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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 oll Final Audit Issuance Date 09/25/2012

Action Officiaf Resolved Date 06/26/2014

Delegated Action Qfficial Nadya Dabby Audit Completed Date N/A
(202) 4G61-8532

Audlit Liaison Cfficer ANN GALIATSOS Closure Memo Date NiA
{202} 205-8765

OIG Audit Manager Daniel Schultz Audit Closed Date N/A
(212) 837-6271

Total Recommendations { 7

Number Open 4

Number Completed 3

Findings/Recommendations/Corrective Actions

Finding # 1 - Resolved

Finding Type Non-Monetary Recommenclation

Qll Did Not Conduct Effective Oversight of Grantees Receiving the SEA and Non-SEA Grants

Recommendation # 1 - Resolved

o o e

Recommend Type Strengthen internal Controls

{Significant) 1.1 We recommend that the Assistant Deputy Secrelary for Oll develop and immplement a plan for ensuring
that grantees develop corrective action plans to address monitoring issues and deficiencies ideniified in the monitoring
reports produced, In addition, devalop and implement policies and procedures for tracking grantees’ corrective action
plans, for each monitoring finding or specific recommendation made as a result of monitoring reports produced, to
ensure all reported deficiencies are corrected timely. Further, inferm SEAs that subgrantee oversight, including
corrective action plans, will be a monitoring indicator used in the future.

Respansible Managers—{cll - Stefan Huh

Action ltem # 1

Increase in CSP Staff.

Action Item Responsible Manager | Stefan Huh

Planned Completion Date 10/01/2012
Revised Completion Date N/A
Actual Completion Dale 10/01/2012

PO Camments

Contacts

Action ltem # 2

Grantee Corrective Action Plan Process. For on-site monitoring visits conducted prior to FY12, CSP staff
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 menitoring reports issued during FY 12,
CSP stafi will conduct the following activities: - Upon issuing a final monitoring report to a grantee, CSP
will held 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 quartetly 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 cail will be tracked and monitored by the CSP
Director and Program Manager. - Grantee faflure 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 upeon continuation awards, reduced continuatin funding, or in some cases, grant termination.

Action ltem Responsible Manager | Stefan Huh

Planned Completion Date 09/30/2013
Revised Completion Date NIA
Actual Completion Date N/A

FO Comments

Contacts

Recommendation # 2 - Completed

Recommend Type l Strengthen Internat Controls

{Significant) 1.2 We recommend that the Assistant Deputy Secretary for Ol develop and implement a risk-based
approach for selecting non-SEA grantees for monitoring activities.

Responsible Managers | Oll - 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 histarically 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 Complation Date 0342712013

Revised Completion Date NiA

Actual Completio.rrlﬁ:x);lle 09/30/2012 o

PO Camments - Risk-based selectio.n approaches have also been developed and

implemented far monitoring activities of other CSP grant programs.

Contacts

Recommendation # 3 - Completed

Recommend Type Strengthen Internal Controls

———m e e i L A L AL A k53 A d atl ruaser]

{Significant) 1.3 We recommend that the Assistant Deputy Secretary for Oll ensure that grantee fiscal activities are
being monitored according to the "Handhook for the Discretionary Grant Process," specifically for quarterly expenditure
raview and annual review of A-133 Single Audit reports.

Responsible Managers | Oll - Stefan Huh

Action tam # 1

CSP program officers will be required to docwment the following beginning in FY13: 1) that each review of
drawdown activity was completed, and 2) the resulls of each review. To provide guidance and direction to
stalf, CSP will document the policies and proceduraes regarding this review.

Action ltam Respansible Manager j Stefan Hub
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Planned Completion Date 01/01/2013
Revised Completion Date NfA
Actual Cempletion Date 01/01/2013

PO Comments

Contacts

Action tem # 2

Q1 will ensure that a review of grantee 4-133 and independeant audit reports is included as a required step
in the onsite monitoring process.

Action Item Responsikle Manager | Stefan Huh

Planned Completion Date 10/01/2012
Revised Completion Date N/A
Actual Completion Date 10/01/2012

PO Comments

Contacts
Finding # 2 - Resolved
Finding Type l Non-Mongtary Recommendation
Oll's Process for Ensuring SEAs Effectively Oversee and Monitor Subgrantees Needs Improvement

Recommendation # 1 - Compleied

Recornmend Type l Strengthen Internal Controls

{Significant) 2.1 We recommend that the Assistant Deputy Secretary for Oll establish and implement requirements for
the three SEAs that were reviewed to develop a detailed monitaring plan explaining the extent of monitoring that SEAs
will conduct during an SEA grant cycle for charter schocls and authorizers.

Responsible Managers | Ol - Stefan Huh

Action ltein #1

For the 3 SEAs reviewed, CSP will sstablish and implement requirementis for each graniee to develop and
implement a detailed manitoting plan. At a minimurm, those monitoring plans must include the following: 1}
methodolagies for selecting charter schools for onsite monitaring visits; 2) appropriate selection, training,
and preparation for subgrantee monitors; 3} documentad policies and procedures for conducting
subgrantee monitoring; 4) procedures for tracking grant funds disbursed to subgrantees; and 5} policies
and procedures for monitoring and holding accountablez public chartering agencies.

Action llem Respansible Manager | Stefan Huh

#lanned Completion Date 08/01/2013
Revised Completion Date M/A
Actual Completion Date ‘09!23!2014

PO Comments

Contacls

Action ltem # 2

Qll will ensure that CSP's contractor perfarms a comprehensive review of Califomia's practices for
monitoring subgrantees and authorizers duiing their FY13 onsite monikoring visit.

Actian Item Responsible Manager | Stefan Huh
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Planned Completion Date 09/30/2013
Revised Completion Date NfA
Actual Completion Date 0912312014

PO Comments

Contacts

Action ltem# 3

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

Action Item Responsible Manager | Stefan Huh
Planred Completion Date 08/0142013
Revised Completion Date N/A |

Actual Completion Date ﬁ9f23f2014

PO Comments

Contacts

Recommendation # 2 - Resolved

Recommend Type | Stiengthen Internal Controls

{Significant) 2.2 We recommend that the Assistant Deputy Secretary for Ol for the SEAs not visited, determine whethor
their monitoring plans are sufficiently detailed for charter schools and authorizers.

Responsible Managers | Oll - Stefan Huh

Action ltorm # 1

CSP will reinforce and communicate expectatians with respect to subgrantee and authorizer maonitoring to
all SEA grantees through farmal, written communication to all SEA project direclors.

Stefan Huh

Action Iten.1 Responsible Manager

Planned Completion Date | 00/302013 T

Revised .Completion Date - N/A I o T
:\-ctual Completion Date T oA T -

| PO Comments

ljoniacts

Action Itam # 2

CSP will offer technical assistance and guidance to all SEA grantees on subgrantee and authorizer
manitoring. This will include an extensive workshop during the FY13 PD conference.

Action Item Responsible Manager

Stefan Huh

Plannad Completion Dale 09/30/2013
Revised Completion Date MIA
Actual Completion Date

09/25/2014

PO Comments

Contacts

htip://eonnected2.cd.gov/aarts/index.cim?fuseaction=reports.i_reports&i_reporis=cap&au... 12/15/2014
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Action Item # 3

Page 5 of 7

review during FY13.

CSP will require all SEA grantees to submit subgrantee and authorizer monitoring plans for CSP staff

Action llem Responsible Manager | Stefan Huh
Planned Compietion Date 09/30/2013
Revised Completion Date N/A

Actual Completion Date 00/25/2014
PO Comments

Contacts

Action item # 4

For SEAs scheduled for onsite moni
performs a comprehensive review o

toring during FY 13, Oll will ensure that CSP's monitoting contractor
f SEA practices for monitoring subgrantees and charter authorizers.

Action item Responsible Manager { Stefan Huh
Planned Completion Date 09/30/2013
Revised Completion Date NIA

Actual Completion Date 09/25/2014

PO Comments

Contacts

Action item # 5

how they will monitor subgrantees a

In future grant funding notices under the SEA program, Oll will require applicants to affirm, and/or describe

nd autherizers.

Stefan Huh

Action llem Responsible Manager
‘;!anned Completion Date 10/31/2014

Revised Completion Date N/A -

Actual Complation Date 10/31/2014 o y

PO Comments

F YT L

Contacts

D e et et ——

Recommendation # 3 - Resolved

B e it

s

———.

Strengthen Internal Con

Recommend Type

s

trols

{Significant) 2.3 We recommend that the Assistan

tracking the use of funds

SEAs on how to develop and imnlement procedures to ensure SEAs have effective monitoring and fiscal controls for

t Depuly Secretary for Oll provide necessary guidance and training to

Responsible Managers | Oll - Stefan Huh

S ]

Action ltem it 1

In future grant funding notices under the SEA program, Ol will require applicants to alfirm, andfor describe
how they will implement fiscal controls for tracking funds.

i SR e i

——

Action Item Respensible Manager | Stefan Huh

| Planned Completion Date 10/31/2014 T
Revised Completion Date NIA ) B il
Actual Completion Date N/A

http://connected?.cd.gov/aarts/index.cfm?fuscacti
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PO Comments

Contacis

Action ltem # 2

The CSP will develop a training webinar for all SEA grantees on effective menitoring and fiscal controls for
tracking funds. The CSF 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

Planned Completion Date 09/30/2014
Revised Completion Date NfA
Actual Completion Date 09/30/2014

PO Comments

Contacts

Action ltem # 3

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

Action ltem Responsible Manager | Stefan Huh

Planned Completion Date 09/30/2014
Revised Completion Date MNIA
Actual Completion Date MN/A

PO Comments

Contacts
Finding # 3 - Resolved
Finding Type bon-Monetaw Recomimendation
Oll Did Not Ensure SEAs Have Adequate Monitoring Procedures for Handling a Charter Schoo! Closure

Recommendation # 1 - Resolved

Recomimend Type | Strengthen Internal Controls

{Significant} 3.1 We recommend that the Assistant Deputy Secretary for Oll 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 charter schoals, inclucling the propar disposition of assets purchased with SEA
grant funds in accordance with Federal regulations.

Responsible Managers | Oll - Stefan Huh

Action ltem # 1

Oll will communicate to SEAs their tesponsibilities and ED's expectations far handling charter schaal
closure - in particular, the disposition of equipment - through channels which may include wehinar

presentations, technical assistance memos, and PD conference presentations.

Action ltem Responsible Manager | Stefan Huh

Planned Completion Date 1213172013
Revised Completion Date NIA
Actual Completion Date N/A

RO Comments
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Action ltem # 2

QCll will provide technical assistance
closures and equipment disposition,

and guidance to all SEAs on the proper handling of charter school

Action ltem Responsible Manager | Stefan Huh

Planned Completion Date 12312013

Revised Completion Date N/A o
Actual Completion Date NfA

PO Comments

Contacts

Action ltem # 3

Oll will require SEA grantees to sub

closures, including ensuring appropriate equipment disposition.

mit policies and procedures for properly handling charter school

Actual Completion Date

Action Item Responsible Manager | Stefan Huh

Planned Completion Date 09/30/2013

Revised Completion Date N/A
09/25/2014

PO Comments

Initial submission of closure policies and procedures on January 15,
2013.

Cantacts

This is the

end of the report.

| O
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FY__ Non-SEA Monitoring Selection

Rubric

Pts Pts Pts

1=300K O=less than 300K [points 3=no 2=conditional |Delayed 1= delayed opening
Grantae Total Amount of  |are based on amount of funding  |Charter charter 1=approved |$chool O=opening as

PR Award # Name Location Funding per year] Approval O=open Opening scheduled




Pts

t=waiver

2=putstanding or very

raguested 0=no 2-= EMO partnership poor results = 2=significant
Whaiver waiver CMO/EMO 1=CMO partnership [Performance Objectives & |average scores 0=no Budget 1=moderate Inconsistent
Request requested Partnership 0=no partnership Measures Results results Changes D=minor Drawdowns




Pts PLs
S=unigue
2=Excessive or lack [Grantee 1=concerns Unigue theme O=no
of 0=Regular Concerns 0=no concerns |Theme unique theme |Total

Dlojlo|jlo|lo|jlo|lolal|lo|lo|lo|lo|lo | oo
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G5 Balance Review Chart;

Total Awarded:

Date

Balance

Change from
prior month

Change
Percent

Concern/Follow-Up
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Charier 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, Kate Meeley, Stefan Huh
Califernia Staff on call; Julie Russell, ill Rice, Cindy Chan, Joy Rosencliff

SE
e
! o ! P
1. Correctlve Actron Plans to address monltorlng issues and deflc:enues
2. Subgrantee oversight responsibilities including corrective action plans.
3. Adequately review SEA fiscal activities.
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RECOMMENDATIONS ..., 5 PTG SRl e e e

Estab[!sh and implement requirements for the three SEAS that were rewewed to develop a detaried
menitoring 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 monltorlng and fiscal controis for trackmg the use of funds,
ot e T : P o e e e e A =% T IO T 1 b, P o Y 2 e T ey
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TR 5. PR Ay : e B T e T R Y PR e i hE ; T

133 Ensure that SEAs devefop and |mplement adequate momtorlng procedures for praoperly handhng 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 Oll and did not spacifically address
recommendations for California. These actions will occur for the entire SEA cohort and will not be
included in your corrective action plan.

