrnmec completes in the spring . 
.... ···-.-..-- --
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• Table 2.4: oiSTRIBUTION OF SUBGRANTS 

Categories of award distribution in the 
State as required by Federal statute 

. Geographic distribution: The State 
: proposed to use an invitational priority 
· for CSP funds to high quality charter 

schools in urban or rural areas. 

The State also proposed to partner with 
various state charter associations, 
existing statewide benefit charter 
schools, and rural school associations to 
encourage the development of charter 
schools in rural areas underserved by 
charter schools as well as provide 
specific outreach efforts to rural areas. 
Educational approach: The State 
proposed that funded schools would 
have the maximum flexibility in the 
methodology and instructional 
resources they use to meet the needs of 
their targeted student population, 
including the flexibility to design 
innovative instruction and delivery 
methods to meet the wide variety of 
learning modalities and student needs. 

Is this an 
area of 
concern? 

0Yes 

~No 

Oves 
(gl No 

Findings: How does the SEA grantee distribute awards 
throughout different areas of the State and across a 
variety of educational approaches? 

The CSD awards priority points for applicants in rural or 
Program Improvement areas. 

The CSD regularly coordinates with State charter school 
associations to promote the PGSCP. (See Indicator 3.1 
for additional information). The CSD also uses the CDE's 
listserv for rural districts and schools to disseminate 
information on funding opportunities. 

The COE maintains a distribution map of subgrants to 
monitor their geographic distribution. 

Subgrant applicants and recipients represent the varied 
instructional approaches in the state. The 2012-2013 
Planning and Implementation RFA asks applicants to 
identify and describe their educational approach. 

Once awarded, the CSD monitors educational appro<ich 
through the Quarterly Benchmark Report (QBR) and 
annual report. These reports ask subgrantees to describe 
their educational approach and any changes to it. 
Further, the CDE <idministers an annual survey to 
subgrantees to assess whether there are intended 

----------------· changes to their educational approach. 
Sources: PCSGP Sub-grantees by Region; PCSGP Region Map: Grants by Region; Annual Information Survey. 

Rating and Jusrification: } - Crantcc fully meets the indicator. California awards subgrnnts in a 

manner rhat ensures that subgr:uw; arc distributed throughout different areas of rhe ::;tare, including 

rural and urban areas, and represent a \•aric1y of educational approaches. 

Recommendations: None. 

Indicator 2.5: SUBGRANTEE MONITORING. The SL\ monitor:; subgrnmce projects to 
assure apprm-ed grant and subgram objeniYc~ arc being achic,·cd. 

ObsetYations: ln the 2009 monitoring, the Statc pan.ially mer the conditions rdatcd to rhis indicator. 

The previous moniroring team was concerned that the grantee's monitoring efforts focused on the 

u:;c of quarterly, scl f-n.:poncd benchmark reports with little external documentation to subst;1ntiatc 

subgrnmcc claims and that its subgranr application sy:,;tem did not re(1uirc applicants to ha,·c grant 

specific objecti,-cs that could be moniton.:d. Furrhcnnorc, rhe 2012 0 IG audit report on 01 l's 

m·cn;ighr and mon~toring of planning and implementation grams found thar California dicl not 
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adcc1uatdy monitor chaner schools receiving the grant funds, did not have ade<.1uate methodologies 

to select charter schoob for onsirc monitoring visits, and that its reviewers were unqualified ro 

conduct site monitoring of charter schools. lt should be noted that CDE has been in the process of 

working with ED to address the ( )TG findings; however, at the time of the monitoring dsit no 

formal correcti\·e action plan had been appron:d. 

Planned Practices. ,\t the time of the 2013 monitoring Yisit, the CSD was in the process of 

drafting a subgrnntce monitoring straregy and handbook. The proposed strategies address internal 

control deficiencies in monitoring and oYcrsight of charter schools noted in the OlG audit report 

findings The CSD acknowledges in rhe draft moniroring strategy and handbook that the OIG found 

several areas in which the State needed to improve its monitoting. The handbook describes the 

CDE\ new moniroring strategies, which consist of risk-based sire Yisits, a random sample of desk 

audits, and monitoring/tracking of all subgramee acti\'ities with an eye to non-compliance. The CSD 

expected to haYe the subgrnntee monitoring sy:>rem in place by spring 2013. The draft monitoring 

instrument ro be used for onsirc visits appears to be heavily premised on rhe CSP monimring 

instrument for SL-\s dcn~loped by \\'cstEd for ED, as it is both organized around the same areas of 

monitoring and uses ''crbatim language from the CSP SE.-\ l'..loniroring l landbook. lt was unclear ac 

the time of the monitming \•isit whar, if any, additional revisions the CSD planned to make to tailor 

the monitoring tool more appropriately to the CSD's needs for monitoring subgranrces. The 2lH2-

20l3 Planning and lmplemcnrntion RF,\ also describes rhe CD E's inrcndc<l monitoring prncrices, 

which include monitoring of <1uanerly and annu:1l reports, as well as site visits by State 

reprcscntariYcs to Yalidate information provided in fiscal and program reports. 

Current Pmcticcs. r\r chc rime of the monitoring visit, the CSD re(iuired subgramees to regubdy 

report on fiscal and programmatic acth·icies lhrougb the submission of Qunnerly Benchmark 

Reports (QBRs), Comprchensi\'e Phase Rcporrs, and 1\nmrnl Reporrs. The <~BR consisrs of a 

benchmark checklist of applicabk subgrant performance areas; a narratin: to describe activirics in 

nine areas - governance, cducaLion program, facilirics, progress toward mcering pupil outcomes, 

student admissions, srafling, PCSCP expenditures, special cducuion, and external review; and a 

financial rcporr of cxpendiwres to document how grant payments were spent. The annual 

comprchensh·e phase reports combine the narrative areas with allocated l~xpenditurcs to gather 
sununarive information abour activities performed chronghour rhe year and their relative costs. 

Section },\ has been added to this report and asks thar rhc subgrnnrcc describe sc1Yices received 

from the authori%er. ,\s of the monitoring visit, the CSD had no written schedule for subgrnmee 

monitoring Yisits or any record of findings from subgrnntec site \•isirs. 

Charter schools arc subjccr ro orhcr Cl) F. monimring depending on their slat us. The CS!) conducts 

annual :>itc \"!~it~ to selected SBE-authorized ~chools For purpo~cs of attrhorizer ovcrsighr. This year, 

the CDI:'. plans LO visit 30 SBJ·'.-authori%cd charter schools. In addition, all charter schoob rhar arc 

direct funded (i.e., ~en e as their own I.E.\) arc c<.1ualh· cliniblc to be selected for Title I monitori1w. 
\ . b '~ 

. ·--···-· .. -·-······ ------------------------------------
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Charter schools t har arc not direct funded \VOuld be included in their fiscal agcnr'$ (i.e., LFNs) Tirk 

T monitoring as any orher :>chool would be. 

; Table 2.5: SUBGRANTEE MONtTORIN-G 

Elements ·of subgrantee monitoring 

SEA regularly monito rs subgrantee 
projects: California's applicatlori stated 
that CSP grant-funded staff would 

maintain contact wit~ each subgrantee 
to ensure progress is made toward 

subgrant benchmarks. CSD staff were to 
con duct a desk review with in the fi rst 
year of funding to determine that all 
appropriate documents are contained in 
the subgrant file. 

CSD stc:iff were to review subgrantees' 

QBRs to track progress toward subgrant 
objectives for each charter school 
funded with CSP grant funds. CSD staff 
were also to verify the status of each 

planning or implementation subgrantee 
w ith the school's authorizer to ensure 
that the school is meeting its CSP 
benchmarks and is in good standing. 

If indicated, staff would conduct an 
onsite review of the subgrantee school. 

SEA selects subgrantees to be 
monitored using a risk-based or other 
strategic approach : Callfornia's CSP 

application did not specify how it would 
use a risk-based approach to select 
subgrantees to be monitored. 

Is this an Findings: How does the SEA grantee implement the 
area of elements of its subgrantee monitoring? 

concern? 

' ~Yes 
0No 

-~Yes 
0No 

The CSD conducts desk monitoring using the QBR and 
annual reports and contacts subgrantees with any 

concerns. During the first year of t he grant, each 
subgrantee file is reviewed to ensure appropriate 
documents are contained, such as the subgrant 

application. As reports are reviewed, the monitoring is 
tracked by the CSD consult<int with responsibility for the 
subgrantee and this information is recorded in the 

Administrative Report. 

The CDE has limited contact w ith authorizers and it is not 
i evident that COE staff verify the status of each 

subgrantee with its respective c:iuthorizer. The COE does 
not proactively gather information from charter school 
authorizers. Instead, the COE annually asks subgrantees 
to comment on whether the services provided by their 

authorizer are satisfactory through the online annual 
comprehensive phase report. 

At the time of the monitoring visit, onsite monitoring of 
subgrantees had not yet occurred under the 2010 grant. 
Though the CSD developed a timeline for conducting 
monitoring site visits to SSE-authorized schools beginning 

in spring 2013, a similar schedule for visiting PCSGP 
subgrantees was not shared with the monitoring team. 

The CSD has begun to de'lelop a risk-based approach for 
selecting SSE-authorized char ter schools for site visits. At 

the tlme of the monitoring visit, the CSD was in the 
process of narrow ing down the selection criteria. Similar 
consideration of risk-based select ion and on-site 
monitoring of PCSGP-funded charter schools had not 

occurred. 
>------- ·-·----- - --------+ --- ----··-----------------~ 

SEA uses trained monitors to monitor IZJ Yes CSD staff is trained in conducting desk reviews of t he QBR 

subgrantee projects: The State's CSP D No and <innu;.il reports. The CSD has created a QBR training 
applic.Jtion did not specify hm.v monitors manual to support CSD staff in conducting these reviews. 
would be trained. The manual instructs reviewers to log in, ;1cccss school 

reports, review expenses line by line using ;.i checklist, 

provide subgrantec feed back, and review the narrative 

responses . 

Charlt'r Jd100/s Prr>,gm111 
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I PCSGP monitors will be trained to ensure consistency in 
program implementation and evaluation. However, a 

-- .. description of the training was not provided . 
SEA monitoring processes allow it to ~Yes ' The CDE's onlin·~ m~~itoring Instruments (QBR and 
assess a subgrantee's progress in 0No Comprehensive Phase Report) are now aligned to the 
meeting the performance objectives performance objectives outlined in the subgrant 
outlined in its subgrant application: The : application. That being said, subgrantees visited 
State' s CSP applicilt ion did not specify i suggested that the CDE did not provide feedback on t heir 
monitoring activities to assess 

I 
progress toward meeting their performance objectives. I 

I 

subgrantee progress. ! 
I .. . 

I SEA ~~~lto-ring process support~·· I ~Yes In the first two years of this grant, the COE did not require 
I 

subgrantee projects in meeting SEA i 0No subgrantees to explicitly align their projects to its own 
performance objectives: The State's CSP 

i 
performance objectives. Furthermore, the COE did not 

application did not specify how 
I 

monitor subgrantee progress in relation to its 
monitoring activities or subgrantee I performance objectives. Subgrantees visited were not 
projects would <JSsist in meeting the aware of the State's performanca objectives, nor how 
grant project's objectives. their local projects supported the State's progress toward 

larger objectives. 

j 
Currently, under the 2012-2013 RFA, t he CSD has begun 

; to require that subgrantees allgn their projects to the 
; 

i 
I 

grant performance measures and the CSO is now 

I monitoring subgrantee progress toward these through 

! the annual comprehensive phase report. It remains to be 
I seen what data this will yield. 

··--· I 

SEA monitoring processes allow it to j 0Yes The CSD monitors a subgrantee's fiscal practices quarterly 
assess a subgrantee's fi scal control and I ~No through the QBR. Receipts for any invoices over $500 are 
fund accounting procedures: The State's : required to be submitted along with the QBR and all 
CSP application did not specify how expenditures and explanations documented. The Annual 
monitoring activities would assess fiscal Comprehensive Phase Report requires that subgrantees 
control and fund accounting procedures. update expense reports regularly. Subgrantees are also 

required to submit an audit annually which is reviewed by 
the Fiscal Services Division and the CSD. 

--· ··· ··-·------
SEA monitoring includes formal follow- ~Yes According to st;;iff interviews, the CDE sends the 
up or corrective action plans for 0No subgrantee a letter and allows 45 days to submit evidence 
identHied deficiencies: The State's CSP that it is in compliance or a plan on how it will resolve the 
application did not speci fy how concern identified in a QBR or an nu ill report. If the 
subgrantcc monitoring would include [ subgrantee does not meet this deadline, the COE will 
the use of corrective action. 

I 

send a stronger letter. If there is still no response on 
behalf of the subgrantee, the COE could cancel the 

: 
subrantee's grant . I 

i 
I Subgrantee fires reviewed did not include references to 

' I any corrective action or follow-up. It Is unclear if these 

1--· I policies have been implemented. 
Sources: Public Charter Schools Grant Program Implementation Grant Status Report, Annual Comprehensive Phase 
Report, 2010-2015 PCSGP QBR Desktop Manual; PCSGP Sire Monitoring High Level Timeline - 2012-13 
Implementation Year. -
Areas of Concern 
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~ Subgrantee monitoring ::;chcdule. {\t the time of th(; monitoring visir, the CSD lacked a 

comprehensive monitoring schedule that identified when subgramees would be monitored. 

o Monitoring selection process. Though the CSD has a system in place to i\ssess the risk of 

Sl3E-authori7.ed charter ~chools for authori7.cr oYcrsighc visits, the CSD could not 

demonstrate a similar risk-based system for idcnrifying subgrnntees to be monitored. 

~ Use of trained monitors. The CSD could not pro,·ide information on how it intends to train 

its monitors for subgramee monitoring . 

.a Connection to grnnt program objectives. lt is unclear from the current monitoring 

documents how, if ar all, the subgrnntcc monitoring process supports rhe CSD in mc<.:ting 

project objectives. 

& Corrccti,:e action process. Tt is not clear bow corrccrfrc action~ to be taken by subgrnntees 

ro address de.ficiencies identified through QBR and annual reporting are enforced. 

R ating and J usriti.cacion: I - Grantee docs nor mccr rhe in<licaror. \Vhile the CSD p <.:rforms desk 

m onitoring {hrough the (~BR and annual comprcl1cnsi,,e p hase reports, has bccn no formalized on­

site subgranrcc moni rodng Juring rhe first two and a half years of the grant. Many subgrnmecs haYe 

already completed their PCSG P funding period without any on-site monitoring. C urrent desk 

monitoring does not ensure that the State has fonded subgrnnts that are m eeting project 

performance measures and :;upponing the statewide c rcarion of high-c1ualily chaner schoob. 

Recommendation:.;: The grantee needs to folly address al! areas of it~ responsibili ty (O monitor 

subgrnnree projects to assure approved grnnt and Sl1bgrant objcctin:~ arc being achieved, including, 

bur not limited to, developing a sysrcm that inrcgrntes both desk moniwring with o n-site n~r i ftca tion 

and is supported by adCt)Wlte technical assistance to ensure that both suhgrancccs an<l rnonirors 

recci\'C adeLJUan: rra ining. These efforts need to address }\II areas of concern idcmi ficd in rhc 20 12 ,. 
OlG audit report. 

lndicatot 2.6: DISSEMINATION OF BEST OR PROMISING PRACTICES. The State 

disscminarcs bcsL o r promising practices of charter school~ to each local cdncmional agency in the 

Srare. 

( )uscn-:1tions: l 11 rhe 2009 monitoring, the S tare partially mer chc conditions rela ted to rhis indicator. 

\\.' hilc the State rclicJ on irs dissemination subgra11t program to fulfill tbi:; indicator, the prc,·ious 

monitoring team was crn1cerned rhal rhc dissemination subgranr application re,·icw process may not 

have properly determined eligible applicant::; nnd that grant acti,·itics may nor have been properly 

reviewed lo ensure that dissemi11nrio11 acri,-i1i1.:~s were implcrncmcd. 

The State'~~() l 0 grant applicat ion also relics heavily o n rhc u~c of dis:;cmination :;ubgr:Hlts to 

cli:;scminate the bcM or promising practices of chai:tcr school:; ro all LI ~ ,\:; in the srntc. ,\t the time of 

rhc m.onitoring ,·j:;it, the dissemin:uion subgrnnt RL\ had been i%ucd and rhc competition was 

open. T he 2013 mo nitoring team found that the Srntc's d issemination subgrnnr activi tic:.; were 

-----· - ·-------------
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implemented ''ery dose ro the intended plan and rimcline. The materials and communication 

regarding rhe 2012-U Dissemination Subgranr RFA were thorough, provided examples o f besr 

practices, and included a scoring nib1ic co guide applicants. T he dissemination subgranr rimcline 

identified an official posring ro the CDF: website, a technical assistance webinar, a due date at the 

end o f .l\farch, an application review period in ,\p1il, and mvard noti fication in early May. Further, a 

CSD prcsenrntion at the C harter Schools D e,·elo pmenr Center Conference in .N o,·ember 2012 

communicated that dissemination iKti,·itie~ would begin this fisca l rear and announced the 

anticipated funding amoun~. The CSD expects to fund up ro 'I 0 disscminario n awards in 2012-1 3 o f 

approximately S250,000 each and another 10 in 2013-1-+. ffowen ::r, the C:SD':; Powerl'oim 
presentation and CSD srnff indicated that there would be no minimum or maximum funding 

amount:>. [nstcad, projects could define their own fun<ling, as specified in the Dissemination 

Subgrant RFi\ , to maximi;::c flexibility in the design of subgranr. pro jects. 

T he CSD provided ample e,·i<lence of the tracking m echanism s ir plans to put in place to monitor its 
dissemination subgrant applicants, awardees, technical assistance prc.widcd to them , and overall 

timclinc of activities. That being said, since at the time of the monitoring ' ·isit the CSD had only just 

released the clissemination subgrant RF:\ and no dissemination subgrnnts had yet been awarded, 

these acth·ities could not be veri fied. 

In addition to dissemination suhgrants, California's CSP application to ED iden tified use of the 

Brokers of Expertise (BoE) web-bascd community ro disscminnte the best and promising practices 

of chan er schools to all LJ.:'.1\s in rhc state. ·rhe CSD planned ro u~e this portal w share CSP 

dissemination subgranrc.:e products and rnatctials because it is widdy accessible to charrcr 

authorizer::;, charrer de,·clopcrs, charter communities, and non-drnrrcr school prnctirioncrs ns well. 
Further, the CSD planned ro make immcdiarc c fforrs to include best prncriccs, resou rces, and 

materials from rhc 2007-10 dissemination subgranr recipients. I lowc,·er, none o i these acriYirics had 

been impk menred at the timc o f the 2013 monitoring ·dsit. 

Table 2.6: DISSEMINATION OF BEST.OR PROMISING PRACTICES 

Elements of dissemination of best or 
promising practices 

' Identification and selection of best or 
promising practices: C<ilifornia's 
<lpplication did not specify how best or 
promising pr<.1ct ices would be identified 
and selected, though the application did 
st<itc that it would use products from the 
2007-2010 dissemination subgrants to 

Is this an Findings: How does the SEA implement the elements of 
area of its dissemination of best or promising practices of 
concern? charter schools to each LEA In the State? 

0Yes 
~]No 

The disseminat ion subgrant RFA Identifies potential 
practices and areas that applicants m<.1y consider as 
yielding the greatest benefit from dissemination subgr<Jnt 

· funds. These are: 
1) depth 01Jer breadth - involving mentoring or ongoing 1 

hands-on reliltionships between schools; 

initially flesh out the Brokers of Expertise 

'"~""'L _L 
2) developing or disseminating curriculum, instruction, 

or ilssessment roll-out Jctivities speci fically for 
Special Education students; 

. 3) developing or disseminating existing successful 

_I _ _ -~~_nded Len~n ing St!~tegy pr~~-rnms; __ _ 
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Dissemination of 'best or promising 
practices' of charter schools to each LEA 
in the State: Californi<l's application 
stated that the Brokers of Expertise 

' (BOE) portal would provide a robust 
! platform for sharing products and 

materials developed by dissemination , 
subgrantees. Immediate efforts would be : 
directed at the inclusion of best · 
practices, resources, and materials from 
California's 2007-10 disseminat ion 
subgrant recipients and then with 2010-
15 subgrant recipients to develop 
common standards and approaches to 
best sh<lrn their resources. 

~Yes 
0No 

4) developing or disseminating exist ing Teacher 
Evaluation programs - development and 
dissemination of teacher evaluation programs that 
are geared toward improving practice and support 
good teaching, rather t han punitive measures; 

S} developing or disseminat ing existing best in class 
Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM) 
Programs; 

6) developing or disseminat ing existing successful 
programs focused on improving specific Special 
Population Academic Achievement results (e.g., 
English Language Learner, Special Education, Low 
Socio-economic Status, other demographic student 
groups, etc.); 

7 ) developing or disseminating existing best in class 
Career and College Readiness Programs; 

8) developing or disseminating successful drop-out 
prevention programs; <ind 

9) proj ects demonstrat ing success in assist ing schools 

-;----to_e_x_i_t program improvement ( P_l~) _st_a_tu_s_. ____ ____, 
J Under the current d i~~~~i~ati~-n subgrant RFA, priority 
1 points w ill be given to applicants who use the Brokers of 
· Expertise (BoE) collaboration t ools in project activities; 

however, use of the BoE is not a requirement. 

At the t ime of the monitoring visit, the CSD had not 
completed negotiating the scope of work with the 
managers of the BoE so that t he disseminat ion 
subgrantees could use the portal. However, a contract 
was signed shortly after the monitoring visit . 

At the t ime of the monitoring visit, the CDE h3d not 
identified any best practices, resources and materials 
from California's 2007-10 disseminat ion subgrantees for 
sharing through the BoE portal. A list of dissemination 
subgrantees from the 2007-10 grant provided by the CDE 

, does not include any indicat ion of the specific best or 
promising practices associated with each school (rather, 
the list includes the county, LEA, school name, subgrant 
award amount. and subgrant approval date). 

Dissemination subgrants were proposed to be first 
awarded in the third year of t he grant (2012-13). At the 
tlme o f the monitoring visit the CSD had just announced 
the dissemination RFP but no dissemination <iw<irds hild 

------------------'-----'---~~~ made yet.. -· __ .. _ _ 
Sources: COE Dissemination Subgrants RFA, Charter Schools Development Center Conf erence Presentation on 
Public Schools Grant Pro(l!am and Dissemination Sub:G_r_a_n_t _P_o_w_e_rP_o_i_n_t. ____ _____ ______ _ _, 

Areas of Concern 
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• I ,imited implernentarion of dissemin:t tion activities. Dissemination subgrant acti,·iries were 

proposed to be launched during the thir<l yc.:ar of the grant, and at the rime of the monitoring 

visit the dissemination subgram competition had just been announced. i\d<litionally, the 

CSD has not fully utilized the Brokers of Experti~e dissemination platform t0 the extent 

proposed in the approved CSP grant applicatio n and expected in the third rear of the grant. 

Raring and J ustification: 2- Grnnree partially m eets the in<licaror. The grantee currently has rhe 

rools m begin dissemimning besr or promising prnccices of charrer schools. (·lowever, the CDE is in 

the early stages of carrying out this work and h:'!s not fully implemented this grnnt actiYity as 

planned. 

Recommendations: The grantee needs to fully implement its plan for disseminnting the best or 

promising practices of charter schools to all LEA~ in rhe state as proposed in ir~ approved 

application. 

Indicator 2.7: ACHIEVEMENT OF APPLICATION OBJECTIVES. 'l'he Srate demonstrates 
subs tantial progrc:ss in meeting its application objecti,,e::. 

Observations: In th<: 2009 monitoring, the.: Stare did not meet this indicator because it had made 

significant changes tu its dissemination grant pmgram and somt: objectives were no longer 

applicable. The monitoring ream wa:> concerned that the grantee was making insufficient efforts to 

achieve substantial progress in meeting its application objective~. 

Subsec.iucnt to rhe grant award in 201 0, the CSD worked with CEEP to create, amend, and in some 

cases eliminate per formance measun.:s thn t were presented in the 20W application. 'l'he objecri,·cs 

;rnd perform ance measures ;\s they were.: revised tl re lisre<l in T able 2.7 along with the five C~PRA 

measures presented in ( >b jccti\•e S. Tht: monitoring team notccJ rhat, in a<klilion to there being a 

large number of mea:mres (twcmy plus five CPR.-\ measures), rhere have been \'aried interpretation 

of the measures, C\' C!l at rhe time of the moni toi:ing ream's discussion with Cl') I ~,, and thus 

inconsistcnci<.~s in how data hm•e been collected. This lack of clarification in the third c1wi.ner of the 

thi rd year of the grant cycle is itself a concern to rhc moniroring team. 

For instance, in the 20'10-201 I ,\PR the CDF r<.~ported da ta for Y car ·1 on performance measure 

3.b.: CS f>Jimtf,•d rhmter .rdJ(lo/.r 1vil/ npmt t1111i11i11111111 80%_)'em·-fo:.J'Mr s!fl(/m/ ll:lmlion /'ll/1>. Sixty-six pcrccnr 

of CSP funded schools were reported to ha,·e had an 80 percent year-to-year retention rate. In the 

20lI -.2012 ,\PR, the CD F. rt:portcd that data were nor available with the following explana tions: 

"Pt:rformancc mcastirc 3.b. relai:cs rn $tudenr rctt:nrion; rhe data will be reported in rhe winter 2013 

update." "Performance measures 3.d. and :~.c. arc mcanr to he based on l wo years of :-:tudcnr 

achievement data, ;\ 11 or the funded subgrantces opened in the foll or 2009 o r Inter. ... rhc ,\ yp darn 

an.: not released bcfon: lace ;\ugu:'t ot· each year .. . " ;:\:o scco11d-ycar darn w<1:; reported in the 201 2 

:\PR. The CSD did not lrn.\T 11pdated data for rhc monitoring team dt:spi tt: the fact rlrnt chose data 

were availahlc a:; of late , \ugust 10·12. hinbcnnoce, <lara which was ;W;1ilablc was nor provided by 

---- -------· "•··------
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the CSD. This is not rhc only insrancc wh<.:n; the monitoring team noted that key terms in measures 

render some data confusing, if nm misleading. These arc noted in Table 2.7. It should also be norcd 

that ED rccogni7.cd the CDF.\ insufficient reporting on the grantee's lasr APR, deeming that 

subsmnrial progress was met but th:1t CDE would recci\'e technical assistance regarding adequare 

rcponing prior to the submission of its next APR . 

.-\t the time of the monitoring ,-isit, the grantee was not able to demomtrntc l'ubsrnmial progress 

toward accomplishing its objectives and performance measures. During the pre-visit and on-site data 

collection efforts, the Project Director did not provide the moniroring ream with an update on the 

State's progress coward acbicYemenr of its application objccrivcs. The Projccr Director indicated that 

b<.:causc tracking progress on the various objectives and performance mcasun.:s was cumbersome 

and rim<.:-inrcnsive, the CSD only garhers and analFcs darn once a year prior to submitting the i\PR 

to ED. The monitoring team conn:ncd a follow-up conversation with the Project Director and staff 

two weeks afrcr the site visir ro allow additional rime for gathering infmmation related specifically to 

this indicaror. During the call, much of the dam reported was that which was already reported in the 

2012 ;\PR and, as such, was not new or updated information. 

The CSD has not contracted the se1Yiccs of an independent external evaluator for rhe 20 I 0-2015 

CSP grant as proposed. The State's application ro ED anticipated having an exrernal evaluator in 

place during the first year of the grant. The exrernal evaluation would provide formative data on the 

Srare's systems and progress roward gram goals char could be used to inform needed program 

improvements and correctiom. However, at rhc time of the monitoring visit (in the third year of the 

grant), the C:SD reported that it was still dercrmining the derails of the RFP for evaluation and it had 

nor been released yet. 

Table 2.7: ACHIEVEMENT OF APPLICATION OBJECTIVES 

Objective 1; tncrease the Number of High-Quality Charter Schools in California 

Performance Measure 
(How is the grantee measuring 

progress?) 

Performance Measure la: 90% of 

charter developers receiving charter 
development technical assist;ince will 
receive i'.lpprov;:il of their chi'.lrtcr by <Jn 
authorizer within 2 years of 
completing charter development 

technical assist;ince. 

Progress Data Collection Activities 
(What data is being 

collected? 

(To what extent has the goal been accomplished so far?) 

How? By whom?) 

None (see Progress column) D Measurn MC!t 
ONotMet 
rB:lunablt! to Assess 

--~h·~·CSD~ti'.lff reported to the 

monitoring team th<1t they hc:ive 

requested that this performance 
me<'.lsure be deleted. In attempting 

For future goals only: 
D In Progress 
D Insufficient Proernss o document this request, the 

monitoring team confirmed with ED 
that such a request has not been 
received. 

l----------------+-----------~--------11-----------··- - ... -
Performance Measure lb: 85% of Mone (see Progress column) D Measure Met ~he CSD staff reported to the 
charter developers receiving ch;irtcr D Not MC!l monitoring team that they have 

[8]Unable to /\ssess 
development technical assistance will For future goals only: requested th<Jt this performance 
open a charter school within one year D In Procrcss measure be deleted. ln ;:ittempting 

.~L~~,eJ.[. ~~-~_r_t_!!~-~:!~! ~.~~~~r-~.z_e_~_·_-_-__ ....... -.. -=-·-__ -.--.. -.--. ::-:: .. ~··::::::-:.::. : .. ::-::.9_.i_~~u...::.~f.:..i::...ie.:..:n=t :.::~r=o=gr=es=s==~=4o=d=o=c=u=m=e=n=t =th=i=s=rc=q=u=c=s=t,:-t_h_e __ ~ 
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Performance Measure le: A total of The CSD tracks the number 
610 CSP-funded charter schools will of charter schools using SBE· 
open during the grant period August assigned charter school 
1, 2010-July 31, 2015. numbers. Each number is 
Project Vear 1: 111 uniquely assigned. Numbers 
Project Year 2: 117 of schools that receive CSP 
Project Year 3: 122 funding are tracked through 
Project Year 4: 127 grants management such as 
Project Year 5: 133 QBR and budget reports. To 

date the CSD has been able 
to fund all charter schools 
opened during the grant 
period so no distinction has 
been made for this 
performance measure. 

Performance Measure ld: 80% of all The CSD, in collaboration 
newly funded charter schools that with the Analysis, 
have been in operation for at letlst Measurement and 
three years will have A Pis five or more Accountability Reporting 
points higher than the mean API of Division (AMARO}, annually 
non-charter schools in the same uses API data from 
attendance tlrea. August/September for 

charter schools in operation 
for at least 3 years. 

D Measure Met 
[8J Not Met 
DU nabte to Assess 
For future goals only: 
D In Progress 
D lnsulficient Progress 

D Measure Met 
[8J Not Met 
Dunable to Assess 
For future go;ils only: 
D In P1ogress 
D lnsuflicicnl Proercss 

monitoring team confirmed with ED 
hat such a request has not been 

received. 

!Year 1: 143 subgrants awarded (26 
o new subgrantees and 117 to 

continuing subgrantees) 
!Year 2: 63 subgrants awarded 
!Year 3: 37 subgrants awarded (an 
additional 63 are eligible for funding 
once a charter has been authorized) 

!Year 1: 66% of newly funded charter 
~chools had APls five or more points 
higher than the mean API of non­
charter schools in the same 
attendance area. 
1Ye<1r 2: 50% of newly funded ch<irter 
~chools had APls five or more points 
higher than the mean API of non­
~harter schools in the same 
attendance area. 
!Year 3: Data not yet available 

fhe monitoring tetlm notes that in 
!Year 1 it would be impossible to be 
both ne"vly funded and in at least 
the third ye;ir of operation. There 
jwas inconsistency in both how the 
grantee interpreted the 
performance measure and how the 
data was reported. 

-·· -· -· ··1-----------+=-------+-----'-----------
D Me~sufe Met !Year 1: 67% of funded charter 

1-------·-. ----
Performilnce l\lleJsure le: 75% of CSP The CSD, in collaboration 
funded charter schools will have an with AM1\RD, annually in 
average attendance rate of at leilst June uses principal 
95% during each year of the grant. apportionment d;ita to 

assess average attendance 
rates. The CSD maintains a 
database of all charter school 

attendance r<1tes. 

l2l Not Met schools had an attendance rate of 
Ounal>le to Assess 
For future goals only: at least 95%. 
D In Proems ~ear 2: 76% of CSP funded charter 
D Insufficient Progres~ ~chools have an attendance rate of 

at least 95%. 
rrear 3: Data not yet available 

!The monitoring team notes that the 
data reported appear to reflect 
1
1
currently funded CSP schools and 
not <ill schools that ever received 

'==-~··:~--======~--=.::··~-~···~-·~·~-==-==========================================~==='===================~--~ 
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Objective 2: Strengthen Charter School Sustainability Through capacity Building 

Performance Measure Data Collection Activities Progress 
(How is the grantee measuring (What data is being (To what extent has the goal been accomplished so far?) 

progress?) collected? 
How? By whom?) 

Performance Measure 2a: 100% of The CSD reviews Work Plan 1:8:] Measure Met• !Year 1: 99% of subgrantees 
CSP funded charter schools (with the prompt lA (update and ONotMet 11-ompleted fiscal management 

Ounable to Assess 
exception of successful charter description of governance For future goals only: raining. 
management organizations or training completed) in the 0 In Progress jvear 2: 100% of subgrantees 
demonstration that applicants have annual comprehensive phase D Insufficient Prog<ess ompleted fiscal management 
already engaged in this activity prior reports to determine if the r;:iining. 
to grant application) will complete subgrantee has participated !Year 3: Data not yet available 
governance training by the end of in necessary training. 
year 1 of their implementation 
subgrant. 

Performance Measure 2b: 100% of The CSD reviews Work Plan 1:8:] Measure Met* tfear 1: 91% of subgrantees 
CSP funded charter schools will prompt 18 (update and D Not Met completed fiscal management 

Dunabl~ to Assess 
complete fiscal management training description of fiscal For future goals only: raining. 
by the end of year 1 of their management training D In Ptor,ress !Year 2: 100% of subgrantees 
implementation subgrant. completed) in the annual D Insufficient Prouress completed fiscal management 

comprehensive phase raining. 
reports to determine if the !Year 3: Data not yet available 
subgrantee has pmticipated 
in training for financial 
planning and organizational/ 
internal controls. 

··---· -··-
Performance Measure 2c: 100% of Subgrantees funded for more D Me~sure Met !Year 1: 75% of subgrantees 
governing boards representing than one yeJr submit <'.lnnual 1:8:]NotMet complied with State and Federal 

Ou n~ble to A~sess 
chilrter schools th<lt completed the audit reports to the School For future goals only: regul<1tions to demonstrate fiscal 
fiscal management training will Fiscal Services Division, which D In Progrl!ss health. 
comply with all State and Federal provides a hard copy of the D h1sufficicnt Progress !Year 2: 58% of subgrantees (that 
regulations <'.lnd demonstrate fiscal Cludit to the CSD. CSD staff Jwcrc in their second year or 
hc<Jlth, as measured by the following review the three criteria for beyond) complied with State and 
criteria: (1) adequate reserves and each submitted audit report Federal regulations to demonstrate 
ending balances, (2) evidence of to assess whether charter fiscal health. 
sound planning and adequate funding schools comply with St;:ite tf ear 3: Data not yet available 
to support long-term go<ils, (3) ilnd Federal regulations. 
budgets that reflect school priorities, 
which include student academic 
outcomes. This meJslrre will be 
Clssessed during e<1ch ye<Jr of the 

f~nding P-erio~--- ··---·- ·- ·-- ·-· __ - ·-----···-·------ ·- --······· 
Performance Measure 2d: 80% of CSP The CSD reviews Work Plan 0 Ml!asure Met IVetir 1: 59% of CSP funded charter 
funded charter schools will have prompt lC (update and ~NotMet schools developed tc<icher 

Dunahle to Assess 
developed teacher effectiveness description of the For future coals only: effectiveness measures. 
measures that include student development of teacher D In Progress !Year 2: 71% of CSP funded charter 
<ichievement d<Jt<i JS a subst<'.lntial effectiveness measures} in D Insufficient Pro1~ress ~chools developed teacher 
portion of the teacher evaluation. the annual comprehensive effectiveness measures. 