Finding No. 2: Oll’s Process for Ensuring SEAs Effectively Cversee and Monitoring Subgrantees
Neeads Improvement.

Mote: Submission of detailed monitoring plans for subgrantees and authorizers, with
evidence of their implementation, will be a requiremeant of CSP reporting, and will be
considered as part of OIVs overall assessment of grantee substantial progress towards grant
objectives during FY13.

¢ This meons we will be looking for actions by the submission of your APR on fune 1.
o This will be considered as a part of your progress; hawever, 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 monitering and
oversight of charter schools that received SEA grants.
{some of these items are covered in more depth in finding E}

Recommendation: California should submit o writlen summury describing what they've
done since the QG finding regarding policies and procedures, referencing evidence that
they feel addresses the OIG concerns noted. Al referericed evidence should alse be
provided as attachments. From whaot California shared during the call this evidence
shoutd include the complete (not abbreviated} policies and procedures thal are currently
in draft form in addition to an outlined plan of when they believe these policies and
procedures will be finalized fanticipoted completion date).

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 Olf or the goals in the charter school’s
application to the California SEA.

b. Primarily a fiscal tool that addressed only certain indicators.

Pracedure checklist was not informative, nor did it contain encugh 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
manitering.




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

Recommendation: California should explain the gevelopment of this tool and provide written
documentation of the resources used to develop the revised monritoring tool, In addition,
Catifornia should provide this toot as evidence and make sure it addresses all noted concerns as
outlined in the summary from the report. If this tool is finalized and being used California
shouid provide when that took place or provide a timeline of when they plan to use the
monitaring 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

Recommendalion: California should cleariy address this finding and articulate that the same
evidence provided in number 1 addresses this area of concern. They should provide a
description of why as well as a timeline once again, an anticipated completion date.

ISSUE B: SEA did not have adequate matheiologies to select charter schools for onsite
monitoring visits.

California did not use adequate risk assessment or other form of selection process to select
charter schools for onsite monitering. Selected charter schools for onsite manitoring based on
staff preference for geographic location.

Recommendation: California should provide a written surmnmary regording what they've done
and how this process was implemented, any relevant evidence as well as o timeline fpast and/or
currentj regarding these changes.

ISSUE C: SEA did not monitor the authorizing agencics.

Califernia did not manitor authorizing agencies because they had no authority to do so.
1. tegistation did not provide a provision requiring, or precluding, the monitoring of
authorizers by SEAs.
2. Limited abifity to ensure authorizers were approving and granting charters to quality
charter schools and providing adequate monitoring to them after they opened.
Califernia noted thet they do rot nave authocty to monitar authorizing agencies. They
referencea SB1290 and that wnen a sudgrantce receives the CSP grant, they maniio: them fo



compiiance. They alsa noled a webpage for charters that has an FAQ and other resources such
as ED's website and EDGAR links that can be used as resources focally.

Ir addition, Cahfornia noted that for poor performing schoals wihe get on the AP ist, acditional
actions can e laken by the supermtendent. They filed phone calls from future schools and
sutharizers but tney dor’t routinely provide stooary/webings to authorizers (they are net
stalfed forith

Recommendation: California should provide a written summary of what actions they do take
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?

ISSUE D: SEA did not track how much SEA grant funds charter schools drew down and spent.
NO FINDING FOR CALIFORNIA

ISSUE E: SEA reviewers were ungqualified 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 a written stmmary of the changes made and the
process they now have in place to select qualified SEA reviewers, addressing all concerns 0I1G
outiined in the report and noted in the provided bullets. Please remember a timeline or when
this changed if aiready implemented should be provided.

Finding Mo. 3: 01! Did not Ensure SEAs Have Adequate Monitoring Procedures for Handling a
Charter School Closure.

1. california had inadequate proceduras in place on how to handle an SEA grant chartor
school closure that occurred either before or after the school admitted students,

a. California did not adequately document the process for closing charter schools
or tracking closed charter school assets.

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

¢. The school files had no follow-up documentation for any of the 12 closed
schools reviewed,

d. Mo indication of what happened to any assets purchased with the SEA grant
funds.

e. CA had to follow up with the authorizers for each 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 sumimary and any relevant evidence
{closure documenis) that clearly describe what they have done te addiess the concerns noted
by the 0IG and summarized here. Please make sure to once again provide a timeline as well as
an anticipated completion date.



U.S. Department of Education
Arizona OIG Audit Report Discussion Follow-Up

SPECIFIC OIG AUDIT FINDING OF THE ARIZONA SEA

FINDING NO. 1 - Oll Did Not Conduct Effective Oversight of Grantees Receiving
the SEA and Non-SEA Granis

This finding addressed corrective actions needed for Oll 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 — Oll’'s Process for Ensuring SEA’s Effectively Oversee and
Monitor Sub-grantees Needs Improvement

ISSUE A: The SEA did not adequately monitor chari2r 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 frem the Cenference Cail:

1. The AZ CSP informed the USDOE 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 moenitoring 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 5EA revised its CSP sub-grantee monitoring document in January 2013 and
submitted the document through the SEA Exchange.

W e will review thelr submission to cetering 1t mees the 1G7s recommrendarions and desarives

now migriioring consislency will be ensured. Additivoal setions may be required depending oo the

contenis of the Jenuary submission.




ISSUE B: The SEAs did not have adeduate methodologies to select charter 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 scheols would receive onsite
monitoring visits during a given year. The SEA planned to visit three (3} times a year {during
each implementation phase) alt 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:

ii7

The Arizona CSP SEA staff {Mark and Jane} spends a significant amount of time
performing monitoring visits with current C5P sub-grantees. . Mark administers the
review of the business and governance portion of the monitoring and Jane administers
the review of the academic portion.

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

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,

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

=EAvizona witl submil a desaripve response of how they will ensure that thess manorng

pians czn be accomplished with the current staff level, and winai sieps the SEA will take if the

monitoring lead ingreasss, g the stafling levels change.

ISSUE C: The SEA did not monitor the autnorizing agencies

FINRING: 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.

)



According to the OIG, the SEA not monitoring the Authaorizing Agencies produces a limited
ability to ensure that authorizers are approving and granting charters to quality charter schools
and providing adequate manitoring to them after they opened. {Pg. 20 under 1ssue C}

Notes from the Conference Cali:

1.

CArzane will proving o

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 schogls in Arizona
are authorized by a District.

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.
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.

SEA’s solution_ to come into compliance with this Finding: 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.

sate foo whon the o ine pos

ol i anet on.

e anling posings.

Gra sy L provior o

Tatve description of ihe SEAs cternal notdes Tor reviowding end conimenting

ISSUE D: SEA did not track how much 53A grant funds chariar schools drewy down and snent.

No findings for Arizona.

ISSUE E: SEA reviewers ware ungualified to conduct onsiie menitoring of charier schools.

No findings for Arizona.

FINDING NO, 3 — Oll Did Not Ensure SEAs Have Adeguate Monitoring Procedures

for Handling a Charter School Closure




OIG Findings for Arizona SEA:

1} The SEA had inadequate procedures in place on how to handle an S5EA grant charter school
closure that occurred either before or afier the school admitted students. {pg. 23}

MNotes 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.

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 detailed written State requirements regarding how a closad charier school
anil the related authorizer should follow up with unspent funds disbursad to closed schools,
{pg. 23}

MNotes from the Conference Call:

%

The SEA submitted through the SEA Exchange (by January 14, 2013) a document titled
the "AZ CSP Charter School Closure Procedures for Awarded Schoofs”. 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:

e 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.

e 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.

o 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
4q



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
Arizana Department of Education in 2 manner directed by the Arizona
Department of Education.

2. The following procedures are listed within the SEA’s document “AZ CSP Charter Schoof
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 supplies exceeding 55,000.00 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 Menitoring
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 ciose, 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 55,000 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 of Assets...” and the “Due
Diligence” Section.




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

MNotes 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”.




Charter Schools Program {C5P)
Office of Inspector General Report
Post Audit Report Call
Florida Department of Education
January 18, 2013

ED STAFF on Call: Erin Pfeltz, Xate Meeley, Stefan Huh
Flarida Staff on call: Adam Miller, Mike Poy, Theresa Nix, Martha Asbury, Linda Champion

-’Lﬁg _Eii 4 i Ll i =1 &3 3, E“-

1. Corrective Action Plans to address momtormg issues and defn:lenues
2. Subgrantee oversight responsibilities including corrective action plans.
3. Adequately review SEA fiscal activities.,

1. Establlsh and implement reqwrements for the three SEAs that were rewewed to deve[op a detailed
menitoring 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 ha\.re effectwe momtormg and fiscal controls for tracklng the use of funds.

Ensure that SEAs develop and implement adequate monitoring procedures for properI\.r handllng 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 Oll 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: Oll’s Process for Ensuring SEAs Effectively Oversee and Monitoring Subgrantees
Needs Improvement.

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

e This means we will be loaking for actions by the submission of your APR on lune 1.
* This will be considered as a part of your progress; however, it will not be the only
consideration.

I1SSUE A: SEA did not adequately monitor charter schools receiving the SEA grant.
1. Florida did not have written comprehensive policies and procedures for the 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 adeguate corrective action plan for follow-up of
charter school monitoring findings and comments.

Monda mentioned that dratt was semaoved from their policies and procedures. They olso
mentioned thai these polictes and procedures were bema updated because of movinig to on
onfine system. The inonitoring procedures are not availeide ontine e culgraniees however ihey
do provide subgrant Lroining including veeiinors onling that cover these things.

Recommendation: Flonida should submit a summary regarding the draft watermark being
removed and these policies and procedures were finalized (waos there a board vote for instance?)
in addition, the finalized policies and procedures should be noted as evidence in this summary
(and attached). Additional evidence should be nated as the webinar and an example of that
should be provided as well.

2. Florida could not provide a reliable universe of charter schools that received SEA grants,
nor an accurate list of charter schools that 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
gronts management and comptroller data.
b. Tracking of charter schools that received onsite monitoring and desk audits and
closed charter schools.




Florida mentioned Lthat they will send docamentation for revieve an howy they reconcile cosh to
LEAs and how charter scheols progrom fracks grant funds

Recommendation. Florida should provide a stunmary of what they do with regard tc the poficies
and procedures they have 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 oudits of the 5 fargest LEAs in the state that authorize charter schools,

in addition, Flarido should provide a narrative description of the reconciliation process and
reference the documentation of the review as evidence and provide as attachments The same
goes for tracking of charter schools that received onsite monitoring and desk audits and closed
charter schools. Please provide o narrative with supporting evidence referenced and provided os
attachments.

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.

arestored nanelectrmrio sysiem ad mrary of Lheir

Florda mertioned thatl their financia

program materials were steres onos share ¢ ve however they are o the ooocess of building &

web-based syston.

Recommendation: Florida should provide a narrative description regarding their filing practices
currently as well as what they are developing and the timeline for when this will take place. For
current filing practices evidence should be submitted including screen shots of file folders that
hold the materials in question

ISSUE B: SEA did not have adequate methodologies to select charter schools for onsite
menitoring visits.

Florida did not use adequate risk assessment or other form of selection process to select charter
schoals for onsite monitoring.

1. Select charter schools for onsite monitoring based on whether the charter schoof had

past management problems

Selected charter school based on whether it was collocated with another charter school.

3. Random selection of additional schools, after initial selection, untif onsite monitoring
visit quota of 50 percent per year was reached.

o

Flarida mentioped that they are developing a more formalfized tool for ansite maomitoring
setecrion and that the nevs online systemi s part of this including a self assessment,

Recommendation: Florida should provide a narrative description of whal they described on the
phone with regard to what is being formally development as well as provide o Uimeline of when
this tool wilt be completed and fully implermnented.



ISSUE C: SEA did notmonitor the authorizing agsncias,

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

1. lLegislation 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.

Sinado ineaiioned Hhot the consiitubion preciudes them frons mormdanag LRAL Thoo LOA fnee o

brogo sense of powers. Howesver they meationed numerous efforts wiere they work dlosele with
authgrizers wetanet hoving the authonte o require onyining of them, They also menticned ihe

cuthorizer gorieilies outimed o ther 2000 grant
Recommenduation: Florida should provide a narrative describing their efforts as welf as a hrief
summary of the outhorizer activity outlined in their opplication and o timeline for when thot

activity will begin, deliverables eti.

1SSUE D: SEA did not traclk how much SEA 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 behulf of schools.

2. Alt 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 reliabfe universe, nor could we trace the
funds between the Florida SEA Charter School Division’s data and the Florida SEA
Grant Management and Comptroler data.

4. Florida SEA director received hard copies of monthly reconcifiation reports from the
Comptrolier’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

Florida mentioned that the LEAs being the fiscal agent and tracking assets strengthen then
fteragi conteod enviconment. They also mentioned that their ouling system that s st being
veveloped wellt aifow far the schaol’s 1o report crpenditures directiy to the SEA guarteriy tirough

the poling svsiem and aflow them (o compnre againsi their budoet

Recommendaiion, Florida should provide a narrative with supporting evidence and a timeline.



Finding No. 3: Ol 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.

Each school’s respective authorizer houses the total amount of funds the school
expended.

2011 grant cycle.
a. Could not determine the SEA grant funds disbursed to closed charter schools,
b. Only the amounts awarded {not expended) to the charter schools were
avgilable,

2. Florida could not provide a reliable list of charter schools that closed during the 2008-

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

. Authorizers were responsible for ensuring that schoofs 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 schoofs files had information showing what happened to any assets the school
purchased with the SEA grant or if any unalfowable 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 u closed charter, states that if o
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 lkeep 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

Monitoring 1s the regular and systemadce examination of a grantee’s administration and
wplementation of a Federal educadon grant, contract, or cooperative agreement administered by
the U.S. Department of Fducadon (D). Moniroring the use of ['ederal tunds has long been an
cssential functon of ED. ED monitors programs under the general administrative authority of the
U.S. Deparunent of Fducation Organization Act. Sccrion 80.40{¢} of Educadon Department
General Administratve Regulations (EDGAR) also permits FID to make site visits as warranted by

program nceds,

LD policy requites every program office overseeing discretionary or formula grant programs to
prepare a monitoring plan for cach of its programs. The plans are designed to link established
monitoring to achieving program goals and objectives; adhering to laws, regulations, and assurances
govermng the progsam; and conforming to the approved application and other relevant documents.
Ina July 2002 memo from the Deputy Sceretary, each principal office was advised to monitor (1) for
results; (2) to ensure compliance with the law; and (3) to protecr against wasre, fraud, and abuse.

e purpose of the Charter Schools Program (CSP) Moenitoring Plan is to assess the exrent to which
The purp f the Charter Schools Prog CSP) Monitoring Pl t ! rent to whicl
grantees are implementing their approved grant projects in compliance with ‘Litle V, Part B Public
Charter Schools Program statutes, regulations, and guidance. The CSP monitoring objectives are

threctoled:

e Increase CSP fiscal and programmatic accountability ac the State and local levels.

3 Support and improve graniee capacity in carrying out the purpose of the CSP through rthe tdmely
and efficicat administrarion of I'ederal funds awarded under this program and other Federal
cducation programs,

o Assist grantees with rhe planning and iplenientation of high quality chacter schools.

Thus, monitoring serves not only as a means for helping grantees achiove lugh-quality
implementation of thetr CSP grant project, it also helps D to be a better advisor and partner in that
efforr. CSP monitoring efforts are designed to focus on the results of grantees” efforts o implement
crtical vequirements of the CSP using available resources and guidance, Information and data from
grantee monitoring also assist 1o inform the program’s performance indicators under the

Government Percformance Results Act

This report is an analysis and assessment ot the dat, granr award documents, interviews, and
information gathered prior and during the sice visit o the State pranree, Findings in this ceport
reflect the moniroring team’s observations and conclusions abour the Srate grantee’s compliance and
peeformance under the CSP grane from the beginning ol the curcenrt grane period o the time of the

siEC VISIL
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A drafr copy of the monitoring report was provided to State officials for review, with a request for
technical edits and corrections accompanied by supporting documentation. The granted’s response found
in Appendix 7: California Charter Sehools Draft Monitoring Report — Grantee Review, The final veport takes into
consideration the Stare’s response as well as all of the other evidence gathered during the monitoring

Process.

L
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n. DATA COLLECTION PROCESS AND METHODOLOGY

The CSP Monitoring Plan is being conducted with the assistance of WestEd (Contract # ED-CFO-
10-A-0074/0001). The plan assesses grantee performance and compliance using indicators based on
Federal charter school law including stature, EDGAR, and non-regulatory guidance. A monitoring
handbook containing the indicators was provided in advance of the site visit and used to guide the
monitoring process. The moniroring handbook specifies the language of cach indicaror, its statutory
or other sources, critetia for meeting each indicator, guiding quesdons, and aceeprable evidence.

In conducting rthis comprehensive review, the monitoring team carried out a number of major
activities, These included:

e Reviewing key background documents on the State’s CSP grant provided by ED, including
the grant application, grant award notice, annual performance reports and CERP review of
objectives and performance measures (where applicable).

o Researching and synthesiziag other available informaton about the State granrec’s charter
school program including relevant statutes, reports and evaluatons, newspaper articles, and
other data from government, research, and advocacy organizations.

o Consulung with EID prior to the site visit about issues of special concern in the Siate
grantec’s administration of the CSP.

o Apranging the sire visit in coordination with State and charter school officialy, including
identifyving Srate officials for interviews and sclecting subgrantees for visits,

©  During the site visit interviews, collecting evidence of the Stare grantee’s compliance or
performance with respect to each indicator. Materials and artifacts were collected at the SEA
and school sites ro document compliance with Title V| Pare B Public Charter Schools
Program staturces, regulations, and guidance.

»  Amlyzang the evidence obtained and collecting any follow-up informarion necessary to
procuce this report,

The California monitoring visit occurred from January 28, 2013 — February 1, 2013, The moniroring
team spent the fiese two full days of the visic in interviews with staff of the California State Board of
Fdacauon (SBI), the CSP grantee, as well as stalt from the California Depariment of Liducation
(CDE) who act on behalf of the SBIS for purposcs of administering the grant. Throughout this
reporr, references o CDI should be considered references 1o the CSP granree, given the unigue
organizational structure for CSP grant administration in California, lnterview parricipants at the
CDI included the Charter Schools Division (CSD1D) Director, Assistant Lepgal Counsel, Fducation
Program Consultangs, Director of Rdueation liscal Serviees Division, Director of [ducational Dara
Management Division, Special Education Division Administrator, Dirceror of School Uiseal Services
Division, and the Dircctor of Improvement and Accountabiliey Division and various related staftt.
The remainder of the moniroring visit was spent in inrerviews at 10 subgrantee charrer schools

across the srare,

Charter Schools Program 4 Caleforuta Monitoriug Report



Prior to the visit, the CDFE provided the monitoring team with preliminary documentation. The
submission included informartion on various components of State statute and policy (including
Fducation Code, recent assembly bills, waiver requests); subgrant application process (including
funded and unfunded applications, blank versions of the request for applications (RFA}, and
technical assistance powerpoints); regular subgrantee reporting (including quarterly benchmark
reports and annual reports) as well as informaton about related contracts, funding opportunirics,
and grant-rclated outreach. Ar the close of the Seate-level interview additional information and

documentanon was provided.

Not all of the monitoring indicators were able ro be addressed during the monitoring visit. As a
result, a follow-up conference call was held on February 14, 2013, Addinonal documents were
submitted by the CDI on Iebruary 21, 2013.

The moenttoring team visited several subgrantee organizations across the sate, including four in
Northern California and five in Southern California. At leasr nwo of the subgrantee organizatons
visited in Southern California managed mulaple subgrants. Ar each school, the monitoring ream met
with school leaders and members of the school’s boaed of directors, and in some cases alse met with

teachers, parents, school support personnel, and district leaders. The schools visited are as follows:

o Da Vinci Charter School — a district-authonzed conversion middle and high school located
in Davis, California. The school serves 339 students in grades 7-12, This school has two
campusces: a junior high school with grades 7-9 and a senior high school with grades 10-12,

o Spring Creek Matanzas Chareer — a district-authorized conversion clemenrary school
located in Santa Rosa, California, The school serves 401 students in grades K-5. This
school has two campuses: a K-2 and 3-3.

s Cornerstone Academy — a district-authorized elementary school locared in San Josc,
California, The school serves 260 students in grades IK-3. 'The school is planning ro expand
to 6" grade,

> Rockership Los Suenos Academy —a connty-authozed clementary school located in San
Jose, California, The school has a countywide charter to serve students across the counry

andl serves 630 students in grades I-3. The school is part of the Rockership network. !

o  Los Angeles Leadership Academy --a district-authorized elemenrary school located n lLos
Angeles, California. "The school serves 148 swudents in grades K-5 in a dual-language
immersion program. The school has a sister school that serves students in grades 6-12
located on another campus that received a subgrant under a previous CSP gran.

o Celerity Sivius - a district-authorized clementary school located tn Los Angeles, California.
The school serves 400 students in grades K-5, Tt is managed by Celerity dueational

- ¥
Group.~

! Rockeiship is also a recipient of CS1s Replicadon and Expansion grant program.
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o California Pacific Charter Schools — a district-authorized virtual middie and high schoot
located in Newport Beach, California. The school serves 750 students in grades 6-12, This
virtual school holds four separate charters and serves students across fthe state.?

e High Tech Clementary School, Chula Vista - a State-authorized clementary school located
in Chula Visra, California. The school serves 418 students in grades K-5. The clementary
school s co-located on the same site with the middle schogl.

o Tigh T'ech Middle School, Chula Vista — a State-authorized middle school located in Chula
Vista, California. The school serves 320 students in grades 6-8. The middle school is co-
located 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 the State grantee, Findings in this repont
reflect the monitoring team’s observations and conclusions abourt the State’s compliance and
pecformance under the CSP grant from the beginning of the current grant period to the ume of the

sife visit,

A drafl copy of the monitoring report is being provided to the grantee for review, with a request for
technical edits and corrections accompanied by supporting documentation. The grantec’s response
will be included as an appendix to this report and carefully considered before the monitoring report
is finalized. Tlence, the final report will take into consideration the grantee’s response as well as all of

the other evidence gathered during the monitorag process.

‘The main purpose of the grantee review process is to make the reporr as aceurate as possible.
Grantee responses are used to clarify or correct details about polictes, practices, or procedures
occurring up o the dme of the site visir and may result in revisions to observations and ratings, i
justified. 1 fosever, if the granree submits evidence of new or changed policies, practices, or
proceduces that oceurred after the site visie, that information will not be reflected in the report
findings and will only be included in the appendix. This additional information would be beyond he

scope of the monitoring visit ard would therefore not influence any observation or ratng.

= Celerity Hdueation Group manages several sehonls fo the Los Angeles arca of which three had subgranes tunded our
of the current CSP geant. The moniloring team fownd o concerns reparding the independence of cach of these schoaol
sires,

3 Technically speaking, California Pacific has four charters, each authorized by different LY around the state, in
pracice, the schools are operated as one viral school. California Pacific recvived three implementaiion subgrants in
20014 (fee Indicaror 1.2 for related concernsl)
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lll. BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON GRANTEE

STATE STATUTE/POLICIES/CONTEXT

California was the second state 10 enact charter school legisladon with passage of the Charter
Schools Act of 1992. The legistadon was creared o provide opportunines for teachers, parents,
stuclents, and community members to establish, maintain, and operate schools independently from
an existing school district (EC Scetion 47601).

By design, charter schools in California are exempt from most sections of the State’s Education
Code. Charters are bound only by California Education Code section 47605 which covers the
required clements of a charter school petdon as well as the charter petition submission and appeals
process, The original 1992 law granted California charter schools a “mega waiver” exempting them
from maost local and State education codes. Ina 1998 amendment, charrer school autonomy was
further strengthened by allowing parents to sign peritions in support of new start-up charter schools.
Also i rthe [998 amendment, the State began requiring local school boards to report specific
reasons for denying charter school petitions. The 1998 amendment aiso allowed charter schools o
determine annually if they wish to be direct funded or indircer funded. Al State and l'ederal
educadon funds in California pass from the Srare 1o the County T'reasurer. Direct funded charter
schools operate as their own fiscal agenr and receive funds direcily from the County Treasurer.
[ndireet funded charrer schools use the LEA as their fiscal agent and receive funds through their
TR.X

More recently, the State has strengthened vequirements around charter school authorization and
renewal. Senate Bill (S13) 1290 was passed by the legislature in March 2012, was signed by the
governor in Seprember 2012, and officially cnacted stacting Januaey 1, 2013, The law requires the
chactering authority 1o consider nereases in pupil academic achievement tor all groups of pupils
served by the charter school as the most important factor in deermining whether o granr a charter

renewal, (See Indicaror 2.1 for additional information about S13 1290.)

In comparison to its mode charter law, the Natonal Alliance Tor Public Chatrer Schools ranks

California’s charter seatute seventh out of 43 Stare charter laws for 2013,

Authorization, California law allows local school boards, counre boards of education, and the Srate

Board of Fducation (SBE) to authorize charter schools according, to the following criteria:

> A local board may approve charter schools that will operate within the geographic

houndaries of the school districr.

@ A\ county board of education may approve a charter that: a) will serve pupils for whom the

county office of education would otherwise be L'C'a‘pnnsiblc tor providing direet educarion
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and celated services; or b) will operate at one or more sites within rhe county's geographic
boundaries {as a countywide charter) and provide instrucrional services not generally
provided by the county othice of education.

o The SBL may approve a charter school that will operare in multiple sites throughout the
state if the charter will provide instructional services of statewide benefit (these are referred
to as Starewide Benefir Charters).

Appeals. \ charter applicant denied by a local school board may appeal first to the county board of
education, and then upon denial by the county, to the SBE.,

Revocation and Renewal, Charters are generally granted for five years and renewed based on the
school's performance. Renewal praciices differ depending on the individual authorizer. According to
Liducation Code 47607, a charter may be revoked by the authority that granted the chareer if the
authority finds, through a showing of substantial evidence, that the charter school did any of the
following;

2 Committed a material violation of any of the condirions, standards, or procedures ser
forth in the charter.

o lailed to meet or pursue any of the pupil outcomes identified in the charter,

o lailed to meet generally accepted accounting principles or engaged n fiscal
mismanagement,

> Vieolated any provision of law.