-· 
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phase reports to determine if 

~he subgrantee has 
developed this measure. 

Performance M easure 2e: 90% of CSP IThe CSD reviews Work Plan 
funded charter schools will report prompt 3A (description of 
that services received from its charter ~ervices received from the 
authorizer (including facilitie.s and jauthorizer and whether 

other services) are satisfactory. The ~ervices are sat isfactory) In 
2010-15 grant application requires the annual comprehensive 

completion of a CSP Work Plan, which phase report to determine i f 
Includes a description of the status of the subgrantee is satisfied 
services received from the charter wit h authorizer services. 

authorizer. At the end of each year, 
schools must complete an annual 
report, documenting progress on and 
any changes to the status of activit ies 
cited in the CSP Work Plan. As a 

result, schools' reported sat isfaction 
with their charter authorizer will be 
updated annually. 

0 Measure Met• • 
181 Not Met 
Ounable to Assess 
For future goals only: 
0 In Progress 
0 Insufficient Progress 

Objective 3: Improve Academic Achievement of Charter Sthool Stu~Eints 

!Year 3: Data not yet available 

~ear 1: 96% of CSP funded charter 

~chools reported that services 
eceived from its charter authorizer 

jare satisfactory. 

~ear 2: 82% of CSP funded charter 
~chools reported that services 
eceived from its charter authorizer 

are satisfactory. 

~ear 3: Data not yet available 

Progress Performance M easure 
(How is the grantee measuring 

progress?) 

Data Collection Activities 
(What data is being 

collected? 
(To what ext ent has the goal been accomplished so far?) 

How? By whom?) 

Performance Measure 3a: By the end The CSD, in collaboration 0 Measure Met 

of the CSP grant, 75% of all charter with the AMARO. uses AYP B~0°~b%e1~ Asse.ss 
schools operat ing for at least four data for CSP grantees that For future go;1rs ontv: 
years w ill have met or exceeded their have been in operation for <it O 111 Proel'tlss 
annual growth targets - by school and least 4 years to assess 0 lnsufficlent Progres$ 
subgroup - in <>t least two of three progress toward growth l8l UiiJblc to Assess 

years. (Note: fi rst year wil l establish targets. 
baseline data only.} See Overview of 
California's 2009-10 Accountability 
Progress Reporting System for 
informat ion on calculation of API 
~.~!~gets. . .. ________ ......., _____ _ 

Per form;:incc M easure 3b: CSP funded !The CSD, in collaboration 0 McJsurc Met 
!charter schools will report a minimum with the Education l8l Not Met 

O un;ible to Assess 
80% year -to-year student retention Management Division, For future goals only: 

rate. annually uses CALPADS data O In Progress 
for enrollment numbers. 0 rnsulficicnt Proerc~s 

!Vear 1: Not applicable 

!Year 2: Not applicable 
~ear 3: Data not available 

trhis performance measure requires 
four or more years of student 

achievement data. The COE is 
considering only currently funded 
subgrantees (and not all charter 
schools) for this performance 

measure. 

. . ---·- - ______________ _, 
jvcar 1: 66% of CSP funded ch arter 

~chools reported a minimum 80% 
~ear-to-year retention rate. 
!Year 2: Data not availelble 

jvcar 3: Data not available 

jvear 2 data were to be reported in 
the w inter 2013 update, <:1ccording 

~o the 2011-12 APR. 
Performance Measure 3~; CSP funded trhe CSO, in collabor;t'1_o_n---1-==o,,_.M-e;-~,-u-re_M_e_t---t-lv-1e_a_r _1_: N_o_t_a_p_p_l-ic_a_b_le _ __ .. -- - . 

charter high schools {cxcludine with the AMARO. annually D Not M et "'ear 2: Not applicable 
~Uuabfe to "ssess I'' 

dropout recovery high schools) th<it uses AYP data to assess For ruture soars only: !Year 3: Data not available 
··---~------- ---"---""---------~----------

--··--.. ··---------- ---
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have operated for at least 5 years will dropout and graduation rates 0 In Progress 

report a minimum 80% cohort for charter schools in 0 Insufficient Progrnss lrhe monitoring team notes that 

graduation rate. operation and compares hese data will not be available 

them to charter schools t-Yithin the grant period. 

overall. ~ubgrantees funded under this 

~rant will not have been in 

Joperation at least 5 years until the 

end of the grant period or later. 

Performance Measure 3d: After two The CSD, in collaboration D Measure Met !Year 1: Not applicable 

years of operation, each CSP-funded with the AMARO, annually 0NotMet !Year 2: Not applicable 
[8]Unable to Assess 

charter school will have at least 56% uses STAR data to assess For future goals only: !Year 3: Data not available 

of its students reach proficiency in student proficiency rates in D In Progress 
reading, as measured by the CST. reading for CSP-funded D Insufficient Progress Only applies to schools after two 

After four years of operation, this charter schools that are at and four years of operation. There 

number will increase to 67%. least in their second year of is no data yet, as STAR data for the 

operation. ~econd-year schools will be 

available in August/September 

2013. 

Performance Measure 3e: After two The CSD, in collaboration D Measure Met !Year 1: Not applicable 

years of operation, each CSP-funded with the AMARO, annually D Not Met !Year 2: Not applicable [8J Unable to Assess 
charter school will have at least 58% uses STAR data to assess For future goals only: !Year 3: Data not available 

of its students reach proficiency in student proficiency rates in D In Progrcss 
mathematics, as measured by the mathematics for CSP-funded D Insufficient Progress Only applies to schools after two 

CST. After four years of operation, this charter schools that are at and four years of operation. There 

number will increase to 70%. least in their second year of is no data yet, as STAR data for the 

operation. second-year schools will be 

available in August/September 

2013. 

Objective 4: Disseminate B.est Practices From High-Quality Charter Si:hools 

Performance Measure Data Collection Activities Progress 
(How is the grantee measuring (What data is being (To what extent has the goal been accomplished so far?) 

progress?) collected? 

How? By whom?) 

Performance Measure 4a: The COE The CSD has created tracking D Me;isure Met !Year 1: Not applicable 

will award dissemination grants to as forms to use that identify 0NotMet jvear 2: Not applicable 

many as 10 charter schools to charter schools receiving 
Ounable to Assess 

lve<tr 3: The CSD posted the For future goals only: 
disseminate best practices in dissemination subgrant t8J In Pro~rcss disscmin<ition subgrant RFA in 

increasing student achievement funds, along with the peer D Jnsufficifrnt Progress µanuary 2013. Submissions are due 

among churter schools and other reviewer ratings. (These have March 2013. Subgrantees will be 

public schools in California (during not yet been implemented.) selected and notified by May 2013. 
years 3 and 4 C?!..!!1e grant period). -·--· ·--. -
Performance Measure 4b: 100% of None (see Progress column) 0 Me~sure Met Not yet measurable. No 

dissemination subgrnntees will make 0 Not Met dissemination subgrants have been 
[8J unable to Assess 

at least one public presentation about For future goals only: awarded yet. 

their dissemin<.ttion project ot <:i 0 In Progress 
meeting, conference or other 0 Insufficient Progress 

education-related troining during the 

first year of their dissemination erant: .. --.. -·--··-· 
Performance Measure 4c: 100% of None (sec Progress column) 0 Measure Met Not yet measurable. No 

ONotMet 
·- . -· -·--



dissemination subgrantees will make 
at least one public presentation about 
their dissemination project at a 
meeting, conference or other 
education-related training during the 
second year of their dissemination 

{81Unable to Assess 

For future goals only: 
0 In Progress 

0 Insufficient Progress 

dissemination subgrants have been 
awarded yet. 

grant. 
r--~~~~~~~~~~~~~---t~~~~~~~~~~---+-----~~~~~~-~-~~~~~~~~~~~~·~ 

Performance Measure 4d: Each year None (see Progress column) 0 Measure Met 

during the grant period, 80% of the D Not Met 
{81Unable to Assess 

participants in dissemination grant For future goals only: 

activities will report an increase in O 1n Progrnss 

awareness and knowledge of charter 0 lrisufficient Progress 

school best practices through a 
survey. 

Performance Measure 4e: After two 
years of partnering with the charter 
school, all particip;mt schools will 
report at least five points of growth, 
as determined by API base and 
growth scores. 

None (see Progress column) 0 Measure Met 
0 Not Met 
~Unable to Assess 
For future goals only: 
0 In Progress 
0 Insufficient Progress 

Not yet measurable. No 
dissemination subgrants have been 
awarded yet. 

Not yet measurable. No 
dissemination subgrants have been 
awarded yet. 

Objective S: "Encourage the development of a la'rge number of high~quality.charter schools that are free from State or local 
rules _that inhibit flexible ope(ations, are held accountable for enabling students to reach challenging State performance 
Standards, and are open to all students. ' 

Performance Measure 
(How is the grantee measuring 

progress?) 

Performance Measure Sa: The 
number of charter schools in 
operation around the nation. 

This performance measure was 
reported on the 2011 APR as the 
number of charter schools in 

Data Collection Activities 
(What data is being 

collected? 
How? By whom?) 

The CSD tracks the number 
of charter schools that open 
each year using the SBE 
assigned charter number. 

Progress 
(To what extent has the goal been accomplished so far?) 

[81 Measure Met 
0 Not Met 

0Un;:ible to Assess 
For future goals only: 
0 In Progress 
0 I nsurticient l'rogress 

!Year 1: N/A 
~ear 2: There are now 1,061 ;:ictive 
charter schools in CA. 
l'f ear 3: Data not yet available 

California (982}, 
>-----~~----------+----- ...... ···--···-------t~---------+--------------1 
Performance Measure Sb: The The CSD, in collabor<Jtion ~Measure Met ~car 1: N/A 
percentage of 4111 grade charter school with the AMARO, annually D Not Met iYear 2: 74 percent of 411

' grade 
Ounabll! to Assess 

students who are achieving at or uses STAR data to assess For future coals only: ~tu dents achieved at or above the 
above the proficient level on State student proficiency. Data O 111 Proeress proficient level on the CST and STS. 
examinations in mathematics. reported is only for second· 0 lnsufficil!nt Progress !Year 3: Data not yet available 

year charter schools in the 
This performance measure is not current cycle of funding. 
included in the Year 1 APR. The Year 2 

t~r~_et_!s 69 percent. ·-· ·-- ·-- ----··--·--· __ 
Performance Measure Sc: The The CSD, in collaboration [81 Measure Met iYear 1: N/ A 
percentage of 41

h grade charter school with the AMARO, annually D Not Met !Year 2: 68 percent of 4111 grade 
Oun~ble to Assess 

students who are ;:ichieving at or uses STAR data from For future goals onlv: students achieved at or above the 
above the proficient level on StJte Aug/Sept to assess student O In Progress proficient level on the CST ELA and 
ex<1minations in reading. proficiency by looking at 0 Insufficient Progress STS. 

students that scored !vear 3: Data not yet available ... --·· .. _____ , ___________ __. _______ __,l'.',__ _____ ---'----------' 
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This performance measure is not proficient and above. Data 

included in the Year 1 APR. The Year 2 reported is only for second 
target is 68 percent. year charter schools in this 

cycle of funding. 

Performance Measure Sd: The The CSO, in collaboration 0 Measure Met IVear 1 : N/A 
percentage of gth grade charter school with the AMARO, annually l:8J Not Met jYear 2: 42 percent of 81

h grade 
Ounable to Asse ss 

students who are achieving at or uses STAR data to assess !For future goats only: ~tudents achieved at or above the 
above the proficient level on State student proficiency. Data D In Progress jproficient level on the CST Algebra 
examinations in mathematics. reported is only for second 0 Insufficient Prog<ess 1, CST Geometry, and CST General 

year charter schools in t his Mathematics. 
This performance measure is not cycle of funding. jYear 3: Data not yet available 
included in the Year 1 APR. The Year 2 

target is 69 percent. 

Performance Measure Se: The The CSD, in collaboration 0 Measure Mel !Year l:N/A 
percentage of 81

h grade charter school with the AMARD, annually t8J Not Met !Year 2: 66 percent of 81
h grad e 

Oun able to Assess 
students who are achieving at or uses STAR data to assess For future goals only: ~tudents achieved at or above the 
above the proficient level on State student proficiency by 0 In Progress proficient level on the CST ELA. 
examinations in reading. looking at students t hat 0 Insufficient Progress !Year 3: Data not yet available 

scored proficient and above. 
This perform ance measure is not 
Included in the Vear 1 APR. The Vear 2 
target is 68 percent. 

Sources: 2010-2011 Annual Performance Report; 2011-2012 Annual Performance Report. 

* Based on Year 2 data 
,....Based on Year 1 data 

r n all, Lhc grantee met :) of 25 performance tn<.:a~urc;s . The CDE has req uested F.D to elim inate two 

measures ( I.a. and Lb .); howc\'cr, r:.D docs not have reco rd o f this re lJUCSt . The gramce clid not 

mccr 9 of the remaining '.D performance measures. The monitoring team was un;lblc to assess 

progress on -+ performance mca~urcs dealing with d i:;scrninadon of best prncticc~, and 3 

performance mea::;ui:c:; in improYing academic achievement were deemed unable ro mea~ure due in 

part to a lack of clarity in definition. Two addilional performance measures were designed to be 

measured in the fu ture. 

Areas of Concern 
o _;i!n biguous p erformance measures and data poi n rs . ..-\s outlined in the obscrrnrio ns and 

Table '2.7, m:rny o f rhc Srarc's pcrform:111cc mcasun:s arc worded in such a way thar 

applirnbk darn :trc impossible ro gather. 'l'hcsc examples usually invol\'e the te rm "currrn tly 

funded" in a time frame that would exceed the g ram period. The result is that data haYe 

been rcporrcd inconsi::>rcntly over rhc course o f the gram period and some measures will not 

be ;wailablc nnril after the grant period. 

'i> Inackc.1uatc rntck in ~~ of performance. T he CD I·: only collects and analy%es dara related to rhe 

grant perfo rmance measures airnu:-i lly m Lhc Lime o f the ,\nnual Pcrfon111H1ce Report. , \ s a 

tcsult, rhc grnn tee could not prm·ic.k evidence of progress on many of its pc rfom1ancc 

measures despite the facr rhar some da ta arc m·ailahk rhrougho m the year. 
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• Poor progress toward gram objcccives. The grnntee could demonstrate meeting only 5 of a 

total of 25 performance measures and did not meet 9 of 23 applicable performance 

measures. 

o Lack of an external C\'aluation. The COE has not awarded a contract or released an RFP for 

irs external evaluation that would assist in assessing its progress and enable it to focus on 

areas needing improvement and correction. 

Rating and Justification: 1 - Grantee docs nor mcer the indicaror. The grantee is unable to 

demonstrate substantial pwgress on its performance measures and objectives and appears to have 

inadequate systems an<l proces::;es to track and cYaluatc progress, including an external evaluation. 

Recommendations: The grantee needs to more closdy monitor and use information ro guide 

progress coward accomplishment of all of its granr performance measures and objectives. This 

includes initiartng activiries related to its external e\·aluation as proposed. 

In ad<lition, the monitoring team recommends that ED further review the performance management 

and/ or the financial problems documented as part of this moniroring process that ha\'C affected the 

administration of this grnnr project to determine if special conditions should be imposed. 

3. ADMINISTRATIVE AND FISCAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

CSP grantees incur specific administrati\·e and fiscal responsibilities under Federal law. This section 

focuses on the SF.:\'s allocation, use and controls o\·er the CSP grant funds and other Federal funds, 

as well as associated State responsibilities in administering the CSP grant. lt includes indicators that 

cover the State's responsibilities to: 

e Inform appropriate audicnccs about i:cdernl funding for charter schools and cmurc that 
charter schools recei\·e their commensurate share of rclcrnnt J~mds; 

e Allocate no more than the allowable amounts of CSP funds fr>r administr;uion, 
dissemination, and revolving loan fund purposes; 

o 1\dminisrer and monitor the proper use of CSP funds; 

o Ensure LF.,\s do nor deduct funds for admini:-1trnti\·c expenses or fees except in certain 
ctreumstances; 

o Ensun: the timely {ran::; fer of student records; and 

o ~!aimain and rcrnin record~ related to the CSP grant funds. 

Indicator 3.1: PEDERAL PROGRAMS AND FUNDING. The State inform~ appropriate 

audiences about the SEt\'s charter ;;chool grant program, Federal funds that the charter school is 

eligible co recci,·e and l ;cdcral programs in which the chart.er school may panicipme, and cnst11-cs 

that each charter school in the State rccei\-cs its commensurate share of Federal cduca6on formula 

funds. 
·-- ··--···----------------------
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Observations: The 2009 rno nitoring report did not specifically include this indicamr. ( lowevc:r, rhc 

State partially mec related indicators on informing parents, teachers, and communities about CSP 

subgrant opporrunitie:>; informing charter schools about Federal funds they arc e ligible: co rccei\·c; 

and cnsming charrer schools rcceiYc their com mensurate share of Federal formula funds. 

CSP Grcmt Ouuc;1ch. Information about PCSGP grnnr opportunities is included in a v:lricry of 

CDE wcbpagcs (e.g. , at the time of the monitoring visi t, rhe website listed rhc dissemination 

subgrnm opportunity) as well as through several lisrservs (including the CD E's Funding t\failing T .ist 

for all funding oppo1:runi1ies as well as charter-~pccific listsCrv$). The listsern:; are open ro the public. 

\\?ebsire information includes links ro funding program profile~ that outline the key components of 

the grant (e.g., eligibility, fund ing information, contacts). CSD staff also regularly participate in 

workshops or sessions ar the annual CCSA and CSDC charter schools conferences to promote the 

grnnr. 

Informtuion on Federal Formula Funds. l nfonna tion about Federal formula funds thac charrcr 

schools arc eligible to receive is available on rhe CD E's \vebsite as well as through listscrYs. T he 

CDE's ;\niilabk Funding website (h11i2;_._~.:;,.::;,_,i,.:.tlq·;i.g11\ .. (.~. ~~!.;J..L) lists the curn.:ntly open 

funding compcrifion::; and nlso pnwides a search function. This webpage is regularly updated to 

include only currcnr/ a\'ailable funding source:-;. The CD E 's Funding Mailing List regularly pushe:-; 

O lll information abour ncw funding sources. 1\ dditionally, newly opening charter schools receive an 

announcement from the C:SD outlining several fundi ng and reporting rec1uii:cments (including 

information about the Consolidarecl Application and child nucrition programs) . 

Din~cr funded charter schools fill out rhcir own LI:'.:\ Plan and Consolidated :\pplication using d1e 

California f.ongiwdinal Public ;\chicvcmcm Dam System (C\LPADS) and l.onsolidated 

Application and Reponing Sy~tem (CARS). (fnd irccr funded charter schools arc included in their 

authori'l.ing I ,F..Ns I ,J~:\ Plan and Con:mlidatcc.1 :\ pplicarion.) Starting in January 2012, rhe C\ RS 

was implemented ro srreamline the Comolidatcd 1\pplication reporting p rocess. Technical assistance 

and guidance related to t.he Consolidated Application or the rcbred reporting :l)'Stcms is handled 

within rhe CDE's r:iscal Scn'ic.:cs Division. 

8igr1ifirn11t Expum;ion. The Cl)E's P up il Esrim11te~ for New or Significanrlr Expanding Charter:; 

(PENSEC) is dc:-; igncd to account for new o r significantly expanding cha rter ~chooh;. For the 

purposes of Fed crnl f1.1nding, PENSEC identities "~ignificanrly expanding" as: " the charrcr is d irect 

(uncled and has an i11crc:asc in enrollment of at !cast 2.1 percenr compared to the prior year due to a 

significanr event that is unlikch- co occur on n rcglllar basis, such as rhe addirion of one or more 

gl'ade levels or cduc.:~uionnl prngrnms in major cut:t:iculum areas, or any other e\' Cnt clccrncd robe 

signi ficant by the CDL." (There i:-: a separate definition for significant expansion rhar is used for 

State fonds.) ft\:-; incumbent upon direct func.lcd c.:hancr school:; to complc-tc their mvn rcporring 

through P 1 ·'.NSEC to cn:;ure chat addilionnl fonds arc rccci,·ed. ()nee approH:d, funding adjustmems 

arc made to a school's fi t~r and second principa l apponionmems. , \d,·anccd payments arc typically 

made July chrough )iu1uar:,. with the balance paid Olll L:ebruary rhro~1gh .June. T his ensure::; chac 
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funds fo r newly opened or significantly expanding schools are received within rhe first fh·c mornhs 

of opening. 

ble 3.1: FEDERAL PROGRAMS INFORMATION AND .FUNDING 
esponsibilities of the SEA to inform 
nd ensure access to Federal programs 
ndfunding. 

The SEA informs teachers, parents, and 
communities of the State educational 
agency·s charter school grant program: CSP 

· proposed to advertise subgrant 
opportunities across several forums 

including Superintendent press releases; 
multiple COE webpages (CDE homepage, 
CDE funding, and CSD homepage); and 
charter school l istservs. 

The CSD proposed t o work closely with 
the State charter associations and major 

, par ent , teacher, and community 
organizations (e.g., California State 
Parent-Teacher Association, California 

Teachers Association, Californ ia 
Federation of Teachers, Association of 
California School Administra tors, 
California School Boards Association, 

an d Parent Revolution) via email and 

advertisemen~ts::... ·------- ­
The SEA informs each charter school in the 
State about Federal funds that the charter 
school is eligible to receive: Within five 

days of receiving a charter school 
number from the SBE, the COE notifies 
schools of funding opportunities 
including CSP, State, and Federal 

opportunities. This information is also 
posted on the CDE's website. 

Is this an Findings: How does the SEA grantee inform and ensure 
area of access to Federal programs and funding? 
concern? 

• a. 

Oves 
IX) No 

COE and CSD w ebsites include information about PCSGP 

funding opportunit ies. This includes links to the PCSGP 
funding profile which outlines eligibility constraints, 
funding information, important dates, program-specific 
In formation, and contact information. 

CSO staff have participated in the 2012 and 2013 CCSA 

conferences. Slides from the 2012 grant program 
workshop included in format ion on applying for the 
subgrant and other r elevant in formation. The program 
listing for the 2013 session includes informat ion about 

the disseminat ion subgrant and other funding 
· opportunities. 

· The CSD also promotes the PSCGP through a v<Jriety of 
State and association listservs. CDE listservs are open to 
the public. 

Upo~ award of a charter school nu~ber from the SBE, 
the CSD sends out a notification that outlines various 

funding opportunities and reporting requirements. This 
includes information on apportionment and categorical 
funding, cre<ltion of an LEA plan and Consolidated 
Application (required for direct funded charter schools), 

the CDE's charter school revolving lo<in fund, child 
nutri t ion progr<Jm, and facili ties fundine opportunities. 

All subsequent information or technical assistance 

request s regarding Federal formula funding opportunities 
' (e.g., filling out the Consolidated Application) is provided 
! through the CDE's Fiscal Services Division. Subgrantees 

did not report any issues regarding recf!iving information 
1 

about other Federal funds they may be el igible to 
receive . .. , _____ ... - _ .. , ----1------.. ·-··- ....... ·-

The SEA ensures that each charter school in D Yes Charter schools must annually elect to be direct funded 
the State receives the charter school's [gJ No or funded through their authorizing LEA. Direct funded 
commensurate share of Fcdcr;:i l education chart er schools must complete an LEA plan as well as fill 
funds that are allocated by formula each out a consolidated Application . 
year, including during the first year of 
operation of the charter school: Public L<Jw 
105-278 and related regulations require 

Chmtcr Sd100/.,- Prv,gnflll 

At the beginning of the school year, the Educational Data 
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.. ··--------------·· .. 
that the COE ensure that charter schools 
receive their commensurate share of 
Federal formula funds. 

Charter schools can receive special 
advanced funding for various funding 

programs including General Purpose 
Entitlement, Charter Schools Categorical 
Block Grant, and other State or Federal 

categorical programs, based on 
enrollment projections. 

Charter schools can elect to be direct 
funded from the State or locally funded i 
through the authorizing LEA. Direct 
funded charter schools must submit a 

Consolidated Application for 
participation in various Federal 
entitlements. 

···-. -----------------------~ 
Management Division sends out a letter informing 

charter school administrators (among others} about 
reporting requirements in the CALPADS and CARS 
systems necessary to make annual apportionments. 

The CDE's PENSEC is a specific data collection designed to 

account for new or significantly expanding charter 
schools, especially as it relates to State and Federal 
funding allocations. Guidance on PENSEC is located on 
the CDE's website. 

Subgrantees did not report any issues regarding receipt 

of Federal formula funds. One subgrantee visited 
reported that because of a reduction in CDE's Title I 
allotment for the 2011-12 school year, LEA and school 
allotments were reduced across the board. 

Sources: http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aa/pa/papayschedufe.asp.; 

http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aa/pa/pensecinstr12.asp; 2012-2013 PCSGP funding profile; 2012 PCSGP grant 
competition announcement email; 2012-13 CCSSA conference PCGSCP listing; 2012-13 Nov 2012 CSDC PCSGP and 
Dissemination Slides; 2012 Charter Schools Funding Webpage index; 2011-12 PCSGP CCSA sfides Feb 2012; 2012· 

13 Letter Announcing 2012 Competition; 2012-13 Consolidated Application; New charter school message; LTR to 
Field on Assessment CALPADs. 

Promising Practice 

" Significant Expansion Data System. The CDE has cb·dopcd and uses Lhe PEN SEC data 

sysccm ro ensure that significantly expanding charter schools receive their commensurate 

share of .I ;cderal funds. 

Rating and Justification: 3 - Grantee fi.11ly meets Lhc indicator. The grantee uses a rnriety of 

mechanisms to inform \•arious audiences of CSP and other Lo'cdcral formula funding opportunities 

and to ensure that charter schools receive their commensurate $hare of Federal formula funds. 

Indicator 3.2: ALLOCA.1'10N OF CSP PlfNDS. The proportion of grnnr fumb rcsc1Ycd by rhc 
State for each acr.(,·ity doc:-; not exceed the allowable amount. 

Ul~.ernuions: The 2009 monitoring rcporr did nor include this specific indicator. HowC\'Cr, the St~lte 

partially met a related indicator on set-asides for appropriare adminisrrarivc cxpcn::;e:; and folly mer a 

related indicator on set-a::;idc::; for dissemination :>ubgranrs. 

L;ndcr the 2010 CSP gr:anr, California proposed to implement :::c\•eral actidtics using adrninistrnti,·c 

furnk These included funding :-;cvcral personnel position:; in rhc CDE and the SBE as well as the 

cxccrnal crnlualion, awarding up to fiyc chancr den:loprnenr technical assistance contract$, and 

expanding the Broke~~f_!:~pcnis:_ Gest practices mol. .-\c the rime of Lhe moniwring visit, the COL 
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had not yet issued an RFA for irs cxrcrnal cvaluarion . .-\dclitionally, it had not awarded (nor tlid it 

plan to award) the charter development technical assisrnncc contracts. Neither of these delays was 

communicated to ED prior to the moniroring vi:.;ir. 

California also proposed to use SS million for dissemination subgrnnr:.; in project years 3 and 4. r\t 

rhc time of the monitoring visit, the C:SD had jusr released the first dissemination subgranr Rf.-\. 

The current :mbgrnnt competition is expected to close in l\farch 2013. Subgrant awards arc expected 

ro be made in spring 201.3. 

Though the State proposed to use grant funds to supplement the Srate-funckd re,~olving loan fund, 

it has not. Subsequent to the gram award, the CDE determined, in consultation with ED, that it 
would not be feasible to combine CSP grant funds with the CD E's existing revoking loan fund 

because of difference~ in funding restrictions. 

Table 3.2: ALLOCATION OF CSP FU.NOS . 

Limits on the allocation of CSP funds Is this an findings: How does ttte SEA grantee allocate the CSP· 
area of grant funds in each category? 
concern? 

Not more than 5% for administrative I [gJ Yes 
expenses associated with the program: 

1
. D No 

Administrative funds were proposed to be 
used for: 

o State operations and oversight -
12.2 FTE in the COE and 1 FTE in 
the SBE; 

" Charter development technical 
assistance - up to 5 technical 
assistance contracts; 

• Expansion of Brokers of Expertise 
best practice dissemination tool; 
and 

"' Progr<im evalu<ition - contractor 
not identified in applirnti.?.~:-. ·­

Not more than 10% to support allowable 
dissemination activities: CDE proposed to 
award dissemination subgr<ints from its 
2010 gr<int. $2.5 million was budgeted in 
each of project years 3 and 4 for 

disseminatio~~~~b_grant.s. 

Not more than 10% for the establishment 
of a revolving loan fund: The CDE 
proposed to set aside no more than 10% 
of total grant funds tor a revolving lo<in 
fund. $5 million was budgeted in each of 
project years 1 ;ind 2 for revolving loan 
funds. 

Oves 
~No 
ONA 

Oves 
0No 

~NA 

The State annually sets aside no more than 5% of grant 
funds for administrative expenses. For 2012-13, the 
grantee budgeted $2,532,144 (or 5%} for administrative 
expenses. The majority of administrative costs are for 
personnel in the CSD and the SBE. 

At the time of the monitoring visit, the COE was 
preparing to solicit bids for its external evaluation. It had 
yet to complete the expansion of the Brokers of 
Expertise dissemination tool as proposed. 

The CDE has not aw;:irded charter development technical 
Jssisttince contracts as proposed <ind did not inform ED 
of this change. 

The COE intends to award $5 million in dissemination 
subgrants in the remaining years of the grant. This 

amounts to approximately 2% of total anticipated grant 
award funds. 

At the time of the monitoring visit, the State was not 
using CSP grant funds to support its revolving loan fund. 
The CDE determined, in consultation with ED, that 
because of distinct funding requirements it would be too 
difficult to administer the CDE's revolving loan fund with 
r:ederal funds intended for the same purpose. 

--·-----·--------·- -·-
. ·-·-· --·-· -··-·-----------------------
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Priority for loans was to be given to new 
charter schools to cover startup costs. 
Conversion schools or recently renewed 
schools would not be eligible. 

Sources: 2010Annual Performance Report; 2011 Annual Performance Report 

Areas of Concern 
e Incomplete implementation of admini:matiYe activities. The grantee has nor funded rwo 

administrative activities - charrer development technical assistance comrncls and its external 

evaluation - as spccifit:d in its approved application w ED. 

Raring and Justification: 2 - Grantee partially meets the indicator. \\'hile the grantee has remained 

within the appropriate thresholds for administratin: and dissemination suhgram expenses, it has not 

implemented two key administrative activities included in the approved application. 

Recommendations: The CDE is encouraged to communicate with ED its plans for using the 

administrative funds allocated under the grnnt to carry out the adminisrrntiYe tasks which thus far 

han: nor been undertaken (i.e., the program evaluation and technical a'.'sisrance contracts), and/ or to 

establish wirh ED adequate alternatives. 

Indicator 3.3: ADMINISTRATION AND USE OF CSP FUNDS. The SE:\ administers the 
CSP funds and monitors subgraiw:c projects ro en:;ure the proper disbun;cmcnt, accounting for and 
use of Federal funds. 

( >bscrvations: l n the 2009 monitoring report, the Stare did not meet the conditions of this indicator. 

The previous moniroring trnm was concerned about the CDE's cash management system and 

allowable, allocable. and reasonable uses of grant funds. Furthermore, the 2012 OlG audit report of 

Oil's on:rsight and monitoring of planning and implementation grams found that California did not 

ade~1uatc!y document rhe process for closing schools or for rracking closed charn.:r school asscrs. 1\ t 

the Lime of the monitoring visit, the CDE was under special conditions for the granr which rec1uircd 

F.0 approval for all payment ret1uc:;t~ under the grnnr. 

The CDE n.x1uires all LL-\s submitting a Consolidated ,\pplic:uion to comply with 27 general 

;\:;suranccs (l1up: '' ''- \\ . ...:dt'.>:t.;.:~ _ _f;.; •. fr~. fm_ .l-'.~:u~:.D.il_.p·_:-:_• 1r ~r i I 2 ,1,, 1). Assurance #9 requires thm 
LE,\s will use fiscal control and fnnd accoun1ing procedures that will ensure proper disbursement 

for State and Federal funds paid to rhnr agency under each progrmn. Typically submirrcd as a pan of 

rhc Consolidated .\pplirntion, these assmanccs arc fC(jllin:d for all recipients of State and Federal 

grant~. Charter schools that arc nor. direcr fonded would fal\ umkr the responsibility of the focal 

agent ro ensure chat rhc school was using appropriate fiscal controls and fund accounting 

procedures. Separately, the 2012-13 Planning and I mpkmentaLion Rl:,\ rec1uircs an a~surnnce th al all 

audits of financial ::;ratemenrs will he conducted in acconlnncc with Go\'ctnrnen1 Auditing S1andards 

and with policies, procedures, and guidelines csrablished by EDC,\R, Single ,\udir :\er 

\mcndments, and ( )i\lB Circular _\-LB. 
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FlowofSubgrant Fund<;. As noted elsewhere in this rcpon, charter schools can determine 

annually if they wish ro be <lin.:ct funded or indirect fonded. Direct funded charter schools opernte 

as their own fiscal agen t and receive funds direc tly fro m rhc State. lndirect funded charter schools 

use the I ,EA as their fisca l agent and receive funds through the I ,F,,-\. 

,\ s a part of the current subgrnnt applicarion award process, the CSD reviews subgrnnc application 

budgets after the narrative coment of the subgranr has been reviewed by the peer rc\•iewers and the 

app licant has received a signed charter agreemenr from an aurhori?.cr. r\t this time, CSD staff review 

subgrant budgets to ensure that expenses appropriately align with the application. 

PCSGP grant fonding requests must go through sc\•ernl Srnre and county offi<.:e~ before being 

released to the individual ~chool. According to the CDF..'s Funding Handbook, grant funds arc only 

disbursed to subgrantccs after a signed Grnnt 1\\vard Norification has been signed an<l returned to 

rhc CDE. Once the signed GAN has been rccciYcd, ir i::; incumbent upon the prngrmn office (i.c,, 

chc CSD) to submir a Rcqucsr for Payment (.\0-.+01) m rhc ,-\ccoundng Office. The Re<.1uest for 

Paymcm must indu<lc a lis t of every subgranree (by counry), chc subgrnm award numbers, the 

amount for each subgr:rnrcc, and the total amount to be paid m rhc count)'· Within five days of 

rccci\·ing an :\0-401 from the CSD, the Accounting Office sends the payment schedule to the State 

Comrolkr's Office. The Conrrollcr typically issues a warrant to the coumy trcmn.u:y office 10 to 1-~ 

calendar days later. N ext the county treasurer receives the warrnnts and notifies the county 

superintcndcnr of funcb i:ecci\'c1..l. The counr:y :;upcrintcndcm then determines the dcposir 

information for proper crediting to L[~,\ accounrs . (Sec rhc charr below outlining rhc flow of fonds 

from ED to the charrcr school:> .) Because of the mulriplc srcps in the proces:::, it is possible for granr 

funds to "sit" at on<.: or more State or counry oHi<.:cs for :1 period of time after bciug initially c.l rawn 

down from G 5. 

The Srate doc::; not l1:;c electronic funds tram;for :;ystcm for this or any other funding source, rhough 

it is in rhc process of revamping its accounting, budgeting, and procurcmcnr :-;ystcms to allow for 

this functionality. Cl)[ is ~lated to hm·c thi:; rcvbcd sys tem by '.WIG. 
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Diagram of PCSGP Cash Flo\.v from GS to Subgrantees 

~:. f'' •. ' \" .,., 

CpE approval by 
program and 

accounting offices 

. .y-·-···-··· 

-·~ 

!· ·· , :,· 

; ' : .. 