According to Liducation Code 47607, the SBE, based upon rthe recommendation of the
Superintendent of Public Tnstruerion, may rake appropriare action to revoke a school's charrer
at any time in the life of a charter in the evenr of:

2 Gross financial mismanagement that jeopardizes the financial stability of the charter
school;

o Illegal or substantially improper use of charter school funds for the personal benefis
of any officer, dircctor, or fiduciary of the charter school; or

2 Substantial and susrained departure from measurably successful practices such that
continued deparrure would jeopardize the educational development of the school's
pupils.

According o Hducation Code Section +7607 a charter school shall meer ar least one of dhe tollowing
before receiving charter renewal:
> Attained its Academic Performance Index {AP) growrh racget in the prior year or in
two of the lase three years both schoolwide and for all groups of pupils sceved by the

charter school.
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©  Ranked in deciles 4 to 10, inclusive, on the API in the prior year or in two of the last
three yeats.

e Ranked in deciles 4 ro 10, inclusive, on the API for a demographically comparable
school in the prior vear or 1In two of the last three years,

o The entity thar granted the charter determines that the academic performance of the
charter school 1s at least equal to the academic performance of the public schools
that the charter school pupils would otherwise have been required to attend, as well
as the academic performance of the schools in the school disoice in which the
charter school is located, taking into account the compeosition of the pupil
population thar is served at the charter school.

o API growth target would require growth targets to be met both schoolwide and for
all groups of pupils served by the chacter school.

[ January 1, 2013, 5B 1290 amended California charter school law to comply with the State’s
assurance to LD thar increases in student academic achievement for all groups of students be 7he
most important factor when determining to renew or cevoke a school’s charrer. Under this new
law:

2 The authority that granred the charter shall consider increases in pupil academic
achievement for all groups of pupils served by the charter school as the most importane
factor in determining whether fo grane a charter renewal.

@ The state board may reverse the revocation decision if the state board deterrnines that
the findings made by the chartering authority under subdivision (¢} are not supported by
substantial evidence.

Growth of Charter Secror, Califormia has the most charters schools and charrer school students in
the ULS. with over 438,000 students currently atrending a California charter school. Under
Calitornta kiw, the current cap on charter schools s 1,650 statewide; the cap is raised by 100 schools
each year. The number of charrer sehools has grown by approximately 10 percent per vear in recent
vears, At the ume of the monitoring visit there were 1,065 chacters in California, The majority of
charters schools are authorized by their local school board, Thete are three Statewide Benefit

Charters wich 37 campuses across the state.

Charter Closures, According 10 Caliiornia Charter Schools Associarion (CCSA) dara, in 200809 31
charter schools in the srate closed, in 200910 34 closed, and in 2010-11 30 charrer schools closcd,
There were 28 closures in 2011-12; one school voluatarily closed due to low enrolliment. Since 2008,
51D has closed 18 percent of charter schools which were in the bottont 10 pereenr of California
schools, 37 percent which were 1 the botrom 25 percent, and 12 percent which were in the op 10

percent ot schools, (See Appendix Lt CCSA Aeasrntability Story 201 3,)

California law requires that closure procedures are stated through an agreamenr between the
authonizing entity and chareer school before the charter school begins operation. These procedures

must designate a respousible entey ro conduct closure acusities and ideniify how these activities will
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be funded. Education Code Section 47605(b)(5)(P) requires each charter to contain a description of
the procedures to be used 1f the school closes. This includes a final audit, plans for disposing of all
assets {fixed assers and remaining fund balances), and maintenance and transter of student records.
Tfa charter scheol is established as a nonprofit corporation, the corporate bylaws and the statutes
governing nonprofit corporations would apply. Additional regulations perraining o charter school
closure are found in California’s Code of Regulations. The CSID has issued a recommended process

for closing o charter school (hnpr s cdecavon s ox I esclosurerules.asn), The CSDs

closure recommendadons include the following:

1} Revocation or non-renewal must be documented as an otficial acton by the authonzing
entity (e.g., at a school board meeung).

2} The authortzing entity must notify the CI2J1 of the closure or non-renewal within 10 davs of
the official action. Notification must include the effective date of the closure; contact
tnformauon for the person(s) ar the school handling the closure; information about how

students and families can obrain copies of student records; and reasons for the closure,

Subsequent wo norification from the authorizer, the CDE will inform the charter school and
authorizer abour any outstanding habilities (e.g., State apportonment funding, grants, loans), Charter
schools musr also participate 1 a fnal audit within six months of closing. The audit must include an
accounting for all financial assets, Habilitics, and an assessment of the disposition of any restricted
funds. [n most instances, net assets may be transferred back to the authorizing entity or transferred
to another public charter school (if stated in nonprofit belaws or otherwise agreed upon by the
auchorizer and the charter school). Closing charter schools are also required o complete any

outstanding annual reports.

The Srate’s MOLU template for starewlde benefit charrer schools and charter schools approved on
appeal also includes a charter school closure procedures cheeklist. 'The checklist identifies several
categories ot actions regarding invoking the closure procedures, necessary inunediate actions,
conumunicating with srudenes and families, dealing with student and business records,
communicaung with taculty and staft, reconciliation ol assets and liabilities, and dissolution of the
school or cotporate entity. While fairly comprehensive, this checklist would only apply to charter

schools subject to this specitic MOLUL

PERFORMANCE OF THE STATE CHARTER SECTGR

Calitornia public charter schools are required to participare in the serewide assessmoent resr, called

the STAR (Srandardized Tesung and Reporting) program. In Califormia, the Academic Performance
[ndex (API) s the cornerstone of the Stawe’s school accountabiliey systenn. The AP s a single
nuntber ranging from 200 to 1,000 that summarizes the performance of students, a school, ora
district on California’®s standardized rests, The statewide tagget for AP) is 800, and schools are given

growrh rargers cach vear to mark progress toward achieving rhar goal. Schools receive their AP
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score each fall following the testing that occurs cach spring. If schools continue to meet AP growth
targets each year, they mav become eligible for cerrain honors and awards, Any California schools
failing to make progress on the API are ranked among the lowest performing schools statewide and
may be identified o participate in interventon programs designed o help them boost student

performance.

CDE does not publish data on the charter school sector separate from other schools, Similarly, data
ar the district level does not aggregate and report charter sector performance separate from

rraditional public schools.

The monitoring ream reviewed data provided from CCSA's Portait of the Morement to understand the
academic performance of charter schools in California. The CCSA has developed a Similar Students
Measure (SSM) thar compares a school’s Academic Performance Lndex (APL) to a predicted APl
that controls for the effects of student background on performance. The data for California charter
schools as well a5 noncharter public schools are distibuted in a “U-Shape.” T'or the State’s charter
schools, the “U-Shaped” distribution means thar the schools are more likely wo outperform their
predicted APL and to a lesser extent, more likely to underperform geladve to their predicted APL In
2010-11 CCSA compared the perfomance of charter schools and non-charter schools relative to the
predicted APL CCSA reported that 116 (147 percent) of California charter schools were performing
at the rop 5 percent compared to 295 (4.0 percent) of non-charter schools, However, 100 (12.7
percent) of charter schools are performing In the bottom 3 percent of California schools versus 312
(.2 pereent) of non-charter schools. {Sce Appendix 2: COSA Portrait of the Movenrent Repot, Iebruary
2012).

"THE SEA CHARTER SCHOOQLS OFFICE/PROGRAM

California’s CSP grant is mace to the State Board of Education (SBI); the CIDYs Charter Schools
Division (CSD) oversees the Stare’s Public Charter Schools Grant Program (PCSGPY. Using the
Federal CSP grant tunds, the PCSGP funds planning, implementation, and dissemination subgrants
to Caltfornia’s charters schools to support starrup and initial implementation. Approsimately 12
CDIE staff members and one saff member from the SBF administer the PCSGP. The Disecior of
rhe C51 repores 1o the Reputy Superntendent of Public Instrucrion, Other CDIE positons thar
support the PCSGP include fiscal sercices administrator, assistant legal counsel from SBIE, CDIE
legal statf, an executive secretary, and various education program consultants. Generally speaking,
CSDD statt oversee the daily operations of the grant while dhe SBL staff provide oversight and
coordinauon with SBIL activities. In additdon to administering the PCSGP, the CSD also oversces

any State authorized charter schools and orher chaeter-related initiatives.

CHARTER SCHOOLS PROGRAM GRANT

California has received six CSP grants to date: in 1995, 1998, 20001, 2004, 2007, and 2010, The
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current grant, awarded in 2010, is a five-vear grant for approximately $279 million.

California was monitored in 2009 under its 2007 CSP award. The previous monitoring identified
several concerns including: areas of the subgrant application process, relared guidance and technical
assistance; school enrollment lotteries that did not align with Federal guidelines; lack of a peer
review process; lack of subgrantee moniroring by the State; outreach about the grant and other

I'ederal formula funding opportunites; recordkeeping; and use of funds.

The present document is a report of monitoring conducted as part of California’s 2010-15 CSP

grant. Under this grani, the State cites the following four objectives;

Increase the Number of Uigh-Quality Charter Schools in California;
Strengthen Charter School Sustainability Through Capacity Building;
Improve Academic Achicvement of Charter School Students; and
Disseminate Best Practices From [igh-Quality Charter Schools.

@10 —

At the ome of the monitoring visit, the CIDI! had awacded 143 subgrants in 2010-11 {26 10 new
subgrantees and 117 to continuing subgrantees), 63 in 2011-12, and 37 thus (ar in 2012-13 (an
additional 63 are cligible for funding once their charter has been authorized). Subgrant award
amounts ranged from S250,000 1o 575,000 in cach year. Dissemination subgrant awards were not
planned o be awarded unril Years 3 and + of the grant. At the time of the monitoring visit, the CSD
had just released a dissemination subgrant RI'A and expected to make awards in spring 2013, As a

result, there i no information on rthe number or dollar amount of dissemination subgrant awards.

Planning and Implementation
Subgrants Dissemination Subgrants

Number Range of $ Awards Number Range of 5 Awards

Year 1 : L
oty | M7 | $0000-557500 | tene |t
Year 2
50,000 - 457
| (1) | % | $290000-3575000 | Nene | MNone
Year 3
f] B
_ {12-13) 37/63 5250,00_(1 _S_575,000 TBD TBO
Tatal 243 $250,000 - $575,000

Prior to the monitoring visit, F1D identified several areas of concern regarding California’s 2010 CSP
grant. [n particular, P was concerned abour deficiencies thar were noted 1o a 2012 O1G audit
report of OIPs oversight and monitoring of planning and implemenration geants, which included
lndings from a snall sample of states including California. These arcas of concern included

subgrantee monitoring as well as fiscal controt and fund accounting procedurces,

4 At the time of the monitoring visit, 37 sabgrane applicatians had Deen awarded and 63 addiional applicaions had been
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IV. SUMMARY

Monitoring focused on three areas: (1) Subgrant Application and Award Process; (2) CSP and
Charter School Qualitv; and (3) Administrative and Fiscal Responsibiliges. Within cach area, the
protocol identifies indicators of graatee compliance or performance. This section presents the
monitoring team’s obscrvations, assessment of the grantee’s performance, and recommendations for
cach indicator. Grantee ratings are based on the degree o which the grantee meets each indicator.

The indicator raung system is as follows:

3 — Grantee ftully meets the indicator,
2 — Grantee partially meets the indicator,
1 — Grrantee does not meet the indicator,

To summuarize, California has not demonstrated rhe necessary program managemenr and fiscal

controls to mect the applicauon’s objectives.

Subgrant Application and Award Process — California mer two of five indicators in this area.
California has implemenred the necessary subgrant application descripuons and assurances as well ag
a peer review process. However, California has not demonstrated that it ensures all applicants are
cligible and meet the Federal definition of a charter school. Farcher, the monitoring team 1s
concerned rhar the State’s implemensation of program periods does nor conform o Federal

requirements i all aspects, Specific areas of concern recommended for followup by 1L are:

> Awrhorizers as Developers. The grantee has awarded subgrants to ar least rwo entities where

rhe authorizer also served as the developer.

o Muldple CSP subgrants to single school. In at leasr one example, the CS1) awarded three

subgrants to what is operationally a single school catiry.

3 Congersion Schools. Conversion schools did not adequarely demonstrate autonomy or

change in operatons to meer the Federal defininon of a chareer school,

2 Lotery Policies. Children of district employees received lorrery exempuions and students
matriculating between subgranrees were granted previously-enrolled starus and exempred

from rhe lowery,

o Writen Perfommance Contraces. The CS1 considers MO s to be rhe agreement that

operationalizes the charter contracr for starewide benefie charters authorized by SBI;
however, subgrantees authortzed by LEAs could not identify what their wrirten performance

CONLERCH Were,

> Difterentiation of planniag vs. implemenearion funds on GANs. GANs do nor delincare

between planning and implementation awards and rhe CS1) has allowed unspent planning
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funds (o roll over into implementation withour documentation as to whar costs may no
longer be allowable.

o Potential co-mingling of grane tunds. In at least one instance, a subgrantee GAN did not

distnguish berween funds received from the 2007 CSP grant and the 2010 CSP grane.

e Back-dating GANs. The CSD has a practice of back-dating GANs to an arbitrary date that at
umes may exceed months before a GAN was signed or even pre-date when an applicauon

was submitted.