-··- - ··-·---_J 

Charter school (not' 
direct funded) 

receives payment 

Fisc:i.l Co11troi ;wd Fund Accounting Procedures. Speci fic acrributes o f the CD E's fiscal con trol 

and fu nd accounting p rocedures and the CSD 's c fforcs to ensure proper disbursement o f grant 

funds arc discussed in the rnblc below . .-\U of the components of 3~ CfR 80.20 are inclu<le<l in 

Appcndi:-; F of thl' 2012-20'13 Planning and Implcmt:nrnrion HFA. Where an1ilablc, addirional 

rclarcd guidance (beyond whar i:; in Appendix F) ha:> been noted below. Though rhe CSD has 

pnwidcd for each of the fo llowing EDC ,-\l\ regulations in writing in at ka~r. o ne document, it wa~ 
unclear in many in:mrnccs whether the CSD or other CDE staff could cmure that subgrnntees 

indeed were following the rct1uircd fiscal con trol and fund accounting prm.:cdmcs. ,\fa.ny of these 

an:as would likely· be included in :;ubgranrcc monir.oring; however, as noted in indicator '.Li the CSD 

had not su fficiently rolled out its 5ubgrantcc monitoring sys1em at the time of the moniro1ing d$it. 

Table 3.3.a: FISCAL CONTROL AND FUl'tl D ACCOUNTING PROCEDURES 

EDGAR Regulations Is this an Findings: How does the grantee ensure proper fiscal control 

34 CFR 80.20 Standards for 
financial management systems. 

(1) Financial reporting 

-
(?.)Accounting records 

('hartrr Schools Pro,~J'tJlll 

area of and funding accounting and comply with Federal 
concern? requirements In each area~ 

I 
-o-~--:··The 2012-2013 Planning and lmplementatron RFA notes that 

~ No the CSO requires quarterly and year-end expenditure 
' reporting of all subgrantees. Quarterly Benchmark Reports 

include line item updates on expenditures. An annual budget 
of projected expenditures is also required to be submitted for 
each year of funding. Subgrantees are nlso required to 
conduct an annual A-133 ;iudit. 

~Yes---- ··- . Appendlx F-i~·th~ 2012-2013 pj~-;:;~lng ~nd Implementation 

D l'Jo RFA states that subgrantees must meet f ederal stand;irds for 
accounting records, including maintaining records which 
<idcquately identify the source <ind application of funds 
provided for financially-assisted activi ties. fhese records must 
contain information pert<iining to grant or suberant awards 
and authoriz<ltions, obligat ions, unobligated balances, assets, 
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r---- ·· 

(3) Internal control 

(4) Budget control 

(5) Allowab le cost 

- ---- - .. 
(6) Source documentat ion 

(7) Cash management 

i _______ _ 
··-·- ·- ..!. 
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hJYes 
[gj No 

Oves 
[gj No 

Oves 
~ No 

------· - . - - --- -. 
liabilities, outlays or expenditures, and incom e. 

For several of the subgrantees, t he monitoring t eam o bserved 
that t he grant award notificat ion did not adequately 

dlst inguish between subgr<int funds that were awarded from 
two separate CSP grants (i.e., the subgrantee was awarded 
planning funds out of the previous CSP grant and 
Implementation funds out of the current CSP grant). For 

example, the GAN for DaVinci Charter Academy shows that 
t he subgrantee received an addit ional $62,500 in August 2010 
(amending an exist ing grant of $387,500). The GAN does not 

clearly identify that the $387,500 came from one CSP grant 
award and the $62,500 ls from a second CSP grant award. This 

causes the appearance of co-mingling of grant funds. 

Appendix Fin the 2012-2013 Planning and Implementation 
RFA states that subgrantees must maintain effective control 
and accountability must be maintained for all grant and 

subgrant cash, real and personal property, and other assets. 
Grantees and subgrantees must adequately safeguard all such 
property and must assure that it is used solely for authorized 
pu(poses. ______ ____, 

Expenses outlined on the Quarterly Benchmark Reports 
(QBRs) are individually reviewed by CSD grant consultants. 
The 2010-2015 PCSGP QBR Desktop Review Manual st <.ites 

that t he CSD grant consult ant reviewing each QBR must verify 
that each expense is allowable, that supporting 
documentation has been uploaded, that expenses occur 
within the allowable timeframe, and that the expenses <ind 

~uP.porting_~_ocumei:i.~.t.!.<?.~_a_ll$!':. . .. __ __ _ . . __ 
·rhe 2012-2013 Planning and Implementation RFA and the 
Disseminat ion RFA include minimal guidance on use of funds 
and include links to current ED non-regulatory guidance and 

relevant OMl3 circultirs. The RFA does not explicit ly include 
Federal st<itutory language around allowable uses of grant 
funds. The COE no longer publishes a list of allowable activities 

or uses of grant funds as it did ~~der the previous grant. 

Subgrantees are required to upload so urce documentat ion for 
each expenditure reported in the QBR. For personnel costs, 
subgrantees must submit a com pleted and signed Personnel 

Activity Report for each related personnel expense. For non­
personnel related costs, the QBR includes a column to indicate 
the type of source documentation (e.g., purchase order, 

~ Yes _ _ .... 

Q No 

i ~vofce} __ that has be~n submitted:._ _ __ ,_ .. _ __ . 
The COE notes in several different PCSGP-related documents 

(e.g., Funding Handbook. COE website, 2012-13 Planning and 
: Implementat ion RFA) that subgrant ecss are expected t o 

maintain procedures that minimize the t jme elapsing between 
transfer of funds and disbursement and financial man<igemcnt 

systems that meet OM B standards for intern<il controls. 
Furthermore, the H<indbook states that the program unit (i.e., 

the C_S~) is responsible f_<?! en~uring that grantees_~? not 
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34 CFR 80.36 Procurement 
standards, including competitive 
bidding and contracting 

1 
34 CFR 75.525 Conflict of 

~ interest 

34 CFR 80.32(e) Disposition of 
assets 

Cht1J1cr School.f Pm .. ~n1111 

- . 
accrue Federal funds in excess of immediate needs. 

However, the State's processes for releasing funds to 
subgrantees are not dependent on the timing of subgrantee's 
expenditures and thus do not ensure that the time elapsed 
between receipt and use of grant funds is minimized or that 
subgrantees do not accrue Federal funds in excess of 
immediate needs. California's Cash Management 
Improvement Act dictates how PCSGP funds are released to 
subgrantees. The 2012-2013 Planning and Implementation 
RFA states that t he COE will issue payments to subgrantees in 
f ive increments: 

1) 22.5% of annual allocation plus all expenses already 
Incurred after COE has received a signed GAN from 
the subgrantees; 

2) Subsequent payments are made on a quarterly basis 
in the amounts equal to 22.5% of an nual allocation, 
plus expenses already incurred to d<Jte upon 
verification of quarterly reports. 

3) 10% will be wit hheld until approval of final year -end 
.. expenditure report. 

The 2012-13 Planning and Implementation subgrant 
application requires applicants to sign an assurance 
acknowledging that Federal regulations require grant 
recipients to establish written standards pursuant to 
resolution of conflicts that arise from procurements. The 
applic<1 t ion also notes that procurements not negotiated in 
accordance with Federal regulat ions will be disallowed. 
Subgrantees are required to keep a signed copy of their 

. general assurances on hand for <1udit ing purposes. 

Appendix Din the 2012-2013 Planning and Implementation 
RFA also includes <111 related EDGAR regu lntions reg<Jrding 
procurement standards. 

The monitoring te<Jm did not identify any specific 
procurement, bidding, or contracting issues at <Jny of the 

su_b~!~ntees ~()~i tored. .. .. . -· _ _ 
The 2012-13 Planning and Implementation subgrant 
applicat ion requires applicants to sign an assurance 

1 acknowledging that Federal regul<Jtions require grant 
: recipients to establish written standards pursuant to conflict 
· of interest. 

No conflicts of interest were observed at t he subgrantees 
monitored . 

. _ .. , -· - -··· ·-· · ·-
Appendix E in the 2012-2013 Planning and Implementation 
RFA states that when origin<JI or replacement equipment 
acquired under a gr<int or subgrant is no longer needed for 
the original project or program or for other activit ies current ly 

___ '. or previously supported by a Federal agency, disposftiOr)~ . 



,-- ·------·· 
the equipment will be made as follows: 

1. Items of equipment with a current per-unit fair 
market value of less than $5,000 may be retained, 
so ld, or otherwise disposed of with no further 
obligation to the awarding agency. 

2. Items of equipment with a current per unit fair 
market value in excess of $5,000 may be retained or 
sold and the awarding agency shall have a right to an 
amount calculated by mult iplying the current market 
value or proceeds from sale by the awarding agency's 
share of the equipment. 

3. In cases where a grantee or subgrantee fails to take 
appropriate disposition actions, the awarding agency 
may direct the grantee or subgrantee to take excess 
and disposition actions. 

No issues regarding the disposit ion of assets were identified 
while on site, though the monitoring team notes it did not 
visit any subgrantees that had closed or had otherwise had to 

------~J___ dispose of assets p~~~h..'.'.sed with subgrant funds. 
Sources: Quarterly Expenditure Reports; 2012-2013 RFA; 2012-13 Blank Application;2012-2013 Dissemination 
Subgrant RFA; 2010-2015 PCSGP QBR Review Desktop Manual; Quarterly Report 2 {RFAID 5091); Funding 
Handbook; lnterestearnedenc; RFA Kaplan Academy; Do Vinci GAN. 

California's 2010 CSP application l'cc.1ucsrcd a waiYer to allow planning and implementation subgrant 

funds to con:r pcr:.;onnel salaries in the first opcrnrional year of a school. E D appnwcd this waiver, 

in part, to permi t CD F. tO allow subgrnnrces m use implNm'J1/atio11 funds to cover personnel costs in 

(he short term . This waiYcr was granted contingcm upon the following : 

o Stare and loc:tl funds allocawc.l for personnel purposes arc nor immcdi:ucly :l\'ailable; 

~ Subgrnnrccs must cease using CSP fund :; to coyer personnel costs al the end of the first 

operational year o r as soon as sufficic:nc State and local funds allocatt~d for drnt purpose arc 

available (which<.:,·cr is sooner); and 

o Subgranrccs mus r repay Lo the CSP subgr:uu Lhe full amount of implcmc nmtio n funds used 

fo r personnel cosrs on or before the dace thar the charter school n.:ccivcs Srntc o r local fu nds 

for the second opcrnrional year. (Sec ,\ ppcndix 3: Cal[/omia OL'I 2010 11111im· /.:tier.) 

ED abo clarified drnt ~omc p ersonnel co!'LS arc alrcac.ly allowable under the gran t, including d10$c in 

the planning year associated with dc:;igning rhe educational program as well as those related to initial 

implementation of die charter :'chool. 

Subgrn n(ccs report subgcanr budget c'.\penditu rcs according Lo broad California accounting code::;. 

r:ach QBR breaks o ut personnel costs and other addirio nal expenditures fm: the gkcn reporting 

period. 1\ s described t•arlicr, each expcndirurc lisrcd on tht.: Q BR m ust be ,·crificc.I by the CSD 

consultant in order to be processed and :mbgrnnrccs arc rcc.1uircd ro submit source documemation 
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for each expen<litm·e. (ln some insmnccs, the QBRs pro,·idcd appeared to be incomplete because 

some expenditures were nol identified as reviewed and verified.) T he QHRs also include: a budget 

narrative for each accounting code which allows subgrnntccs ro provide a<ldirionnl dc:scriprion for 

each broad category of expenditures. 

Due to the: sheer number <>f subgrnntecs currently funded under California's 2010 CSP grant, the 

information in the table below is limited to the subgrnntees that the monitoring team \·isitcd or the 

sample Quarcerly Benchmark Reports (Ql3Rs) pwvided by the CSD during the rnonimring visir. 

The majority o f the QllRs proYided were fo r the implementation phase of funding. Only [\VO of the 

QBRs provided were for the p lanning phase . 

. table 3.3.b: USE OF GRANT FUNDS 

How di~ the grantee propose to use Is this an area Fin.dings: How did the grantee use the grant funds? 

· the grant funds in the approved of concern? 

l?!:!dget? 
Post-award planning and design of the 

educat ional program 

Refinement of the desired educational Oves 
----1 

Two subgrantees used planning funds for personnel 

program and of the methods for ~No needed in prep<iration for the opening of school. 
measuring progress toward those This included positions like a charter director, site 
results manager, and curriculum special ist. 

Professional development of teachers Oves There was no evidence from the QBRs provided that 

and other staff who w ill work in the 0No subgrantees used planning funds for te;icher 
charter school ~NA professional development. 

- .. --
Other: Potentially unallowable costs l2J Yes There were several instances where at least two 

0No subgrantees used planning funds for food-related 

costs, including teacher recruitment lunches and 
student "treats". 

Additionally, there were instances where at least 

two subgr<mtces used a substantial portion of 
planning funds to purchase instructiontil materials 
and computer equipment (allowable as 
implementation costs but not planning costs). 

l astly, for two subgrantees opernted by the same 
developer, there were numerous planning costs 
(related to inst ruc tional materials) that were listed 

- -.... .... -as split between the two school sites. 

Initial implementation of the charier 
school - ---
Informing the community about the Oves A very small portion of implementation funds were 

school ~ No used for marketing or recruitment activities. Only 
two subgr;intecs had expenditures relCJtcd to these 

.. efforts and those expenditures were rala~Jv.~l_y small. 

l;uiring necessary equipme~t and Oves Implementation funds were regularly assigned to 

ucation<:1 I materials and supplies ~-!;Jo equipment and material costs. This included 
. - - -··· -
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textbooks, instructional materials, science kits, 
classroom librari es, and other general supplies. It 
also included technology purchases such as student 
laptops or computers, laptop c<irts, iPads, 
Smartboards, projectors, document readers, and 
related software. 

Acquiring or developing curriculum Dves A fairly signi ficant portion of implementation 
materials (g] No expenditures was spent on teacher and 

administrator professional development. This 
included professional development provided over 
the summer {prior to opening) as well as initial 
professional development to develop curriculum or 
instructional ;:ipproaches. 

Other init ial operational costs that Oves There was a variety of relatively minor 
cannot be met from State or local (g]No implementat ion costs that could be categorized as 
sources other imp lementation costs. These included charter 

director activities prior to opening; governance 
board recruitment and training; fiscal management 
training and consulting; and implementation of t he 

-PCSGP-required external evaluation. 
Other: Personnel costs otherwise not 0Yes There was no evidence in the QBRs provided that 
covered by delays in State or local 0No subgrantees used implementation funds for general 
funding (must be reimbursed to grant [g] NA personnel costs. The majority of implementation-
after State or local funds are available). related personnel costs were for teacher 

professional development, curriculum 
development/ref inement, or substitute release 
time. 

Other: Potentially umillowable costs IX] Yes The QBRs provided included several potentially 

0No unallowable costs such as legal services and fees, 
insurance payments, and State chcirter association 
membership dues. Tilere WJS also one instance of a 
subgrantee bil ling (from implementation funds) for 
IT services that occurred ~uring the planning period. 

Dissomim:ition activities 

. ··-
Assisting other individuals with the 0Ycs Dissemination subgrants had not been awarded at 
planning and start-up of one or more 0 No the time of the monitoring visit. 
new public schools ~NA .. .. 

Dv~s 
. . - - ·-

Developing partnerships with other Dissemin<.1t ion subgrants had not been awarded at 
public schools 0No the t ime of the monitoring visit. 

r--- (g] NA -- . ... - -·· 
Developing curriculum materials, Dves DisseminJtion subgran<s had not been awarded at 
assessments, and other materials t h<1t 0No the time of the monitoring visit. 
promote incre<1scd student ~NA 
achievement 

1--- -- - .. 
LJ Yes 

. .. -·· --· . 
Conducting evaluations and developing Dissemination subgrants had not been ilwarded at 
m;:i terials that document the successful 0No the time of the monitoring visi t. 
practices fEJ NA - . 
Sources: QBRsfrom High Tech E/C?mentary, High Tech Middle, Celerity Sirius, Rocketship, Spring Creek, Kaplan 
Academy. -- -- -..,.., 
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Areas of Concern 
• Potential co-mingling of grnn c funds. Gram award documents for multiple subgrantees <lid 

not adequately distinguish :mbgrnnt foncfo rhar had been awarded from two separate CSP 

grams. (Sec 1 ndkator ·1 . .J for additional details.) 

o r\llowahle costs. T he CDF provides minimal guidance in the RE\ and related technical 

assistance \vebinars on allmvable costs. Additionally, d1e'e is c;,·idencc of a \'ariery of 

subgr:rntee expcnc.lin.irc~ that were reimbursed that may nor be a llowable. 

o Cash management system. The CD E releases planning and program design an<l 

implementation subgrnnl funds on a quarterly basis and cannot ensure that spm~ms arc in 

place to minimize rhe amoum of time elapsed between tmnsfer of funds from ED, 

dislrnrscmcnt from COE, and usage at the school site. 

Raring nnd Jusli ficarion: I - Grnmcc docs not m ecr rhc indicator. T he grantc<.: could not ensure that 
all CSP grnm funds were properly disbursed and account<.:d for. 

Recommendations: The grantee fftust strengrhcn its fiscal conrrol and fund accounting procedures 

relating ro rhc CSP funds - beyond retiuiring various assurances o f subgrantees - to ensure that 

subgrant funds are administe red and used in ways rbat are compliant wirh all Fcdernl regulations. 

Indicator 3.4: LEA DED UCTIONS. The State cnsui:cs that the I .EA docs not <lcc.luct funds for 
administmtin:'. expenses o' fees unless the eligible applicant enters voluntarily into an administratin: 
services Hrrnngcmcnt will\ the rclcYant l..E,\. 

Ob:;crrnrions: ln the 2009 monitoring report, the State parriallr 1ncr this indicator. T he pn:Yious 

monitoring ream was concerned rhat whi le rhc Srnrc provided rclarcxl guidance ro subgrnnrces on rhc 

ret1uiremcnt that administrnti,·e expenses or fees could only be c.lcducrcd if they were volumary and 

mutually agreed upon, it could nor emure that rhis pracrice did not occur. 