CSP and Chatter School Quality — California fully mer one and partdally met two indicators of
seven in this area. California has demonstrated a strong distribution of subgrants around the state
representing a variety of educational models and has just begun o disseminate best or promising
praciices, State law affords a high level of flexibility and autonomy to charter schools, however, the
State cannot ensure that all charter schools operate with a high degree of flexibility and autonomy,
especially as relared to personnel and daily operatons of LLEA-authorized schools. California has not
demonstrated that it provides for qualiey authorizing pracrices, grants awards only to cligible
applicants, and monitors subgrantee projects 1o assure thar objectives are being achieved. With
regard o making progress toward achievement of its application objectives, the State was able to
demonstrate meeting only 5 of 25 performance measures. Specific arcas of concern recommended
for followup by TID are:

2 Charter performance contraces. The grantee cannot ensure thar charter or performance
contracts deseribe the obligations of the school and the authorizer.

2 8B 1290 requirements. By passing andl beginning implementation of SB 1290, the Stare has

cecently taken steps to ensure thar ehe SBE complies with irs responsibility to ensure thar
student academic performance s the most important facror when determining charter
applications and renewals, FHowever, the CDIT does not currently monitor data for LEA o
county-authorized schools, nor has it developed a system to supporr authorizer capactty in
rhis area.

> Authorizer oversight and mopitoring, "The grantee does not monitor or hold accountable

authorized public chartering agencies. Additionally, the graatee has not carried our the
proposcd activities related o authonzer monitoring and oversighe

2 Inconsistent levels of Hexibiliy and autonomy across charter schools. The grantee cannot

ensure that all chavrer schools operate with high degree of flexibility and autonomy,
especially as it relates o personnel and daily operations of LIXA authonzed schools.

*> Lowered chgibility eriteria, The CSD lowered the eligibility cequirements from a minimum

score of 3 (defined as “Adequare™) on any given rbric eriteria to 2 (defined as “Limired”),
cffeetively dropping the ngor of the subgrant application process.
2 Qualuy process. lris unclear how the CSID’s currenr subgrant application review process

results in the tssue of subgranes o high quality chacrer schools,
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o Subgrantee monitoring schedule. At the time of the monitoring visit, the (3D lacked a

comprehensive monttoring schedule that idenrified when subgrantees would be monitored.

® DMonitoring selection process. Though the CSIY has a system in place to assess the risk of
SBE-authortized charter schools for authorizer oversight visits, the CSID could not
demonstrate a similar risk-based system for idenrifying subgranrees co be monitored.

> Use of trained monitors. The CSD could not provide information on how it intends to train

its monitors for subgrantee monitoring,

o Congection 1o grant program objectves. It 1s unclear from the current monitoring

documents how, if at all, the subgraniee monitoring process supports the grantee in meeting
its project objectives.

2 Corrective action process. [t 1s not clear how corrective actions to be taken by subgrantees

to address deficiencies identitied through (QBR and annual reporring are enforced.

o Limited implementation of dissemination activirics. The CSID’s dissemination subgrant

competition had only just been announced at the time of the monitoring visit. Additionally,
the CS1) has not utlized the Brokers of Expertise dissemination platform o the extent
proposed in the approved CSP grant application,

o Ambiguous performance measnares and data poingg. s outined in the observations and

Table 2.7, many of the State’s performance measures age sorded in such a way thar
applicable data are impossible to gather. These examples usually involve the term “currentdy
funded” In a ame trame that would exceed the grane period. The resultis thar data have
been reported inconsistently over the coutse of the grant period and some measures will not

be availablte unul alter the granc period.

3 Poor progress toward grant objectives. The grantee could demonsrrate meeting only 5 of a
total of 25 performance measures and did not meet 9 of 23 applicable performance
mMeasures,

2 Lack of an external evaluation. The CDIE has nor awarded a contract or released an RUDP for

its external evaluadon that would assist the State in assessing irs progress and enable it to

focus on areas needing improvement and correction.

Administrative and Fiscal Responsibilities - California fully met two of sis indicators in this
area. Caltfornia exhibited strong practices in sharing informadon abour funding and in ransferring
student records, However, CDE has not informed subgrantces or 1LIKAs of requirements around
deductions of administrauve fees from CSP subgrants. While the grantee has remained within the
appropriate thresholds for adminiserative and dissemination subgranr expenses, it has not
implemented owo key adminisuative acuvides (evaluation and technical assistance) included n the
approved application. Farther, the monitoring eam identficd several ssues with the dishursement
and accounting of CSP funds and observed that recordkeeping practices were sometimes inadequare
to produce necessary program nformation. Specific arcas of concern reconunended for followup by

1) arce:
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Incomplete implementation of administrative activities. The grantee has not funded two

administrative activities — charter development technical assistance contracts and its external
evaluation — as specified in its approved application o ED,

Potential co-mingling of grant funds. Granr award documents for multiple subgrantees did

not adequately disdnguish subgrant funds that bad been awarded from two separate CSP

gﬂiﬂfl".

Allowable costs. The CDE provides minimal guidance in the RIA and related technical

assistance webinars on allowable costs. Additenally, there is evidence of a variety of
subgrantee expenditures thar were reimbursed that may not be allowable.

Cash management system. The CDE releases planning and program design and

implementation subgrant funds on a quarterly basis and cannor ensure that sysrems are in
place to minimize the amount of tme clapses bernween transfer of funds from EDD,
disbursement from CDT, and usage at the school site.

Informing subgrantecs and LitAs about administrative fees. The CDE has not informed
subgrantees or LEAs of requirements that administratve fees deducted from CSP subgranes

be voluntary or mutually agreed upon,

insuting deductions ate voluntary and mutually agreed npon, The State is unable o
dermonstrate that it ensures that any deductions of administrative fees from CSP subgrants
are voluaragily and muually agreed upon,

Recordkeeping Svsiems and Practices. The monitorine ream observed that program data
T ) & Y

were often held in the files of numerous staff members who maintained files with parual
informarion, such that some documentation necessary for monitoring was not immediately

available.

Promising practices that may be worthy of examination and/or replication by ovher STLA grantees

include:

Significant lixpansion Dara Sysgem, The CDIY has developed and uses the PENSEC daia

system to ensure that significantly expanding charter schools receive their commensurate

share of Federal funds.

A\ summary mable of all of the indicators and their rarings is provided below.

Sectlon 1 .Subgrantee Application and AwardPrnoess _
Indicator 1. 1{SUBGRANT APPLICATION DESCRIPTIOMS AND ASSURANCES The State reqUIres

e e i e P P At Al ¢ e

Summaty of Indicator Ratings

A Ratmg

each eligible applicant desiring to receive a subgrant to submit an application to
the State Educational Agency that includes the descriptions and assurances
requurpd in Federal statute.
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Indicator 1.2

ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS. The State ensures each applicant desiring to receive a

Section  2: €SP and Charter School (I‘.l_uallt\ir

subgrant meets the term “eligible applicant.” 1
Indicator 1.3 [DEFINITION OF CHARTER SCHOOL.. The State ensures each eligible applicant

meets the term “charter school.” 3
Indicator 1.4|PEER REVIEW. The State uses a peer review process to review ahnthelect 3

applications for assistance under this program. o
Indicator 1.5|PROGRAM PERIODS. CSP subgrants awarded by the State do not“texceed the

maximum program per|ods allowed _

Indicator 2.1

QUALITY AUTHORIZIMG PRACTICES. State laws, regulations, or other pol:ues
provide for quality authorizing practices and the SEA monitors and holds
accountable the authorized public chartering agencies in the State so as to
improve the capacity of those agencies to authorize, monitor, and hold
accountable charter schools.

Indicator 2.2

FLEXIBILITY AND AUTONOMY. The SEA affords a high degree of flexibility and
autonomy to charter schools.

'lndicator 2.3

SUBGRANTEE QUALITY. The SEA awards grants to eligible applicants on the basis
of the quality of the applications submitted.

Indicator 2.4

DISTRIBUTIOM 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
charter schools representing a variety of educational approaches.

Indicator 2.5

SUBGRANTEE MONITORIMG. The SEA monitors subgrantee projects to assure
approved grant and subgrant objectives are being achizved and to ensure
compliance with Federal requiremeants.

Indlcator 2.6

DISSEMINATION OF BEST OR PROMISING PRACTICES. The State disseminates
best or pramising practices of charter schools to each local educational agency in
the State.

Indicator2.7

Indmtor3

Se on'3 Ammsstrat]ehri FisE&l' Responsibilities

ACHIEVENiENT OF APPLICATION OBIECTIVES. The State demonstrates substantlal
progress in meeting |t apphcatlon ob]ectwes -

FEDERAL PROGRAMS INFORMATION AND FU'\JDING The State informs
appropriate audiences about tha SEA's charter school grant program, Federal
funds that the charter school is eligible to receive and Federal programs in which
the charter school may participate, and ensures that cach charter school in the
btate receives its commensurate share of cheral cducation formula funds.

indicator 3.2

ALLOCATION OF CSP FUNDS. [he proportion OF grant funds reserved by the State
for each activity does not oxceed the allowable amount.

Indicator 3.3

Indicator 3.4

ADMINISTRATION AMD USE OF CSP FUNDS. The SEA administers the CSP funds
and monitors subgrantee projects to ensure the proper disbursement,
accounting, and use of Federal funds.

LEA DEDUCTIONS. The State ensures that thé LEA does not dpduct funtls for
adrninistrative expenses or fees unless the eligible applicant enters voluntarily
into an admln!stratwe services arrangement: W|th the relevant LEA.

Tht!icator 3.5

FRANSFER OF STUDENT RECORDS. The SEA ensures that a student 5 records and,
if applicable, individualized education program accompany the student’s transfer
to or from a charter school in accordance with Federal and State law.

Indicator 3.6

RECORDKEEPIMG. All financial and programmatic records, supportmg

3
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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
and audit purposes.,
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V. FINDINGS

This section presents the monitoring tearn’s description and assessment of the granted’s
administration of the CSP grant for each indicator. Each indicator is stared, followed by summary
narratve and detailed rabular informadoen containing the monitoring team’s obscrvations and
findings of grantee implementation related to the indicator, Any arcas of concera and promising
practices are then highlighted. Finally, a rating, jusgfication for thar rating, and where appropriate,

recommendations for iImprovement are given.

1. SUBGRANT APPLICATION AND AWARD PROCESS

A major function of CSP grantees is to conduct application and award processes to distribure CSP
funds to subgrantees in the state, including funds for new charter school planning and
implementarion as well as for the dissemination of successful charter school practices. A minimum
of 95 percenr of cach State’s CSP allocation is distributed to subgrantees through this process. This
section focuses on the Stawe’s requirements of subggant applicants, and irs processes for evaluating,
selecting, and awarding subgrants. Specifically, this section addresses the Srate’s performance in

fulfilling: 1ts responsibilitics to:
2 Require subgrant applicants to sabmit an application with Federally required descriprions
and assurances;
2 Derermine that applicants are eligible to receive CSP subgrants;
o [nsure thar cligible applicants meet Pederal definitions of 4 charter school,
2 limploy a peer review process to evaluare subgrant applications; and

o linsure CSP subgrants adhere to allowable time periods.

Indicator 1.1: SUBGRANT APPLICATION DESCRIPIIONS AND ASSURANCES. The
State requires cach cligible applicant desiring to recetve a subgrant to submir an application o the

State ducarional Ageney that includes the descriptions and assurances required in Federal stature,

In the 2009 mositoring ceport, the State pactially met this indicator. "The previous
monitoring teamn was concerned that rhe planning and implementadon subgrane application did not
include a description of how the authorized public chartering agency would provide Tor continued

operarion of the school once the Federal grant had expired or an opporrunity 1o request waivers,

[n s 2000 CSP Application, California proposed w0 improve the planuing and imnplementation
subgrant application by wilizing an on-line applicaton system o collect documentation and adding
missing content identfied From the previous CSP monitoring report. Furthermore, the grantee
outlined quarterly webinars chat the CS1) would use o provide rechnical assistance o applicants and

subverantecs.
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or the 2010-2011 and 2011-2012 PCSGP grant cycles, the CSD contnued to use what it refers to
as the “work plan™ RFA (c.g., the version much like that which was reviewed during the 2009
monitoring visit). This application was not inclusive of all Federally-required descriptions and
assurances. However, starting with the 2012-2013 cycle, the CSD has implemented a revised
planning and implemenrarion subgrant application thar incorporates all of the required descriptions

and assurances.

The 2012-2013 PCSGP Planning and Implementation RFA includes the following elements:

» A cover sheet;

e Narratve Response Pare 1 — Educational Program, Charter Management Plan, Community
and Parent Tovolvement, Sustainability and Alignment of Resources; Targeted Capacity
Building Activities; Autonomy; and Notification and Admissions;

o Narrative Response Part 2 — Compliance with Individuals with Disabilities .ducaton Act
(IDEA) and Eligibility for Fligher Subgrant Award it Applicable;

3 Proposed Budget Summary;

e Budget Narrarive;

e (Charter Work Plan/ Activities;

o Ceneral Assurances and Cerdficatons: and

o Subgrant Conditions and Assurances,

Insrrucrions to the applicant note rhat an application will only be deemed complete if the responses
to the required clements are complete and address ESLEA Seetion 5203(A). The €S also provides
subgrant application guidance and technical assistance in the form of webinars throughout the year.
The techaical assistance that the CSD has provided or planned o provide for the 2012-2013
subgrant applications includes at least four webinars (in Seprember 2012, November 2012, January
2013, and March 2013). The €SI provided Powerpoints used {or to be used) for the November
2012 and the March 2043 webinars, In both instances the webinars covered a detaled meroducrion
tor the dissemination subgrant (including backpround and overview, schedule, tunding, eligibility,
fundable activities, prioritics, application, screcning/award process, and requived reporting); an
updare on the planning and implementation subgrants (including schedule, eligibility, funding,

applicaton, reporting, and monitoring); and tips for successtul applications.

Though the documents indicare that the CSID covered a broad base of basic knowledge about the
planning, implementation, and dissemination subgranrs, rhe monitoring team notes that there was
no guidance on quality of the applications {other than generice tips 2bout following instructions,
starting carly, and making sure to have a steong alignmenr berween narraave, workplan, and budget).
Lurtliermore, because the CSD does no reack webinar pacticipation ir conld novidentify who or
how many pacdeipants had participated in the webinars, nor did it seek feedback from participants

on the webinars to steengthen is techaieal assistance efforts,
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The CSD reported that in the 2012-2013 round of PCSGP planning and implementation funding,
115 applications were subinitted and 100 received a fundable score, (For this competition an
application was deemed fundable if all of the narratve sections teceived a score of at least a 2. See
Indicator 2.3 for additional information regarding subgrant application scoring and qualicy,) The
sample of 2012-2013 approved applications provided by the CSD to the monitoring team for review
all included complete descriptions in line with allowable activities under the CSP,
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Table 1.1: SUBGRANT APPLICATION DESCRIPTIONS AND ASSURANCES

ESEA Section 5203. Applications. Is this an Findings: How does the SEA grantee ensure that
(b) Each application submitted pursuant to area of each description and assurance is included in the
stbsection (a) shall — concern? subgrant application?

(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 containing — , _
{A) a description of the educational programte | [ ] Yes The PCSGP RFA Narrative Part 1 requires applicants
be implemented by the proposed charter No to describe their educational program. The Charter
school, including — School Workplan/Activities also requires applicants
(i) how the program will enable all to outline key activities, timelines, responsible
students to meet challenging State parties, and evidence for this topic.
student academic achievement
standards; Appendix A in the subgrant application outlines the
{ii} the grade levels or ages of children evaltation criteria for this section of the subgrant
te be served; and application, which include a description of how the
{iii} the curriculum and instructional program will enable all students to meet challenging
practices to be used; State standards, grade spans served, and the
curriculum to be used.
{B) a description of how the charter school will [ ]ves The PCSGP RFA Narrative Part 1 requires applicants
be managed; 4 No to describe their charter 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 cutlines the
evaluation criteria, which include a description of
how the charter school will be managed.

{C) a description of — |:] Yes The PCSGP RFA Narrative Part 1 reguires applicants
{i} the objectives of the charter school; No to describe the goals and objectives of the school
and and the method for determining prograss. The
{ii) the methods by which the charter Charter School Workplan/Activities alsc reguires
school will determine its progress applicants to outline key activities, timelines,
toward achieving those objcctives; responsible parties, and evidence for this topic.

Appendix A in the subgrant application outlines the
evaluation criteria for this section of the subgrant
application, which include a description of the goals
and ohjectives of the school under the educational
program element.

The CSD also requires that subgrantees have an
_external evaluation by the end of the grant period.

{0) a_descn;otlo_n of the administrative [] ves Appendix A in the subgrant application outlines the
relationship between the charter school and the | 3] No evaluation criteria for the charter management
authorized public chartering agency; plan, which include a description of the

administrative relationship between the charter
scheool and the authorizer under the charter

management plan element. B
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The applicant must include details regarding
autonomy over budget, expenditures, personnel,
and daily operations.

{E) a description of how parents and other
members of the community will be involved in
the planning, program design, and
implementation of the charter school;

D Yes
Mo

The PCSGP RFA Narrative Part 1 requires applicants
to describe their community and parent
involvement activities. 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
chartering agency will provide for continued
cperation of the school once the Federal grant
has expired, if such agency determines that the
school has met the objectives described in
subparagraph (C)i);

[ ]ves
No

The PCSGP RFA Narrative Part 1 requires applicants
to describe their sustainability and alignment of
resources activities. The Charter School
Workplan/Activities also requires applicants to
outline key activities, timelines, responsible parties,
and evidence for this topic.

{G) a request and justification for waivers of any
Federal statutory or regulatory provisions that
the eligible applicant believes are necessary for
the successful operation of the charter schoal,
and a description of any State or local rules,
generally applicable to public schools, that will
be waived for, or otherwise not apply to, the
school;

[[]ves
& Neo

The PCSGF RFA includes instructions for applicants
to request a waiver for any State or local faws,
regulations, or policies as well as Federal statutory
or repulatory provisions.

The RFA also includes a description of the waivers
that the State requested from ED.

{H) a description of how the subgrant funds or

grant funds, as appropriate, will he used,
including a description of how such funds will be
used in conjunction with other Federal
programs administered by the Secretary;

[:] Yas
No

The PCSGP Form 5 — Proposed Budget Summary and
Form & — Proposed Budget Narrative require
applicants to describe how they will use subgrant
funds, The Proposed Budget Surmmary is broken out
by specific State budget codes and fiscal years.

Appendix A in the subgrant application outlines the
svaluation criteria, which include a description of
how subgrant funds wiil be used in conjunction with
other Federal programs under the sustainability and
alignment of resources element,

{1} a description of how students in the

[ ves

The PCSGP RFA Marrative Part 1 requires applicants

community will be — No to describe their notification and admissions
{i) informed about the charter schoaol; policies. The Charter School Workplan/Activities also
and requires applicants to outline key activities,
{ii) given an cqual opportunity to timelines, responsible parties, and evidence for this
attend the charter schoaol; topic.
Appendix A in the subgrant application outlines the
evaluation criteria for this section of the subgrant
L 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.

{1} an assurance that the eligible applicant will
annually provide the Secretary and the State
educational agency such information as may be
reguired to determine if the charter school is
making satisfactory progress toward achieving
the objectives described in subparagraph [C){i);

[ ]ves
No

The PCSGP RFA Form 10 — Subgrant Conditions and
Assurances includes several assurances related to
providing information to the State or ED regarding
performance toward objectives.

(K) an assurance that the eligible applicant will
cooperate with the Secretary and the State
educational agency in evaluating the program
assisted under this subpart;

D Yas
No

The PCSGP RFA Form 10 - Subgrant Conditions and
Assurances includes an assurance requiring
recipients to cooperate with Federal or State
avaluations.

(L) a description of how a charter school that is
considered a local educational agency under
State law, or a local educational agency in which
a charter school is located, will comply with
sections 613{za}({5} and 613{e){1)(B} of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act;

(] Yes
No

The PCSGP RFA Narrative Part 2 requires applicants
to describe their compliance with [DEA.

Appendix & in the subgrant application outlines the
evaluation criteria for this section of the subgrant
application, which include a description of how the
charter school will comply with IDEA.

(M) if the sligible applicant desires to use
subgrant funds for dissemination activities
under section 5202(¢)(2)(C), a description of
those activities and how those activities will
involve charter schools and other public
schoaols, local educational agencies, developers,
and potential developers; and

[ ves
B No
[InA

The PCSGP Dissemination subgrant RFA requires
applicants to describe the program rationale,
heneficiary schools, and program activities,

{N} such other information and assurances as
the Secretary and the State educational agency
may reguire.

[ ves
No

Agpplicants are required to sign the 2012-2013
General Assurances and Certifications as well as
grant-specific Conditions and Assurances.

Sources: Cafifornia Department of Education Request for Applications Public Charter Schools Grant Program 2012-13
Planning and Implementation Grants, Revised October 9, 2012; Californio Department of Education Request for
Applications Public Charter Schoals Grant Program 2012-13 Dissemination Sub-Grants.

Raring and Justification: 3 — Granree fully meets the indicator. The 2012-2013 PCSGP Planning and

Implementation RIVA includes all required descriptions and assurances.

Recommendations: The (SI) is encouraged o continue to use its current comprehensive subgrant

application as well as ro strengthen its efforts to provide related technical assistance and guidance ro

support the subgrant application process.

Indicator 1.2: ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS. The State ensures cach applicant dlesiring to receive a
subgrant meets the term “eligible applicant.”

Observations: In rhe 2009 monitoring report, the Srate partially mer the conditions of this indicaror,

The previous monitoring team was concerned rhar the graniee could not ensure thar cach subgranr
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applicant had provided to their authorizer adequate and tmely nodcee of intention to apply for CSP
grant funds, plus a copy of their CSP subgrant application,

In tts 2010 CSP grant application, the State requested from ED a waiver to allow for muldple
charter schools under a single charter 1o receive subgrant funds. In its response, 121 explained that a
waiver was not required for this acuon because 2011 non-regularory guidance effectively addressed
this issue (Le., that individual school sttes, regardless of who holds the charter, meet the Federal
definition of charter school during the period of grant funding). (Sce Appendix 3: California October
2010 Warer Letter.)

California’s 2010 application also proposed that the State would improve administrative procedures
to ensure that adequate and tmely notice was provided to the authorizer and that not-for-profit

status would be ensured,

The 2012-2013 PCSGP REFAs for Planning and Implementation and for Dissemmnation subgeant
applications each include an assurance that the applicant has provided notice of intention to apply

for CSP grant funds to their authorizer and a copy of their CSP subgrant application.

The Planning and Implementadon REA states that an applicant may be a newly established or
conversion school. Applicants must also be a nonprofit entity or an LEA, For the current subgrant
application cycle, the RITA states thar applicants must have applied to an authorized public
chartering authority by October 12, 2012 to be eligible to apply for the grant and have reecived 2
charter by June 30, 2013 10 be funded. The RFA also states that conversions schools receiving Title
t School Improvement Grant funds are not eligible for PCSGP funds.

The €CS12%s 2012-13 dissemination subgrant RI‘\ (the first under the State’s 2010 grant) includes
specitic guidance and examples of cligibility requirements. The dissemination competition was under
way during the tme of the monitoring visit, so the monitoring team could not evaluate whether or
nor the CSIY%s systems and procedures would ensure that dissemination subgrants were awarded to

cligible applicants.

Based on observations ar subgrantees sites, the monitoring team questions the eligibiliy of certain
subgrantees for funding under the CSP grant. Specifically, the monitoring team has the following

CONCCIs:

> Authorizer as developer, The monitoring team visited rwo subgrantees where the charter
school developer and aurhorizer were the same endy {the LEA), The monitornng eam
noted no distinetion berween the authorzing eatity and developer, TIHA administration
signied the PCSGR application as the applicant and the GANS wete issued to the LEA as
well. Furrther, the monitorng team was told at each of these schools thar the subganeec’s
governing board was created solely for the purpose of the subgrant (upon recommendation

of the CSD in order ro receive the grant funds). For acleasr one of these schools, the

8]
(¥4 ]
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Superintendent of the district maintained veto power over the subgrantee governing board.
After the subgrant ended, the governing board was dissolved. (See Indicator 2.2 for

additional implicatons regarding the flexibility and autonomy of charter schools.)

o Multiple subgrants to a single entiry. The monitoring team visited a virtual school that had

received three subgrants from the current CSP grant. {The school had also applied for a
fourth subgrant in the 2011-2012 grant cycle but was denied because of CSD concerns abourt
its public random drawing.) ‘Though this site holds four separate charters, each from a
different clistrict across the state, it operates as a single school (e.g., with one school
administrator, one curriculum, and unificd eaching staff). As such, the schools that received
the subgrants are not separate and distinet and would not meet the Federal requirements
stipulated in the 2011 pon-regulatory guidance.

Table 1.2: ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS
The State ensures each.applicant

Findings: How does the SEA grantee ensure that each
- applicant desiring to receive a subgrant meets the term
eligible applicant?

Is this an
area of
concern?

; S
B no

_desiring to receive a subgrant

- meets the term “eligible

 applicant,” including:
The schooi's developer has applied to an
authorized public chartering authority to
operate a charter school

An applicant must have been awarded a charter {and
related charter school number) in order ta receive
subgrant funding. In the event that a charter petition has
been submitted hut not awarded at the time of the
subgrant application, the CSD will have the peer
reviewers review the subgrant application, but will not
proceed with the budget review until a charter has been
awarded.

The 2012-2013 PC5GP Planning and Implementation RFA
states that in order to he eligibie to appiy for PCSGP
funds, a developer must submit the charter petition to an
authorized public chartering authority by October 12,
2012, and must receive approval 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 a charter
number has been issued by CDE.

The school’s developer has prouided
adequate and timely notice to Lhat
authority under section 5203({d){3) |

The General Assurances (Appendix Gof 20122013
BCSGP Planning and Implementation RFA} includes an
assurance that the applicant will provide notice and a
copy of the grant application to their authorizing entity.

Mon-profit status of the charter holder

The 2012-2013 Planning and Implementation RFA states
" that an applicant must be a nonprofit entity or LEA, Mon-
~ profit status at the time of submission of the application
i 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 same
charter school

| The 2012-2013 Planning and Implementation RFA states

that if an applicant has previously received PCSGP funds

Charier Schoole Program

California Monitoring Repor



For dissemination applicants: the
charter schoagl has been in operation far
at least 3 consecutive years and has
demonstrated overall success,
including—
(i} substantial progress in improving
stuclent academic achievernent;
(i} high levels of parent satisfaction;
and
{ii) the management and leadership
necessary to overcome initial start-
up problems and establish a
thriving, financially viable charter
school.