Clrn.m.:r school:; clccr lhcir status annually as direct funded or indirect funded. I ,.or direct funded 

charter schools, PCSC~P grnnt fun<.b go c.lirccrly from the county rrcasurcr to rhc school. The LL\ 

docs noc h;we the ability co access chcsc funds. l lowever, suhgrant funds for incJirccr funded charter 

school:-! arc fun neled through rhe L E,\ (opcrnting as the fiscal agt:m). When reviewing subgrnn r 

budgets, rhc CS!) looks fnr any indirect costs. l n instances where a subgrant budget include" indirccr 

costs, the CSD instructs the suhgrnnrce to remove rh<.:sc costs from rh<.: subgrant budge t. 

The CSD was unaware of nny issues 011 this mau cr; 110,vc\-cr, unlike in the pas t inoni r.or.i ng, the CSD 

did nor proride cvi<.k nc<.: of g11idancc or technica l assi$rallcc to subgrnntces o r l .EAs on this matter. 

,\ review of rhc 2012- 13 RF:\ and related guidance, as well as the clrnrrcr school stali.1s clecrion 

:-:111ycy form, did nor identify any rncnti.on of adminisr.rnrh·c fct.: s wirhdrnwn from ::;ubg rnnts and the 

1-ct1uirc111cnt thar any :-;ucl1 t'ees be Yoluntary antl rnurually agreed upon bet\vecn the charccr :->chool 

and rhe LF·'.A. 
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. Table 3.4: LEA DEDUCTIONS 

SEA efforts to ensure LEA deductions 
are appropriate 

Efforts to inform LEAs and subgrantees 
regarding the LEA's ability to deduct 
administrative expenses or fees: As 
stated in California's approved grant 
application, charter schools annually 
elect to be direct or locally funded. 
Direct funded charter schools receive all 
funds directly from the State. Locally 
funded charter schools receive funds 
through the LEA. 

··- - -
Efforts to ensure any deductions are 

I mutuillly agreed upon and voluntary: 
Gr<Jnt applicat ion did not specify. 

Efforts to Identify and resolve concerns 
related to LEA deductions from grant 
funds: Gr<int application did not specify. 

Is this an Findings: What actions does the SEA take in each of 
area of these areas to ensure any LEA deductions are 
concern? appropriate? 

~ 

• 

(gJ Yes 

QNo 

j Charter schools annually elect to be either direct funded 
or to use their local LEA as a fiscal agent. The CSD keeps 
t rack of these annual elections via an annual charter 
survey that it administers. Direct funded charter schools 
receive all funding directly from the State via the 
relevant county treasurer. 

Neither the RFA nor related guidance includes 
information about an LEA's ability to deduct 
administrative expenses or fees (or the requirement for 
such an arrangement to be voluntary and mutually 
agree<l upon). Indirect fees present in subgrant budgets 
are removed during t he budget review process. 

However, the CSD does not provide guidance to LEAs 
about administrative expenses related to the CSP 
subgrant. 
Neither the RFA nor related guidance includes 
information about an LEA's ability to deduct 
administrative expenses or fees (or the requirement for 

· such an arrangement to be voluntary and mutually 
agreed upon). Nor does the CSD provide guidance to 
LEAs about admfnfstrative fees pulled from PCSGP 
grants. 

During site visits the monitoring team discussed foes 
being paid to LEAS and did not find any schools reporting 

. fees other thnn Special Education encroachment as 
' outlined in SELPJ\/CHELPA MOUs and fees on State 

funding as allowed under California .?. .~~-te_la_w_. ____ _ 
The COE had not been informed of ony instances where 
an LEA had deducted funds from a CSP subgrant. 
Subgrnntees did not report concerns or issues on this 
matter. 

1---- ---·· -· ···--- ----
Sources: 2012-13 Blank PCSGP RFA; 2012-13 Guidance Provided to Subgrant Applicants 1; 2012·13 Guidance 
Provided to Subgmnt Applicants 2; Annual Charter School Status Election Survey Form. 

Areas of Concern 
ll In forming :.-ub~rnntccs nnd_l .J :'.:\s ahouu\dminisrrntin~ fee:-. Under the c.:urrcnc gra nt, the 

CDE has not in formed subgrancees or T.F.As of l'C(jUiremcms rhat administrnrivc fee$ 

deducted from CSP ~ubgranrs be ,·o lunrary or nrntuall~· agreed upon. 
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• Ensuring deduction::: nrc voluntary and murually agreed upon . The State is unable to 

demonstrate thar it ensures that an~' deducrions of administrative fees from CSP subgrancs 

are voluntarily and murually agreed upon. 

Rating and Justification: 2 - (7rantcc partially mcers the indicator. \Vhilc the monit01ing team did 

not unco\·er specific instances of violations in this area, the grantee did nor provide evidence of 

guidance to subgrantees and is also unable to ensure that LE;\:; are a\v:trc of and abiding by 

reqi1iremems that any administrative fees deducted from the CSP subgrant be voluntary and 

mumnlly agreed upon. 

Recommendations: The grantee needs to inform and monitor charter schools and LE As regarding 

restrictions and permissible circumstances for dcduclions of administrative fees from CSP 

subgrants. 

Indicator 3.5: TRANSFE R OF STUDENT RECORDS. T he SFA ensures that a student's 
records and, if applicable, individualized edl1cacion program accompany che student's transfer to or 
from a charter school in ~1ccordancc with Federal and State law. 

Observations: ln the 2009 rno nitoring report., che State partially met the conditions of this indicator. 

The p rc,•ious monitoring ream was concc.;rned rhar while the State had srntutory requirements 

regarding r.hc rrnnsfcr of studcnr records, it could not demonstrarc rhat it ensured srudcnc records 

were appropriately transfcrn.:d ro or from charter schools. 

;\s of .Janua1y l, ~O 13, California F.<lucalion Code 49068 rc<1uires thar student records be trnmferrc.:c.l 

within 10 school days of a re(1ucst. (Prc\'iously, rhc F.ducation Code did nor stipulate a time period.) 

;\c.l<litionc'llly, clrnrter schools that clcc:1· to (Cj)Ort their own pcrfonn:1ncc data (independent from the 

LEi\) hm-c access to and arc required to use CAI.PADS m keep track of pupil <lam. C.-\LPADS 

includes program information for each :> tucknr bur is nor equivalent to :1 srudenr's permanent record 

or cumulative file. 

Subgrantccs Yisircd reported common issl!C:' transferring student records (e.g., LE1\ s withholding 

pennancnt records or cLtmula ti \'e files until studeru fees were paitQ. However, sLtbgrnnrees noted 

rhat rhcsc [:;sues were not cxclusin~ ro charter schools and that traditional public schools 

experienced thcrn as well. 

Table 3.S: TRANSFER OF SrUDENT RECORDS 

SEA efforts to ensure timely transfer of 
student records 

Efforts to inform LEAs and charter schools 
about their responsibilities to transfer 
student records, including IEPs: Gran t 

Chmkr School.r Pl'IJgm/)/ 

Is this an Findings: What actions does the SEA take in each of these 
area of areas to ensure that student records accompany the 
concern? student's transfer to or from a charter school? 

0Yes 
~No 

80 

Since 2010, all charter schools that h <lve elected to report 
their own d<ita and LEAs are required to use CALPADS to 
maint<iin and report student pupil data. CALPADS includes . - . 
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I 

·-··-· 

I 
application did not specify. program information for each student such as participat ion 

in Gifted and Talented Education or Free and Reduced 
Priced Meals. CALPADS also provides pupil enrollment 
history. However, CALPADS data is not equivalent to a 
student's permanent record or cumulative file. 

As of January 1, 2013, Education Code 49068 requires 
schools to t ransfer permanent records within 10 school 
days of when a request is received. The monitoring t eam 
did not see evidence of any communicat ion from CSD to 
charter schools specific to the enactment of this law. 

Efforts to ensure student records, O ves i Quarterly Benchmark Reports require subgrantees to 
including IEPs, are transferred according ~No describe, under Prompt 4, any occurrences of records 
to State laws and guidelines: Grant transfer and the timeframe and method of the transfer . 
applfcation did not specify. QBRs are reviewed as part o f the desk monitoring. Staff 

Interviewed by the monitoring team reported t hat they had 
never seen problems reported on a subgrantee's QBR. 

Subgrantees visited reported that at times it was difficult to 
collect student records. Staff at one site described that if 
records were not received after several requests they would 
drive over to the other school and personally retrieve t hem, 
waiting in the office as look as it took. However, 
respondents felt that any difficult ies with records transfer 
were not specific to chart er schools and indicat ed handling 

·- them on their own rather than report ing t hem on the QBR. 
Efforts to intervene In t ransfer of student Oves The CSD was unaware of any issues charter schools have 
records, including lEPs, when records are ~No i had t ransferring student records and, thus, has not got ten 
not received: Grant applicat ion did not l involved In records transfer matters between charter 
speci fy. schools and LEAs. 
Sources: Records Transfer and CALPADS; Records Transfer and QBR; Records Transfer and State law narrative. 

Rnting ... a1.l.<i,Jl1stific:uion: 3 - Grantee fully meets che indicator. Stare P..ducat.ion Code regarding 

records rrnn:;fcrs hn:; recently been strengthened and the CSD rcgul:tdy colkcrs in formation from 

subgrnnrccs abour record$ trans fer occurrences. Ndchcr the CSD nor subgmnrecs reported 

:;ignificant issues in this n.rcn . 

.!!~commcmhuions: None. 

In<licator 3.6: RECORDKE E P IN G . 1\ll fi nancial and pmgrammaric rcwr<ls, supporting 
<locumcms, :;mtiscic:1l records, and other records of grnntt•t•s ~111d subgra m ccs rdatcc.1 to rhc CSP 
gr.int furn.I~ arc mainrnincd and ret:linc<l for gram mo nimring and ~udit purposes. 

( )l)sen·:11ions: Ln the 2009 monitoring, rhc State fully met rhc conditions of 1hi:.; indicator . 

. \ c rhc rimt' of the 21) 13 mo nitoring visit, the CSD hnd the follo\\·ing documt:n~ rdacc<l ro the C.SP 

gram: 20 10 CS P grnn1 application; grant award 1w ri fi rn1io ns; information on G.1 balances; 

corresponden<.:<.: with 1 ~ 1) program officer; the 2009 Cali fo rnia CSP moni LOring repon; ~O 10 and 
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'.W 11 annual performance reports submitted to F.D; current non-regulatory guidance; and the final 

performance report for r.he 2007 gram. The CSD file also included a n1ric1:y of implcmcntation­

rclatcd documents such ns the RL-\ versions used under the 2010 grant, information on the 

dissemination subgrant, waiyc1· requests from subgranrecs, reviews of applicant appeals, and 

subgram application external rcYiC\VS from the first two years of the grant. HoweYer, rhe monitoring 

team observed that requesrc<l informarion was often in the possession of mulciple srnff members 

who maint.'lincd files with parti.'ll in formation, such that some documentation was nor immediately 

:wailablc. 

The CSD's subgranccc files included the following documenrs: PCSGP applicmion :;creening 

check.list; subgrant applications with original signarmes; peer reviewer scores and comments; and 

correspondence between the subgrantec and the CD£. Desk monitoring in~Humems were kept 

clcccronically or as hard copy. 

Table 3.6: RECORD KEEPING 
EDGAR regulations require grantees to ls this an Findings: How does the grantee maintain and 
maintain: area of retain its grant records? 

concern? 
Recordkeeping system and practices ~Yes The COE grant file included ail necessary documents. 

0No However, data were often held in t he files of 
numerous staff members and particularly relevant 
correspondence was not readily available to the 
monitoring team. 

Subgrantee files included applications, notes from 
peer reviewers, QBRs, Comprehensive Phase 
Reports and Administrat ive Reports. Files are 
elect ronic as well as hard copy. 

Records retention policy and practices Oves The CSD retains records according to State <lnd 

~ No Federal requirements. 

The 2012-13 subgrant application requires 
applicants to sign an assurance that they will ret<1in 
auditable records for five years following the grant 
closing date. I Sources: 2012-13 Blank PCSGP RFA; CSD CSP 2010 Grant File; electronic and paper subgrantfiles at CSD and at 

subgrantee sites. 

Areas of Concern 

:> Rccordkcc:pin!;I: Sy!\tcms and Practic<.:s. The monitoring team obscrYcd rhac program darn 
were often held in rhc file::; of numerous staff members who maintained fi les wirh pnrtinl 

informmion , :;uch that some docurT1emation ncccs~ary for 1nonitoring was nor immcdiarcly 

available. 
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Rating and Justification: 2 - G rantee partially meets the irnfa.:ator. CDE grant and subgrant<.:e files 

appea red ro be complct<.: and the CDE has records retentio n policies; howeYcr, CSD's systems 

appeared to make it di fficult co retrieve prompdy key inform ation necessary for monitoring. 

Recommrndarion$: The grantee musl take the necessary steps tO improve it::: rccord keeping systcrn 

and practices such that !Ill CSP records arc readily available for gmnr monitoring and audit purposes. 
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VI. LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVfEWED ._ 
. . . . ' . . " . . , ' ' . 

California Department of E<lucarion Re(1uesr for .\pplications Public Charter Schools Grant 

Program 2012-13 Planning an<l Implementation Ciranrs, Revised October 9, 2011 

California Department of E<lucation Re()tH~St for ;\pplicatiom Public Charter Schools Grant 

Program 2012· 13 Dissemination Sub-Grants 

'.W12-13 Letter Announcing 2012 Competition 

Subgrnnr applications from all schools visited by the monitoring team 

Subgrnnr applications from ;\rts in Action, Capirol Collegiate 1\cadcmy, Ivy Tech \\'iklflower Open 

Cla::;~;n.>om K-8 Charter School, Valley I .ifr Charter School, ,\lmond ,\crcs Charter Academy, 

Intellectual Virtues 1\cadcmr, Golden Lake::; Charter School, t\lagnolia Science Academy, Ri\'er 

Island~ Technology Academy, Alpha Middle School (two RL\s), J\fagnolia Science :\cadcmy Sama 

Clam, Coleman Tech, Oxford Prcparnrory, Siker Oak High School South Ornngc 

California 2010-201 l .-\nnual Performance Report 

Califrm1ia 2011-2012 ,\nnual Performance Report 

PCSG P Sub-granrces by Region 

PCSCiP Region 1\fap 

Grants by Region 

t\nnual l nformarion Sllrvcy 

Public Charter Schools (~ram Program Tmplcmcmarion (~rant Status Report 

Quarterly Report 2 (RFAID 5091) 

(2 uartcrly I -',;;:pcndi turc Rep on:; 

QB Rs from I Iigh Tech Elementary, Iligh Tech f\liddlc, Ccleriry Sirius, Rockctship, Spring Creek, 

Kaplan 1\cadcmy 

,\nnual ComprchemiYc Phnsc Report 

2010-2015 PCSGP <~BR D<.·skrop i\fanual 

PCSGP Site L\lonitoring High LcYcl Timclim: - 2012-13 Implementation Y car 
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C:h:1m :r Schools D evelopm cnr Center Conference P n.:scn tarion on Public Charter Schools G rant 

Program and Dissemination Sub-Gram Powerl'oint 

http:/ /www.cdc.ca .go\·/ ~g/aa/pa/papap;chedule.asp 

http:/ I w\vw.cdc.ca.gov / fg/ aa/ pa/ pc:nsc:cim cr12.asp 

2012-2013 PCSGP fo nding profile 

2012- 13 CCSS. \ confc:n.:nce PCGSCP listing 

2012 C harter Scho ols Funding \Vebpage index 

21)'12-'13 Not· 2012 CSDC PCSG P and Dissemination Slides 

20 11-12 PCSCl' CCSA slides Feb '.?.O 12 

20 12-13 Consolidarcd :\ pplication 

New chan:er school message 

LTR re Field o n t\sscssmcnc CALPADs 

Funding I l:i ndbook 

I n tcrcstcarncdcnc 

20 12- 13 (;uida11cc Provided to Subgram :\pplicam:: I 

20 12-B Guidance Provided to Subgrant Applicants 2 

:\nnunl C hancr School Status Ekcrion Survey h wn 

Re.cord~ Trnnsfrr and C \LP,\DS 

Records Transfer an<l QBR 

Records Transfer and Sratc I .nw Narrative 

CSD CSP 2010 Grant l-"ilc 

Electronic ~u tc.I paper :;ubgrnnt file~ at CSD and at subgranrcc l'itcs 

CCS;\ Accot11mbility Scory 20 l3 

CCS1\ Porrrnit o f che j\ {ovcmcnr Rcpon, Fcbntary 20 12 

D:i\'inci G:\N 
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VII. APPENDICES 

.-\ppcndix I: CCSi:\ :\ccountabilicy Srory 2013 

Appendix 2: CCSc\ Portrait of the l\fovcmcnt Repon, Febrnary 2012 

Appendix 3: (alifornia October 2010 \\!nin:r Lcrrer 

.-\ ppcndix 4: FY 11 PCSP Reviewers Cohort 1 and FY l2 PCSP Reviewers Cohort 3 

:\ppcnclix 5: California Waiver memo (College-Rc:i.dy Academy High School # 1.1) dared i\fay '12, 

2012. and California wai,'er ktrcr (three schools) dated ivfar 23, 2011 

Appendix 6: Enactmcnc of Senate Bill l 290 

Appendix 7: California Charter School::: Draft l\lonito1ing Rcporr - Gmnrcc Review 

- - ------ - - ··----------
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SEA Annual Performance Review 

Objectives: Substantial Progress towards Meeting Goals and Objectives 

Grantee Monitoring and Check-In 

PR Award Number: 

Grantee: 

Date Reviewed: 

Entity Risk Review 

Date Report Received: 

Relevant findings, if any, and steps to be taken: 

Did the grantee have an A-133 audit? If so, what was the date of the audit and what were the findings? 

o Are there any findings related to grants management? 

o If yes, have we followed up on how it will not affect CSP funds? 

o Are there any findings related to the CSP? 

o If yes, how h<1ve they been (or how will they be) resolved? What is the grantee doing to 

avoid in the future? 