D Yes-
@ No
[ InNA

to develop a charter school, all 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 SBE-
numbered charter school, it must have the same number
of open and operating charter schoals as the number of
PCSGP grants received previously.

The monitoring team observed at least one instance
where the CSD had awarded multiple subgrants to an
entity that operated its separately chartered sites as one
single school, {See above.)

The 2012-2013 Rissemination RFA states that charter
schools converted from a non-charter public school must
be in aperation as a charter school for at least three (3)
consecutive years {o be eligible, Additionally, charter
schools continuously open, and with an apen effective
date on or before lanuary 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 and 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 demanstrate
meeting or exceeding their overall charter mission
1o serve high-risk students may also be eligible,
(i} “High levels of parent satisfaction” means the
charter school demonstrates it regularly surveys
parents, conducts parent meetings, or has some
other means of collecting parent satisfaction
information,
{iif} Evidence of “the managemeant and leadership
necessary to overcome initial start-up prohlems and
astablish a thriving, financially viable charter
school,” may include, but are not limited to: if
applicable, having the ability to provide or contract
for special education services; establishing
minimum enrollment and average daily attendance
{ADA) to ensure adequate school funding; or
identification and recruitment of appropriately
credentialed teachers. Fiscal evidence may include,
but is not limited to, accurate and reasonable
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.

Charter Schools Program
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Sources: Californio Department of Education Request for Apph'cdtions Public Charter Schools Grant Program 2012 - '
13 Planning and Implementation Grants, Revised October 8, 2012; California Department of Education Request for
Applications Public Charter Schools Grant Program 2012-13 Dissemination Sub-Grants.

Areas of Concern

»  Authorizers as Developers, The grantee has awarded subgrants to at least two endties where

the authorizer also served as the developer.

2 Mulriple CSP subgrants to single school. In at least one example, the CSID awarded three

subgrants to a virtual school that is operationally a single school entiry.

Rating and Jusdfication: 1 — Grantee does not meet the indicator. While the PCSGP REA addresses
all required clements of cligibility, the monitoring team observed several instances where subgrane
funds were awarded to applicanrs that did not appear to be eligible for funding.

Recommendations: The CDIE needs w review its eligibiliey procedures to ensure chac all funded

applicants are indeed cligible to receive grant funds. In particular, chis may require addidonal scrutiny
when multiple applications are submitted by the same developer. Tn addition, the State should

review irs policy around screening to ensure that an Authorizer is not deemed an cligible applicant.

Indicator 1.3: DEFINITION OF CHARTER SCHOOIL. The State ensures cach cligible

applicant meets the term “charter school.”

Observatons: In the 2009 moniroring report, the State partially met this indicator. The previous
monitoring team was concerned that the Srate did not adequately monitor or provide sufficient
guidance and techoteal assistance o subgrantees during the life of the grant to ensure that
subgrantees continued to meet the Federal term “charrer school” while receiving grant funds, The
monitoring ream raised particular concesns about subgrantees’ appropriate use of enrollment
loteertes and multiple schools held under a single board. The 2009 monitoring team also identified
the CSID’s etforts to cross-walk the Federal and State definidons of charter school to be exemplany

(Appendix | in previous erations of the subgrane RITA),

The 20012-13 PCSGP REFA addresses all of the required components of dhe Federal definition of
chatter school, in cither nareatve or checkbox form. Flowever, the CSID has abandoned che use of

Appendix | for the currene subgrant cycle.

While the €51 has all of the required deseriprions and asswrances documented on papet, the
monttoring team visited several subgrantees thar had adopred practices that could challenge their

ability to meer the Federal defintdon of a charter school.

2 Conversion schools, Two of the subgrantees visited were conversion schools, The 111A
Associate Superintendent was the founder of one of the schools. Several fssues existed with

vegard ro rhe autonomy and authority of the governing boards of the two schools. Tn both
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cases, the Superintendent of the school district retained sole veto authoriry and membership
to the governing board was controlled by the LEA. Furthermore, the boards were dissolved
after the PCSGP subgrant ended. At one site the monitoring team observed that computers
purchased wich grant funds were labeled “property of the school district” rather than of the
school or the U.S. Department of Fducation, Additonally, it was not clear that either
conversion subgrantee adequartely closed operation of the former public school before
reopening as a charrer, For example, at one of the two schools sttt and faculty remained
essentially the same before and after the conversion, No formal rehiring of staff or faculty
occurred when the charter school opened. Both tn terms of independent governance and
meeting the term newly created public school, questions exist as to these subgrantees

meeting the definition under ESEA Section 5210,

> Lottery Policies. State law requires that charter schools provide exemptions or lotrery
prioritics to students who live wirhin designated geographic areas, Because of this statutory
requirement, CDE requested and received FD approval wo allow for subgrantees to provide
this exemption without being considered out of compliance with the Federal definition of a
charter school. IHowever, even with this flexibility, the monitoring team obscrved instances
where subgrantees had other lottery policies thar were not aligned o current non-regulatory
gutdance. [For example, one school visited allowed lottery exemptions tor children of district
employees and a second school granted previously enrolled status for students matriculating

from one subgrant school to another.

2 Written Performance Contraces. l'or California’s statewide benefit charter schools the CIDIZ

prepares and executes a thocough Memorandum of Understanding to operadonalize the
requirement that the charter school has a wtitten performance contract with the authorized
public chartering agency in the Stare, This conuact includes a deseription of how the charrer
school’s student performance will be measured pursiant to Stare assessments thar are
required of other schools and pursuaat to any other assessments munually agrecable ro the
authorzed public chartering agencey and the charter school. For subgranrees that have been
authorized by LEAs or County Boards of Liducation, the CDLE in previous grant cycles
considered the charter petition as satisfying the requirement of a writken performance
contract. The monitoring ream notes that NACSA recommends as best pracuce a second
and distinct document as a performance contract, While the CIDIE considers its MOLU a
written performance contract for statewide benefie charter schools, the granree did nor
clearly demonstrate bevond the existence of an approved charter petition how it ensures
other subgrantees comply with the requirement of a written performance conrract. In
practice, many of the chaster schools visited did not have MOUs or other documents that
operationalized charter petirions, and charter petitions were typically not provided o the

MIONLLOLNG [en o review.
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 Table 1.3: DEFINITION OF A CHARTER SCHOOL' W o R i _
ESEA Section 5210. DEFINITIONS. - . 1s this an ; Findings: How does the SEA grantee ensure that

(1) CHARTER SCHOOL-The term “charter school” .areaof each eligible applicant meet each clause of the: -
_means a public school that - ___ concern? . Federal term “charter school™? '

{A) in accordance with a specific State statute []ves EC Section 47610 —~ General Education Code
authorizing the granting of charters to schools, is X No exemption (the “mega-waiver”) states that a
exempt from significant State or local rules that charter school shall comply with all charter schaool
inhibit the flexible operation and management of laws and the pravisions set forth in its charter, but
public schoals, but not from any rules relating to the is otherwise exempt from the laws governing

other requirements of this paragraph; 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
Caiifornia Building Code.

See Indicator 2.2 for additional information about
the fexibility and autonomy afforded to charter
schools by the State.

{B} is created hy a developer as a public school, ar is Yes EC Section 47602 prohibits conversion of any
adapted by a developer from an existing public |:| No private school to a charter school. Appendix B in
school, and is operated under public supervision and the 2012-2013 RFA defines newly established
direction; 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 existing
public schools.

{C) operates in pursuit of a specific set of educational | ] ves | EC Section 47605{b}{4)(b-c} outlines areas
objectives determined by the school's developer and | [x] g authorizers must deem to be reasonably
agreed to hy the authorized public chartering agency; comprchensive in order to award a charter, These

include “the measurable pupil cutcomes identified
for use by the charter school.”

Marrative Section 1 -- Education Program of the
2012-2013 RFA requires the applicant to describe
the methods by which the charter schoal will
determine its progress toward achieving those
goals and objectives,

{D) provides a program of elementary or sccondary |:] Yes EC Section 47615 states that charter schools are

education, or both; D m part of the Public School System as defined in the
e L California Constitution,

{E} is nonsectarian in its programs, admissions [7] ves Section 47605(d}{1} states that a charter school

policies, employment practices, and all other <] o shall be nonsectarian in its programs, admission

operations, and is not affiliated with a sectarian policies, employment practices, and alf other

school ar religious institution; nperations, shall not charge tuition, and shall not

discriminate against any pupil on the basis of the
) 1 characteristics listed in Section 220. o
{F) does not charge tuition; _ - { ]ves Section 47605(d){1) states that a charter school
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(<] 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 hasis of the
characteristics listed in Section 220,

(G} complies with the Age Discrimination Act of 1975,
title V1 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;

[ ]ves
No

2012-2013 PCSGP RFA — General Assurances
includes assurances related to compliance with the
related discrimination, civil rights, and special
education acts.

{H] is a school to which parents choose to send their
children, and that admits students on the basis of a
lottery, if more students apply for admission than can
be accommaodated;

@ Yes
[[]No

EC Section 47605.6 [a){1) 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 middie
school, Both the elementary and middle schools
are subgrantees. Another subgrantee reported that
children of employees of the LEA are exempted
fram the lottery.

{1} agrees to comply with the same Federal and State
audit requirements as do other elementary schools
and secondary schools in the State, unless such
regquirements are specifically waived for the purpose
of this program;

D Yes
Mo

EC Section 47605{b)(5){l} outlines the manner in
which annual, independent, financial audits shall
he conducted, including that they 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.

{J) meets all applicable Federal, State, and local
health and safety requirements;

D Yes
@ Nao

EC Section 74605(b}(5){F) outlines multiple reasons
a board may deny a charter. The section includes
as a cause for denial that, “the petition does not
contain reasonably comprehensive desceriptions of
the procedures that the school will follow to
ensure the health and safety of pupils and staff.”
Included are requirements regarding background
checks, immunizations, tuberculosis examinations,
and vision/hearing and scoliosis screenings. Section
17610 outlines bullding safety standards.

{K) operates in accordance with State law; and

|:| Yes
|X] Mo

| accordance with State law.

2012-2013 PCSGP RFA — General Assurances
includes assurances related to operation in

{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 pursuant to State
assessments that are required of other schools and
pursuant to any other assessments mutually
agreeable to the authorized public chartering agency
and the charter school.

Charter Schools Program
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operationalized charter petitions.

2012-2013 PCSGP RFA — General Assurances
include that the school will participate in all State
standardized testing programs.

The grantee maintains MOUs for all statewide
benefit charter schools and considers the charter
petition to satisfy this requirement for all LEA-
authorized charter schools. However, many charter
schools visited did not have documants that
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See Indicator 2.1 for additional information about
perfarmance contracts between grantees and
authorizers.

Sources: California Education Code; Californiu Department of Education Request for Applications Public Charter Schools
Grant Pragram 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
Wildfiower Open Classroom K-8 Charter School, Valley Life Charter Schoo!, Aimond 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 Crange.

Areas of Concern

o {onversion Schools. Conversion schools did not adequately demonstrate autonomy or

change in operatons o meer the Federal definition of a charter school.

e Lottery Policigs. Children of district employees reccived lottery exemptions and seudents
matricularing between subgrantees were granted previously-enrolled status.

o Written Performance Contracts, The CSD considers MOUs to be the agreement that
operationalizes the charter contract and these are in place for statewide benefit charter
schools veceiving subgrants; however, the State’s practice for ensuting how other
subgrantees mecet the requirement of having in place a written performance contraer was nog
clear.

Rating and [ustification: | - Graatee does ot meet the indicator. While the RIFAs developed by the

CDE address the need for subgrantees to meer the definidon of charrer school in Section 5230 of
LSIEA, the Stare cannot ensure that schools operate in compliance with the defininon,

Recommendations: The grantee needs to ensure that all subgrancees meet the Federal definirion of

charcer school at the time of award and throughout the grant period.

Indicator 1.4: PEER REVIEW. The Stare usces a peer review process (o review and select

applications for assistance inder this program.

Observations: In the 2009 monitoring report the State did aor meet this indicaror, The previous
monitoring team nored that subpgrant applicarions were reviewed by CIME staff and technieal
assistance was provided to applicants untdl the appheation was deemed complete and worthy of

funding, No peers were used in the subgrant application review process.

[n s 2010 CSP application, the State requested awaiver 1o allow CIDE and SBE personnel w serve
as the primary peer reviewers of planning and implemenrarion subgrant applications, F1D denied the
request and noted thar S1EAs may exercise considerable Hexibility in implementing the peer ceview

process. In November 2012, CI3E received addinonal guidance from 151 on the cequirement for

3|
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peer review stating that in the 2012 application review cycles, the SEA could use CDL seatf if all

cfforts to secure outside reviewers had been exhausted, at least one reviewer per application was an

outside peer reviewer, and CDF statf used as reviewers had charter school experience and

documentation of that experience was maineained as part of the review/grant file (See Appendix 3:
California Oct. 2010 Wairer Letter; Appendix +I'Y {1 PCSP Revtewers Cobor/ | and FY 12 PCSP Revdeners

Coliart 3).

The C5I2 has slowly been adding peer reviewers to the subgrane application process. For the 2010-

2011 application review cycle, the CSD did not use peer reviewers, For the 2011-2012 application

review cycles, peer reviewers were partially added to the process, CSID staff reviewed the public

random drawing and autonomy portons of the application and at least one peer reviewer read and

scored the work plans.