011 Risk Review 

D;:ite Evaluated: 

Please summarize any Yellow or Red findings: 

1 



APR Elements Response Elements for Follow-Up 

COVER SHEET 

Is the cover sheet complete and 

accurate? 

Will later performance data be 

submitted? 

--If so, when will it be available? 

Has the signed cover sheet 

been submitted? 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Was an updated summary 

included? 

PROJECT STATUS CHART SECTION A (Objectives and Measures) 

The current number of charter 

schools operating in the State. 

{This should represent the 

number of charter schools 

opened with current CSP grant 

funds} (GPRA) 

·-·-'"''* . ---·-...-··---·· ... ·--··· .. --····-- -·· -···-··--··· 
Percent of fourth-and-eighth 

grade Charter School students 

current performance on State 

Examinations in Math (GPRA) 

----
Percent of fourth-and-eighth 

grade Charter School students 

current performance on State 

Examinations in Reading 

(GPRA) 

·-- ..... ·-
Additional students 

served/number of se;:its created 

(if included) 

- ... -·--· -
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Were all of the grantee's CSP 

Application Objectives and 

Measures included? 

Were all grantee measures 

met? If not, which? 

Has the grantee provided a plan 

to meet any unmet measures? 

Has the grantee provided Yes: -- Date submitted: 

responses to all of their 

performance measures from 

last year? 

Has all available data been Yes: -- Program Officer Signature: Date: 

provided by July 12. 2013? 
No: --

Is an explanation provided for Yes: -- Ex[!ected date to receive Data: 

data not yet available? 
No: --

PROJECT STATUS CHART SECTION B (Budget) 

GS Balance (as of May 3, 2013) 

.. -
Is detailed information provided 

on expended funds? 

-----· .. ··--·-·"'··---· 
Is there a reconciliation of 

expended funds and the May 3, 

2013 GS balance? 

. . - -
Is detailed information provided 

on anticipated fund 

expenditures for the remainder 

of the budget period? 

-·-------··· ·----- ... --···o.··---·-·--·-······-· 
Are there any questionable, or unallowable, costs requiring follow-up? 

Q Are administrative costs within 5%? If they are not, does the grantee indicate how they will be 
·-·-
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brought within 5% of the total grant award? 

• Are dissemination sub-grants no more than 10%? 

Is Information provided on 
Obliga ted Funds? 
(Data Collection Forms) 

Are any carryover funds 
anticipated? 

• Unobligated Amount : 
0 Obligated Amount: 

0 Forward Funding Amount: 

·-
Did the grantee indicate any 

changes to the budget for the 

current or upcoming year? 

.. --· ·- . , 

Is t he grantee asking for a 

Supplement or asking for a 

lesser amount of Continuation 

Funding than slated to receive 

according to their GAN? 

.. .... . ·-· ---
Are matching funds provided, if 

applicable? 

-- .... . ·- .... -· ·· . ··-·-
Is the indirect cost rate still valid 
(i f applicable)? ---- ............ ____ 

Did SEA provide 
documenta tion? 

-- . - .. . 

4 



PROJECT STATUS CHART SECTION C {Additional Information) 

Did the grantee provide an 

update on their pipeline of 

schools to open? 

(Enter chart of subgrantee funding, if necessary) 

(Enter chart showing planned pipeline - either from the application or based on subsequent cuts) 

{Enter actual pipeline data from the APR) 

Charter Schools approved/opened during the current budget period? 

Charter school projections for t he upcoming year? 

Any noted extenuat ing circumstances? 

(Enter proposed cuts and rationale) 

ADDITIONAi. INFORMATION PROVIDED BY GRANTEE 

Topic Highlights and/or Actions need~d 

Eva luation: 

1----------- -1-·--- - ---- ---------- ·- ··---------1-
Competit ive Priorities: 

1---------------- --- - ---·------------- -----------•-··· 
[insert additional topics as 
needed] 

,___._ ___________ __._ ______________________ __, __ _ 

5 



Monitoring Indicator Updates 

Topics Was an update on their monitoring activities noted? 

_Yes - No 

Sub-grantee Monitoring Closure 

Authorizer Monitoring 

Implementation/Evidence 

OIG Corrective Action updates (when applicable) 

Issue Please note anything that should be updated in their corrective 

actions. 

Other: 

'--· ---·---. 
€ All necessary and available information provided by July 12, 2013 has been reviewed and 

captured in this form. 

Program Officer Signature: 

Date Completed: 

,_,.,. 

6 



Action Item Documents - A02-L0002/2/2 [AARTS] Page 1 of2 

A Action Item Documents - Recommendation A02~L0002/2/2 

0m · A02·L0002121212 ~ 
oc Name Comments Upload Date of Options 

Date Document 

A2ril 23 - SEA PD Erin Pfeltz SEA PD Meeting Agenda, including agenda 09/25/14 04/23/13 NIA 
agenda FINAL.doc item for a workshop on subgrantee monitoring 08:44AM 

and closure policies. 

Emerging Issues Erin Pfeltz Presentation from 2013 SEA PD Meeting, 09/25/14 04/23/13 NIA 
Slides.ppt including slides covering authorizer monitoring. 08:45AM 

Disposition. docx Erin Pfeltz Subgranlee monitoring and closure workshop 09/25/14 04/23/13 NIA 
materials: disposition. 08:49AM 

Monitoring and Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop 09/25/14 04/23/13 NIA 
Tracking.docx materials: monitoring and tracking. 08:50AM 

Performance Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop: 09/25/14 04/23/13 NIA 
Assessment.d ocx performance assessment. 08:51 AM 

CSP and AQQlication Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop: 09/25/14 04/23113 NIA 
Fideli!y.docx applicaton fidelity. 08:52AM 

Administrative and Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop: 09/25/14 04/23113 NIA 
Fiscal fiscal responsibility. 08:53AM 
Res12onsibilities.docx 

Action Item - A02-L0002/212/3 

Document Name Staff Comments Upload Date of Options 
Date Document 

Authorizer Monitoring Erin Pfeltz Email requesting all SEA grantees to submit 09/25/14 09/08/13 NIA 
Plans - submit b:t authorizer monitoring plans by September 30, 08:37 AM 
SeQtember 30 2013. 
2013.msg 

US Oei;?artment of Erin Pfeltz Email sent to all SEA grantees requesting 09/25/14 09/06/13 N/A 
Education Charter submission of authorizer monitoring plans by 08:39AM 
Schools Program - September 30. 2013. 
SEA Authorizer 
Monitoring Plans.msg 

CSP Subgrantee Erin Pfeltz Email to all SEA directors requesting 09/25/14 12/03/12 NIA 
Monitoring and subgrantee and closure monitoring plans by 08:40AM 
Closure Januaiy 15. 2013. 
Procedures.ms9 

Action Item - A02-L0002/2/2/4 

Document Name Staff Comments Upload Date of Options 
Date Document 

Revised SEA Erin Pfeltz SEA monitoring handbook for 2013 monitoring, 09/25114 01102113 NIA 
Monitoring Handbook showing review of SEA practices for monitoring 08:56AM 
010213.pdf subgrantees and charter authorizers. 

CA CSP Monitoring Erin Pfeltz CA monitoring report, finalized 913012013. 09125114 09130/13 NIA 
ReQort Segtember 08:S8AM 
2013.Qdf 

http://connected2.ed.gov/aarts/index.cfm?fuseaction=internal_ audit.finding.recommend&... 12/ 15/2014 



Action Item Documents - A02-L0002/2/2 [AARTSJ 

Action Item • A02-L0002121215 

Document Name Staff Comments Upload Date of Options 
Date Document 

Revised SEA NPP Erin Pfeltz Draft SEA NPP includes a selection criterion 10/30/14 10/30/14 N/A 
103014.docx "Oversight of Authorized Public Chartering 02:25 PM 

Agencies" that will make the quality of the plan 
to monitor, evaluate, assist, and hold 
accountable authorizers part of the 
competition. The Selection Criterion "Project 
Design" covers subgrantee monitoring. 

Page 2 of2 

http://cormected2.ed.gov/aarts/index.cfm?fuseaction=internal_audit.finding.recomrnend&... 12/1 5/20l4 



2013 Meeting of Project Directors 
State Education Agency Grants - Charter Schools Program 

DRAFT 

7: I Sam - 8:30am 

7:30am- 8:30am 

8:30am - 9:00 a.m. 

9:00am - 9:30am 

9:30am - I 0:30a.rn 

10:30am- 10:40am 

I 0:40am -- I 2:00pm 

I 2:00prn - I :OOpm 

I :OOpm - 2:00pm 

2:00-2:30 p.m. 

2:30 - 3: I 5pm 

Tuesdav, April 23, 2013 

U.S. Department of Education 
LBJ Auditorium 

400 Maryland Ave, SW 
Washington, DC 20202 

Registration Open 

Brown Bag Round Table: Bring your breakfast and ask CSP Staff 
(OPTIONAL) 

o Stefan Huh, Director, CSP, U.S. Department of Ed 
• Erin Pfeltz, Program Manager, CSP, U.S. Department of Ed 
Q Leslie Hankerson, Program Officer, CSP, U.S. Department of Ed 
o Kathryn Mcclcy, Program Officer, CSP, U.S. Department of Ed 

ED Leadership Welcome 
Jim Shelton, Assistant Deputy Secretary, 011, U.S. Department of Ed 

CSP Staff and Grantee Introductions 

Overview of the Federal Charter Schools Program 
Stefan Huh, Director, CSP, U.S. Department of Ed 

Break 

Charter Schools Program: Emerging Issues 
Stefan Huh, Erin Pfeltz, Kale Meeley, Adam Miller, Margaret 
McMurray 

~ A New Competition 
., The Office or Inspector General 
o Dissemination: Statewide and lhrough subgranting 
o Measuring Performance 

Lunch (on own) 

Education Ucform: Charter Schools as Drivers of Innovation aud 
Reform iu States & District.\' 

Su1Jporting Students with Disabilities in the Charter School Arena 
John DiPaolo, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy, Office of Civil 
Rights 
Ruth Ryder, Deputy Director, Office of Special Education Programs 

CSP Monitoring: Lessons ieamed, best practices, expectations and 
corrective action plans. 
o WcstEd 



3: lS- 3:30 p.m. 

Expanding I-Iigh-Quality Charter Schools: 
PoJicies and Practices to Strengthen the Sector 

ACCOUNTABILITY SUMMIT 
• CSP Staff 

Break 

3:30pm - 5: 15pm Workshop: Subgrantee l\1onitoring and Closure Policies 

5: 15- 5:30 p.m. WrapUp Q&A 

2 
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• Next SE.A~ Gra:n.t Con1.petitior"l: FY2015 
• Anticip· .ate 40 eliP-lible anolican.t s (a.ssL1ming no NCEs) 

0 lL J.. 

• Previous Notice Inviting Applicants: FY 2011 

• What should the De1oartment take into consideration as 
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• What cotU1ld be iTL'111proved or eliminated to strengthen 
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• Released in Septernber 2012 
J. 

• ~vvebinar held in Deceober available at 

• I<ey findings and reco1nmendations: 

• Subgrantee f\1£onitoring Practices 

• Closure Policies 

• Authorizer Monitoring 
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p reclude tk1e :rnonito?ing of authorizers by an SEA, 'vhat 

efforts coiild b e made t o m eet the authorizer n1o:n itorinp 
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• Given tli'le 01G report~ wliat additio:n.al focuses should the 

Depairtmer.rlt tal<e to ir.apr ove our adm in istration and support 
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effo?ts cou1dl be :n1ade to Ineet the authorizer monitoring 
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• What ba:rrlie:rs eJ-s::ist that would hinder an1 SEA from 
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language around a.uth.or:iz:b.'1.g? 
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Is this still related specifically to authorizer monitoring? if so, could we add something more specific? If not, let's take away the 
second line of the heading. 

(I moved this to a second slide j ust for spacing issues, but realized it might be a slightly different question as well). 



.. ·': ~: ~ . .. -:· . . 

Dissemination Application Requirement EPl 

Describe bow the SEA will disseminate best or promisin9 practices ef charter 

schools to each LEA in the State 

Dissemination Subgrants 



You might want to format this differently - but since it sounds like a lot of grantees forgot about this entirely, I thought it might 
make sense to provide the frame for the next two questions. 
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• W hat is the a1riticipated impact of your Dissemination projects, 
., l . 1 1 1 1_ b . ? botn. statevv1Cle ana tnrougn SUi granting. 

• \Nhat is the m ost significar1t barrier to achieving im pact ? 

W l i ';'\ l ' l . l . . . • ~at can tne Ueoartment co to he1n vou In your a1ssem1nat1on 
l i .I 

efforts? 



• \!\That are the m ajor issues you face currently with project 

measures? 

• Are there any lzind of project m easures that the Department 

h 1 , l 1 · l 

s ou1Ci star1d.ar a 1ze r 

• Vlhat are the largest barriers now with regard to r eporting your 
r p. nA an d~ pro.:e.,...."'- me~sures? '-X I'- :... _ J j ~ L - - a . 

• Ho~n car1 the Deuartment help? 
~ A 

e 



Tooic Area 

: Does the SEA have procedures for 

how to dispose of Federal assets? 

DISPOSITION 

Highlighted Practices 

Ml: Windup and Dissolution procedures, Detailed closure procedures guide complete with steps, actions, responsible party, and 

status 

M l: PSA Openings/Status Changes, Closure Procedures Checklist. 

WI, p.1-3: The SEA contacts closing charter schools by sending them a letter with procedures for the disposition of Federal assets . 

: LA, p.1, 24: The SEA provides the school with a checklist which includes information on procedures for disposition of Federal 

assets. 

GA, pp.6-7: The SEA provides the closing school with a checklist of tasks to accomplish in the closure process, including the 

distribution of all assets. 

OH, pp.3-8: The SEA provides the closing school and its authorizer with a checklist of what must be done during the closure 

i process, including the disposition of Federal assets. 

Does the SEA have a process for NY, Closing Procedures Guide and Checklist of NYS Charter Schools Authorized by the Board of Regents, pp. 6-21: The closing 

the disposition, including school checklist includes people responsible and timelines for the creation of a disposition plan and for the disposition of assets. 
timelines and responsibilities? 

Does t he SEA collect 

documentation on how and 

where assets were disposed? 

Does t he SEA have procedures 

to resolve monitoring fir.dings? 

FL, p. 1: The SEA uses a detailed timeline and process for reaching out and disseminating information to closing schools. 

M l: Windup and Dissolution procedures, Collection of receipts documenting disposal of assets 

CO, Memo, pp. 2-3: Final Grant Report after closure with high level of detail on assets and their disposition 

NM, p. 114: A final inventory of assets with their end location is submitted to the SEA. 

CO, pp. 1-8: The state has defined steps to resolve monitor findings and ensure the integrity of CSP funds. 

NY, p. 6: Corrective action plans are deta iled and include responsible parties and timelines. 

Fl, Monitoring protocol, pp.5-6: Corrective actions noted on the monitoring rubric must be addressed within a specified time period 

i (14 days}, unless otherwise noted. 
! 

GA, p.2: The SEA's Grants Coordinator monitors implementation of corrective actions identified pursuant to site visits. 



Monitoring and Tracking 

Topic Area 1 Highlighted Practices 
I 

! 
Qualified monitors? 

Internal and External Monitors? MA, Charter School Accountability Guide, pp. 7-8: Site visit teams include SEA Charter School Office staff as well as external 

i experts from the community. 

; Collect and Retain Documentation? 

Track Closed charter Schools? Ml: Master document that includes closures maintained and shared publicly. 

TX, p. 1: State has a system for tracking the status of each charter school in the State. 

NY, Oversight and Monitoring of the Charter Schools Program's Planning and Implementation Grants to Meet Grant Goals and 

Objectives, p. 9: The State maintains a database of closed schools and makes that information publicly available on the 

internet. 

Procedures to identify which closed FL, p.1: A CSP Grant Tracking System that will identify subgrantees who are closing. 

schools received CSP funds? 
I 

Have a process to contact closed Ml: PSA Openings/Siatus Changes, Closure Procedures Checklist. 

; schools to provide procedures for 
WI, p.1-3: The SEA contacts closing charter schools by sending them a letter with procedures for the disposition of Federal disposition of Federal assets, where 

applicable? 
' 

assets. 

LA, p.l, 24: The SEA provides the school with a checklist which includes information on procedures for disposition of Federal 

! assets. 

! 
NY, Closing Procedures Guide and Checklist of NYS Charter Schools Authorized by the Board of Regents, p. 16: The SEA 

provides closing schools w ith a checklist for t he closure process, which includes addressing the disposition of Federa l assets. 
: 

FL, p.1: The SEA uses a detailed t imeline and process for reaching out and disseminating information to closing schools. 

GA, pp.6-7: The SEA provides the closing school with a checklist of tasks to accomplish in the closure process, including the 

distribution of all assets . 

. OH, pp.3-8: The SEA provides the closing school and its authorizer with a checklist of what must be done during the closure 

I 
process, including the disposition of Federal assets. 

' 



Does the SEA have z staridard 

monitoring process for ~II 

grantees? 

Process should cover : 

· ., Programmatic/performance 

review 

° Fiscal review 

Does the SEA ;>Ian to monitor 

every subgrantee? 

Monitoring and Tracking 

CO, pp.1-8: The State has a multi-part plan and schedule for subgrantee monitoring and uses multiple monitoring methods. 

DC: CSP Handbook Monitoring Guidance_Revised Jan 13, pp. 3-4, OSEE's program of monitoring is regula r and uses several 

~ methods. 
! 

DC, CSP Handbook Monitoring Guidance p. 4, OSSE requires that all subgrantees not scheduled for an on-site monitoring visit 

: participate in a desktop monitoring review. 

FL, Monitoring Protocol, pp.1-4: Subgrantees are selected for on-site monitoring using a series of risk-based factors. The SEA is 

in the process of developing a formal risk-assessment tool. Every subgrantee receives regular desk monitoring. 50 percent of 

· subgrantees receive on-site monitoring as well. 



Performance Assessment 

Tocic Area Highlighted Practices 

i 
I 

Quality Authorizing Practices MN, CSP site monitoring results communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp. 

1-14: The monitoring protocol is comprehensive and based on CSP statute, regulations, and non-

regulatory guidance. 

SC, p. 1-5: The SEA has a thorough monitoring protocol that covers areas defined by the SEA as 

I well as additional areas defined in WestEd's monitoring, and includes guiding questions and 

prompts for evidence and follow-up action. 

Flexibility and Autonomy MN, CSP site monitoring results communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp. 

1-14: The monitoring protocol is comprehensive and based on CSP statute, regulations, and non-

regulatory guidance. 

SC, p. 1-5: The SEA has a thorough monitoring protocol that covers areas defined by the SEA as 
! i well as addit ional areas defined in WestEd's monitoring, and includes guiding questions and 

I 

' prompts for evidence and follow-up action. 

Monitors Achievement of Application Objectives MN, CSP site monitoring results communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp. 

1-14: The monitoring protocol is comprehensive and based on CSP statute, regulations, and non-

regulatory guidance. 

SC, p. 1-5: The SEA has a thorough monitoring protocol that covers areas defined by the SEA as 
: I well as addit ional areas defined in WestEd's monitoring, and includes guiding quest ions and 

/ prompts for evidence and follow-up action. 
I 



Topic Area 

Definition of a charter 

school 

Fidelity to Educational 

Program 

Fidelity to Management 

Plan 

CSP and Application Fidelity 

I Highlighted Practices 

: MN, CSP site monitoring resu lts communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp. 1-14: The monitoring protocol is comprehensive 

· and based on CSP statute, regulations, and non-regulatory guidance. 

SC, p. 1-5: The SEA has a thorough monitoring protocol that covers areas defined by the SEA as well as additional areas defined in WestEd's 

monitoring, and includes guiding questions and prompts for evidence and follow-up action. 

MN, CSP site monitoring results communicat ion, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp. 1-14: The monitoring protocol is comprehensive 

and based on CSP statute, regulations, and non-regulatory guidance. 

SC, p. 1-5: The SEA has a thorough monitoring protocol that covers areas defined by the SEA as well as additional areas defined in WestEd's 

, monitoring, and includes guiding questions and prompts for evidence and follow-up action. 

MN, CSP site monitoring results communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp. 1-14: The monitoring protocol is comprehensive 

and based on CSP statute, regulations, and non-regulatory guidance. 

SC, p. 1-5: The SEA has a thorough monitoring protocol that covers areas defined by the SEA as well as additional areas defined in WestEd's 

i monitoring, and includes guiding questions and prompts for evidence and follow-up action. 
I 

Informing students in the MN, CSP site monitoring results communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp. 1-14: The monitoring protocol is comprehensive 

community and based on CSP statute, regulations, and non-regulatory guidance. 

Parent and community 

involvement 

Dissemination activities 

(when applicable) 

SC, p. 1-5: The SEA has a t horough monitoring protocol that covers areas defined by the SEA as well as additional areas defined in WestEd's 

monitoring, and includes guiding questions and prompts for evidence and follow-up action. 

MN, CSP site monitoring results communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp. 1-14: The monitoring protocol is comprehensive 

and based on CSP statute, regulations, and non-regulatory guidance. 

SC, p. 1-5: The SEA has a thorough monitoring protocol that covers areas defined by the SEA as well as additional areas defined in WestEd's 

l monitoring, and includes guiding questions and prompts for evidence and follow-up action. 

MN, CSP site monitoring results communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp. 1-14: The monitoring protocol is comprehensive 

and based on CSP st atute, regulations, and non-regulatory guidance . 

SC, p. 1-5: The SEA has a thorough monitoring protocol that covers areas defined by the SEA as well as additional areas defined in WestEd's 

monitoring, and includes guiding questions and prompts for evidence and follow-up action. 



Administra t ive and Fisca l Responsibilities 

To~ic Area Highlighted Practices 

Monitor how Grant Funds are Used MN, CSP site monitoring results communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp. 

1-14: The monitoring protocol is comprehensive and based on CSP statute, regulations, and non-

regulatory guidance. 

SC, p. 1-5: The SEA has a thorough monitoring protocol that covers areas defined by the SEA as well 

as additional areas defined in WestEd's monitoring, and includes guiding questions and prompts for 

evidence and follow-up action. 

Displays Fisca l Control and Fund Accounting Procedures MN, CSP site monitoring results communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp. 

1-14: The monitoring protocol is comprehensive and based on CSP statute, regulations, and non-

regulatory guidance. 

SC, p. 1-5: The SEA has a thorough monitoring protocol that covers areas defined by the SEA as well 

as additional areas defined in WestEd's monitoring, and includes guiding questions and prompts for 

I evidence and follow-up action. 

Planned Recordkeeping MN, CSP site monitoring results communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp. 

1-14: The monitoring protocol is comprehensive and based on CSP statute, regulations, and non-

regulatory guidance. 

SC, p. 1-5: The SEA has a thorough monitoring protocol that covers areas defined by the SEA as well 
i as additional areas defined in WestEd's monitoring, and includes guiding questions and prompts for : 

evidence and follow-up action. 



Action Item Documents - A02-L0002/2/2 [AARTS] Page 1 of 2 

A Action Item Documents - Recommendation A02·L0002/2/2 

Action Item - A02-L0002/2/2/2 

Document Name Staff Comments Upload Date of Options 
Date Document 

A!:!ril 23 - SEA PD Erin Pfeltz SEA PD Meeting Agenda, including agenda 09125/14 04123/13 NIA 
agenda FINAL.doc item for a workshop on subgrantee monitoring 08:44AM 

and closure policies. 

Emerging Issues Erin Pfeltz Presentation from 2013 SEA PD Meeting, 09/25/14 04/23/13 NIA 
Slides.pp! including slides covering authorizer monitoring. 08:45AM 

Dis12osition.docx Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop 09125114 04/23/13 NIA 
materials: disposition. 08:49AM 

Monitoring and Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop 09125114 04/23/13 NIA 
Tracking.docx materials: monitoring and tracking. 08:50AM 

Performance Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop: 09/25114 04/23/13 NIA 
Assessment.docx performance assessment. 08:51 AM 

CSP and Aeelication Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop: 09/25114 04/23113 NIA 
Fidefi~.docx applicaton fidelity. 08:52AM 

Administrative and Erin Pfeltz Subgranlee monitoring and closure workshop: 09/25114 04/23/13 NIA 
Fiscal fiscal responsibility. 08:53AM 
Res12onsibilities.docx 

::m-A02-LOO~ 
t Name Starr--' Comments Upload Date of Options 

Date Document 

Authorizer Monitoring Erin Pfeltz Email requesting all SEA grantees to submit 09125/14 09/06/13 NIA 
Plans - submit b:i authoriz:er monitoring plans by September 30, 08:37 AM 
Se12tember 30 2013. 
2013.msg 

US De12artment of Erin Pfeltz Email sent to all SEA grantees requesting 09125114 09/06/13 NIA 
Education Charter submission of authorizer monitoring plans by 08:39AM 
Schools Program --
SEA Authorizer 

September 30, 2013. 

Monitoring Plans.msg 

CSP Subgrantee Erin Pfeltz Email to all SEA directors requesting 09/25/14 12/03112 NIA 
Monitoring and subgrantee and closure monitoring plans by 08:40AM 
Closure January 15, 2013. 
Procedu res.msg 

Action Item - A02-L0002/212/4 

Document Name Staff Comments Upload Date of Options 
Date Document 

Revised SEA Erin Pfeltz SEA monitoring handbook for 2013 monitoring, 09/25114 01/02/13 N/A 
Monitoring Handbook showing review of SEA practices for monitoring 08:56AM 
010213.pdf subgrantees and charter authorizers. 

CA CSP Monitoring Erin Pfeltz CA monitoring report, finalized 9/30/2013. 09/25/14 09130/13 NIA 
Reeort Se12tember 08:58AM 
2013.12df 

http:/ /coimected2.ed.gov/aarts/index.cfm?fuseaction=internal _audit.finding.recommend&... 12/ 15/2014 



Action Item Documents - A02-L0002/2/2 (AARTS] 

Actlon Item • A02-L0002/212/5 

Document Name Staff Comments Upload Date of Options 
Date Document 

Revjsed SEA NPP Erin Pfeltz Draft SEA NPP includes a selection criterion 10/30/14 10/30/14 NIA 
103014.docx "Oversight of Authorized Public Chartering 02:25 PM 

Agenciesn that v.~11 make the quality of the plan 
to monitor, evaluate, assist, and hold 
accountable authorizers part of the 
competition. The Selection Criterion "Project 
Design'' covers subgrantee monitoring. 

Page 2 of2 

http://connected2.ed.gov/aarts/index.cfrn?fuseaction=internal_audit.find ing.recommend&... 12/15/2014 



Galia~os, Ann .. Margaret 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

SEA Directors, 

Meeley, Kathryn 
Friday, September 06, 2013 4:26 PM 
Julie Russell; adam.miller@fldoe.org; Louis Erste; Laghetto, Joanna; Eitrem, Mark (MDE); 
cindy.murphy@state.mn.us; Tenney, Roberta; matt.craig@doe.state.nj.us; Susan DuFour; 
Courtney Paulding; Heather.Mauze@tea.state.tx.us; margaret.mcmurray@dpi.wi.gov 
Pfeltz, Erin; Huh, Stefan 
Authorizer Monitoring Plans - submit by September 30, 2013 

High 

One of our required steps in responding to last year's ED OIG report is to collect and review authorizer monitoring plans 

(Recommendation 2.2). A plan for monitoring and providing technical assistance to authorizers was included in the CSP 
application in 2010 and 2011 (selection criterion V, in the 2010 and 2011 competition), but we wanted to capture any 

changes that have occurred since the time of application as w ell, including those that m ight have resul ted from a 

monitoring corrective action plan or changes to state law and policies. If no changes have occurred, simply include t he 

plan described in the CSP app lication 

In addition, we'd like to make this as interactive a technical assistance process as possible. Therefore, we're going to ask 

you to post your authorizing moni toring and technical assistance p!an to the SEA Exchange 

{http://www.charterschoolcenter.org/user}, so that they are ava ilable to all project directors. Please submit your plan 

by September 30, 2013. 

If you need any assistance accessing the SEA Exchange, have any questions about th e submissions, or need additional 

guidance in compiling, please contact your program officer. We will be looking to provide feedback and guidance as we 

move into FY 2014, but we can definit ely help with anything in the meantime as wel l. 

Kathryn Meeley 
Office of Innovation and Improvement 
US Department of l:dur.;:ition 

'100 M Cl ryland Avenue, SW; I.BJ - 4W259 

Wilshington, DC 20202 
(202) 401-2266 

Stay connected with the latest n~ws from Oil! 

Subscribe to 011 news :.:.s::i: 

Follow us on Twitter: :,':: U:: .QJ!. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Hello CSP Directors, 

Hankerson, Leslie 
Wednesday, September 11, 2013 1 :33 PM 
Francis, Mark; Mary Perry (ADE); Morgan, Gretchen; Fuller, Faida (OSSE) 
(faida.fuller@dc.gov); Brian.Darrow@LA.GOV; Curt.fuchs@dese.mo.gov; Callahan, Kelly, 
PED (Kelly.Callahan2@state.nm.us); Gibbs-Brown, Jesulon {JGBrown@ed.sc.gov); 
Rich.Haglund@tn.gov; Jeff Barber (jbarber@doe.in.gov) 
Huh, Stefan; Pfeltz, Erin 
US Department of Education: Charter Schools Program -- SEA Authorizer Monitoring Plans 

One of our required steps in responding to last year's ED OIG report is to collect and review 
authorizer monitoring plans (Recornrnendation 2.2). A plan for monitoring and providing technical 
assistance to authorizers was included in the CSP application in 2010 and 2011 (Selection Criterion 
V, in the 2010 and 2011 competition), but we wanted to capture any changes that have occurred 
since the time ot the application as well, including those that might have resulted from a monitoring 
corrective action plan or changes to state law and policies. If no changes have occurred, simply 
include the plan described in the CSP application . 

In addition, we'd like to make this as interactive a technical assistance process as 
possible. Therefore, we're going to ask you to post your authorizing monitoring and technical 
assistance plan to the SEA Exchange (http://www.charterschoolcenter.org/user), so that they are 
available to all project directors. Please submit your plan by September 30. 2013. 

If you need any assistance accessing the SEA Exchange, have any questions about the submissions, 
or need additional guidance in compiling, please contact your program officer. We will be looking to 
provide feedback and guidance as we move into FY 201 4, but we can definitely help with anything in 
the meantime as well. 

Thank you and have a great day! 

Leslie Hankerson 
Charter Schools Program 
US Department of Education 



From: Pfeltz, Erin 
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2012 1 :39 PM 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Huh, Stefan; Meeley, Kathryn; Hankerson, Leslie (Leslie.Hankerson@ed.gov) 
CSP Subgrantee Monitoring and Closure Procedures 

SEA Directors, 

One of our required steps in responding to the recently released IG report is to collect and review subgrantee 
monitoring plans {Recommendation 2.2), and the policies and procedures of SEA CSP offices related to charter school 
closures (Recommendation 3.1). We are requesting this information now, so that we have time to review it and use the 
information in planning PD meeting sessions; this wil l allow us to identify topics to cover during the meeting, to highlight 
models or best practices, and to make this a collaborative learning experience. 

In addition, we'd like to make this as interactive a technical assistance process as possible. Therefore, we're going to ask 
you to post both your subgrantee monitoring plan and your closure policies to the SEA Exchange 
(http://www.charterschoolcenter.org/user), so that they are avai lable to all project directors. Before the PD meeting in 
April, we' ll ask you to choose 2-3 SEAs to provide peer eva luat ion. 

By January 15, 2013, please post the following items to the SEA Exchange: 
1. Subgrantee monitoring plans and protocols, or a description of subgrantee monitoring activities over the course 

of the grant project. 
2. Charter school closure policies and procedures. What steps does the SEA take when a subgrantee closes? How 

does the SEA deal with unspent funds dispersed to closed schools? What policies does the SEA have regarding 
disposition of assets for closed schools? 

If you need any assistance accessing t he SEA Exchange, have any questions about the submissions, or need additional 
guidance in compiling these items, please contact your program officer. We plan to provide feedback and guidance on 
the plans during the PO meeting in April, but we can defi nitely help with anything in the meant ime as well. 

Erin Pfellz 
U.S. Department of Education 
CfJarter Schools Program 
400 Maryland Ave., SW 
Washington, DC 20202-5970 
(202) 205-3525 
fax: (?.02) 205-5630 
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Action Item Documents - A02-L0002/2/2 [AARTS] Page 1 of2 

.A. Action rtem Documents - Recommendation A02-L0002/2/2 

Action Item - A02·L0002/2/2/2 

Document Name Staff Comments Upload Date of Options 
Date Document 

AE!ril 23 - SEA PD Erin Pfeltz SEA PD Meeting Agenda, including agenda 09/25/14 04/23/13 NIA 
agenda FINAL.doc item for a workshop on subgrantee monitoring 08:44AM 

and closure policies. 

Emerging Issues Erin Pfeltz Presentation from 2013 SEA PD Meeting, 09/25/14 04/23113 NIA 
Slides.pp! including slides covering authorizer monitoring. 08:45AM 

Disposition.docx Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop 09/25/14 04123/13 NIA 
materials: disposition. 08:49AM 

Monitorin9 and Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop 09/25/14 04123/13 N/A 
Tracking.docx materials: monitoring and tracking. 08:50AM 

Performance Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop: 09125114 04123/13 NIA 
Assessmenl.docx performance assessment. 08:51 AM 

CSP and Apelication Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop: 09125/14 04123/13 NIA 
Fidelit~.docx appticaton fidelity. 08:52AM 

Administrative and Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop: 09/25/14 04/23/13 NIA 
Fiscal fiscal responsibility. 08:53AM 
Responsibil ities.d ocx 

Action Item - A02·L0002/2/2/3 

Document Name Staff Comments Upload Date of Options 
Date Document 

Authorizer Monitoring Erin Pfeltz Email requesting all SEA grantees to submit 09/25/14 09106/13 NIA 
Plans - submit b~ authorizer monitoring plans by September 30. 08:37 AM 
Se12tember 30 2013. 
2013.msg 

US De12artment of Erin Pfeltz Email sent to all SEA grantees requesting 09/25/14 09/06/13 N/A 
Education Charter submission of authorizer monitoring plans by 08:39AM 
Schools Program -- September 30, 2013. 
SEA Authorizer 
Monitoring Plans.msg 

CSP Subgrantee Erin Pfeltz Email to all SEA directors requesting 09/25/14 12/03/12 NIA 
Monitoring and subgrantee and closure monitoring plans by 08:40AM 
Closure January 15, 2013. 
Procedures.msg 

Comments Upload Date of Options 
Date Document 

Revised SEA Erin Pfeltz SEA monitoring handbook for 2013 monitoring, 09/25/14 01 /02/13 NIA 
Monitoring Handbook showing review of SEA practices for monitoring 08:56AM 
010213.pdf subgrantees and charter authorizers. 

CA CSP Monitoring Erin Pfeltz CA monitoring report, finalized 913012013 09125114 09/30/13 NIA 
Report Se12tember 08:58AM 
2013.pdf 

http://connected2.ed.gov/aarts/index.cfm?fuseaction=internal _audit.finding.recommend&... I 2/15/2014 



Action Item Documents - A02-L0002/2/2 [AARTS] 

Action Item· A02-L0002/2/2/5 

Document Name Staff Comments Upload Date of Options 
Date Document 

Revised SEA NPP Erin Pfeltz Draft SEA NPP includes a selection criterion 10/30114 10130114 NIA 
103014 docx "Oversight of Authorized Public Chartering 02:25 PM 

Agencies" that will make the quality of the plan 
to monitor, evaluate, assist, and hold 
accountable authorizers part of the 
competition. The Selection Criterion "Project 
Design" covers subgrantee monitoring. 

Page 2 of2 
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Monitoring Handbook 

for SEA Grantees 
2012-2013 Monitoring Cycle 

Charter Schools Program Monitoring 

WestE d.org 