Peer reviewers have been used even more so in the 2012-2013 subgrant application review cycle. For

2012-2013, CSI staff completed a checklist for forms, signatares, completeness, and umeliness of

subgrant applications to ensure that they were complece. ‘The subgrant applicatons were then read

and scored by at least two reviewers. Any application receiving a score of 1 1n any section was

climinated from funding; however, the entire application was sull reviewed and scored. (See

Indicator 2.3 for additional details on how the CSID used thie peer review process to assess rhe

quality of the subgrant applications.) The overall score was used o rank order applicants for

(unding. No award was made until proof was provided that the applicant had received approval of

its charter. Uor the 2012-1013 funding year, the CIDJ received 118 applications; 113 were moved

forward for peer review, | withdrew, and 2 were not elligible. 101 received a fundable score (no

sections received a score of | and the application was complete and on time) and 14 were

disapproved. Of these 37 had approved authorization. The remaining 6+ must receive charter

approval by June 30 or musc reapply in the next round.

The CSD intends to use a similar peer review process (o the dissemination subgrant applications.

Ulowever, at the time of the monitoring visir, the dissemination competition had not closed and so

the €513 bad not ver implemented its peer review sysrem for these subgrants.,

‘Table 1.4: PEER REVIEW |

Elements of the State’s peer review
process.

identification and notification 1o peer
reviewars: California’s application stated
that in most instances CDE and SBE staff
would be used to review subgrant
applications. Subsequent
communications between CDE and ED on
this issue are described abaove.

Chrter Schooly Program

Is this an
area of
concern?
[[1ves
E] No

g

reviewers.

". Findings: How does the SEA grantee conduct its peer

review process?

The CSD provided documentation of “Dear Collcague”
letters that went out to potential peer reviewers in
February 2012, April 2012, and September 2012 via CDE
listservs to idantify potential peer reviewers.

The CSD used existing CDE listsarvs and worked with the
State charter associations to help identify additional peer
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Composition and qualifications of peer
reviewers: The application stated that in
most instances CDE and SBE staff would
be used to review subgrant applications.
Subsequent communications between
CDE and ED on this issue are described
above.

(] ves
X No

The CSD hoped to use charter developers, authorizers, -
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 CDE staff
with charter school experiegnce {e.g., as a director or
teacher}.

Use of peer reviews to select

Reviewer guidance and training: This
was not addressed in the State’s
application.

V[ Yes
' <] No

The C5D 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
and group exercises.

applications for funding: The application
states that external peer reviewers are
enlisted to score an application when
there is a scoring anomaly ameng the

! CDE and SBE reviewers.

D Yes
No

For the most current cycle of subgrant applications, the
C5D 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.

Sourcos: Cohort 1 FY 11 Peer Review mw'tar;'on_zétfer; Cohort 2 FY 11 Peer Review Invitation Letter; Cohort 3 FY 12
Peer Review Invitation Letter; FY12 PCSGP Peer Reviewers Cohort 3; Cohort 3 Powerpaint for Peer Reviews.

Raune and Jusufication: 3 — Granree fully meets the indicator. The grantee currently uses a peer

review process to review and select applications for funding, (The 2012-1013 subgrant awands were

the fiest under chis grant to fully comply with the requirement to use peer reviewers,)

Recommendations: The State is encouraged to continue the use of its peer review process to teview

and select applications for assistance under this program.

Indicator 1.5: PROGRAM PERIODS. 5P subgrants awarded by the Stte do not exceed the

maximun progeam periods allowed,

Obscervations: [n che 2009 monuoring report the grancee fully met this indicator. "Though the State

had previously issued subgrants for more than 36 consecutive months, ar the time of the previous

monitoring visit tes approach was compliant

Grant award periods for the curtent Planning and Implementation subgrant and the Dissernination

subgrant are oudined m the 2012-2013 PCSGP REAs. The stared avward periods align wich rhe

statutory limits for the CSP program. The RUWA explains thar planning and implementarion subgraat

awards made tn the 2002-2013 cyele cannot be placed into inactive status and thar interruptions in

the granr period may warrant terminaton of the subgrant avard. If a school iz unable to open due to

the inability to secure faciltties by the close of its planning phase, the planning subgrant for the

Charter Schools Propras
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school will be terminated. In four instances, the CDE has requested and been granred waivers by
ED for individual schools that delayed opening after being awarded CSP planning grants. (See:
Appendix 5: California 1V atver meme (Cotloge-Ready Aeadeny Hish School #13) dated May {2, 2012 and
Catefornia wairver letter (three schools) dated May 23, 201 1.)

CDL issues each subgrantce a Grant Award Notfication (GAN) that defines the grane period, Prior
to the 2012-2013 grant cycle, GANs were issued for each fiscal vear of the grant period. The first
vear of the grant period was indicated on the GAN and amendments to the GAN were issued for
subsequent subgrant periods (c.g., implementation year 1, implementadon year 2) extending the
program period by 12 months at a dme, for up to 36 moenchs, Currenty, GANs are inidally issued
for up to a 36-month period. If schools are already in operation at the dme of the award, the

subgrantee s awarded a GAN for up to 24 months of implementation,

Inn the event that a subgrantee does not spend all of its planning subgrant funds, the funds are
carricd over into the implementation phase. This in itself presents no problem. Flowever, at the time
of the monitosing team’s visit, it was not clear how the CSD documents with irs subgrantees when
funds budgeted for planning carry over into implementation and that the CDIE required and
approved a new budget for these funds, This vaised concerns related to if and how unspent planning
funds that are carricd over are tracked separately o ensure that they a) are not used beyvond the 18
eligible months; or b) if used after the 18 months, are used only for allowable implementation

cxpenses,

While the CS1) ensures that subgrants do not exceed the maximum program award periods, the
monitoring team has the following concerns about CSI2s polictes and practices around program

award periods and GANs,

@ Properidentification of grant phases. (GANs reviewed by the monitoring ream did not
adequately identify whether funds are for planning or implementation activitdes. The €SI
provided the monitoring team with a sample of GANs. None of the awards exceeded 36
months. Flowever, initial awards (presumably for planning) did not distinguish whether
funds were for planning versus implemenration, and subsequent amendments noted the
same start dace with no indication that addirional funds swere (presumably) for
implementation. The monitoring team notes thae the Staee’s award schedule also blurs the
distinction berween planning and implementation phases, as award amounts arve the same

regatdless of the rime an applicant has w use them.

> Potenrial co-mingling of grant funds. A GAN for at least one subgrantee indicated co-

mingling of funds from the State’s 2007 and 2010 awards, [ appeas that the CSID did not

Californic Monitoring Report
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distinguish between the two separate EID awards on a serles of GANSs for this subgrantee.?
(See Indicator 3.3 tor a relared finding.)

o Pre-dated award periods. A number of GANs reviewed by the monitoring team outlined

grant award periods that were out of chronological sequence with the subgrant competition
uming (sce table below). Though only four examples are cited below, this appeared to be a
common piactice of the CSD.

' Timelines for RFAs and GANs

Subgrantee

Date Applicafiun :

Date Application

Date GAN

AwardStart . Award End

. Submitted _ Approved Signed Date . ,Date

#1 10/20/2011 5/30/2012 5/16/2012 1/1/2012 12/31/2013
(eadership) | i

H2 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}

#a 12/4/2010 4/13/2011 9/12/2011 1/1/2011 7/31/2013
{High Tech

Elementary)

It all these cases, award perdod start dates pre-date the GAN authorizing signature by 3 to ¥ months.
Lot subgrantees #1, #2, and #4, rthe award periods begin more than 90 days before the applications
were even approved. Stll more troubling, in the instance of subgrantee #2 the award date pre-dates

the submission of the application ieself. In addition, the GAN letters for Subgrantees #1 and #2

were sipned a few weeks before subgrant applications were dated as approved.

Table 1.5: PROGRAM PERIODS

Is this an-
area of
concern?

CSP subgrants awarded by the State do,

Findings: How does the SEA grantee ensure that subgrant
not exceed the maximum program periods awards are used within the allowable time periods? .

_allowed of:

2 34 CER 80.20 Seandards for Fiuaneial Management Sustems requires that prantees and subgrancees have systams in
|11:i(tc tor ermire, amonys other requirements, that accounting records “adequately tdemitfy the source and applicadon of
fonds provided for financially-assisted activities. These records must contaia infonmation penaining 1o grans or subgrant
avards and ruthorizations, obligadons, unobligated balances, assers, liabilites, outlavs or expenditures, and incone.”
Furthermore, 2 CIFR 223 (487 Circular) antachment v Seerdon O 953 (0) states thar “aay cost allocable to a particular
Federal award or cost objective under the principles provided For in 2 CER part 225 may not be eharged 10 other Federal
awards o overcome tund defleiencies, to avoid restriciions imposed be law or rerms of the Vederal amwards, or tor other

resons.”
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Mot more than 3 years, of which the eligible
applicant may use —

[:]" Yes
& 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
manths 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,

{A) not more than 18 months for planning
and program design;

”'[-B-}mnot more than 2 years for the initial
implementation of a charter school; and

(C) not mare than 2 years to carry out
dissemination activities described in section
5204{f){6)}(B).

[]ves
No

D Yes
<] No

[ es

&No
[ na

The 2012-2013 PCSGP Planning and Implementation RFA
states in the Length of Subgrant Award and Maximum
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
operational when the subgrant is awarded, then the subgrant
immediately enters its 24-month implementation phase.

The 2012-2013 PCSGP Dissemination RFA states in the
Funding Priority and Funding Levels section that
Dissemination subgrants cannot exceed a period of two
years.

Sources: California Department of Education Request for Applications Public Charter Schoois Grant Program 2012-13
Planning and implementation Grants, Revised October 9, 2012; California Department of Fducation Request for
Applications Public Charter Schools Grant Program 2012-13 Dissemination Sub-Grants.

Areas of Concern

o Differennation of planning vs. implemeantation funds on GANs. GANs do not delineate

beoween planaing and implementation awards and the CS1) has allowed unspent planning

funds o roll over into implemencation without documenting that these funds would be used

for allowable costs under implementation,

o Potental co-mingling ot grant funds, In ac lease one instance, a subgrancee GAN did not

distinguish bevween funds reccived from the 2007 CSP grant and the 2010 CSP grane.

2 Back-dating GANs. The CSID has a practice of back-dadng GANs to an acbitraey dare thar ar

umes may exceed months before a GAN was stgned or even pre-dare when an applicarion

was submiteed.

Rating and Justificarion: | - Granwe does not meet the indicaror. \While the CSL lists the

appropriate grant award periods in s RIFAs, there 1s substantial evidence of CS1) praciices thar do

not differentiate between planning and implementation subgrant awards; allow for co-mingling of

tunds from ditferene CSP awards; and back-date award periods well bevond reasonable dinefrmes.

Charter Schools Program
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Recommendaiions: The grantee needs to immecdiately review its subgrantee grant award notification

policics and procedures to ensure that subgrant awards are made and documented tn a manner that
does not conflict with program statute, EDGAR, and OMB Circular A-87.
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2. CSP AND CHARTER SCHOOL QUALITY

One of the key goals of the CSP is to support and encourage the developmenr of high quality
charter schools. To do so, the SLLA needs to establish policies and pracdcees that promote high
quality charter schools, This section focuses on how the SEA furthers high quality in authorizing
practices, charter school flexibility and autonomy, subgrant assessment and awards, monitoring,
dissemination of best or promising pracuces, and progress toward its own application objectives. It

includes seven indicators that cover the Stace’s role in:

o  Providing for quality authorizer practices;
®  Affording charter schools a high degree of tlexibility and autonomy;
e Awarding CSP subgrants on the basis of the quality of the applications;

e Awarding subgrants to cnsure geographic distribution and a variety of educational
approaches across the state;

2 Monitoring subgrantee achicvement of project objectives:
o Disseminaung best or promising practices of charter schools; and
o Mecung its application objectives,

Indicator 2.1;: QUALITY AUTHORIZING PRACTICES. State laws, regulatons, or other
policies provide for quality authorizing practices and the SEA monitors and holds accountable the
authorized public chartering agencices in the Scate so as o improve the capacity of those agencices to

authorize, moniror, and hold accountable charer schools,

Observatons: This indicaror was not explicity included in the 2009 monitoring, owever, the Stawe
was able o partially demonstrate that it met the conditions of a related indicator, \While the indicaror
was partialty met, the 2009 monitoring team noted concerns about how rhe Stare worked with
authorizers o ensure the continued operations ot successtul charter schools. Furthermore, the 2012
OIG audit report of OITs oversight and monitoring of planning and implementation grants found
that California did not monitor authorizing agencies. At the dme of the monitoring visit, 121D had
placed special conditions on the CDE becanse of a lack of compliance with Assurances 3A and 38

relating ro this ixsue, 0

0O \ssurances 3.4 and 315 are as follows: 3 Bate law, regulations, or other policies in the Staie where the applicant is
located requine that - \) Bach authornzed chareer school in the Srate operate ander a legatly binding clureer or
preformance contract bherween itself and the sehool’s authorized public chartering agency that describes the oblipations
and responsibilities of the school and the public chartering agency; conduct annual, timely, and independenr audits of the
school’s finandal stcements that are tiled with the school’s authorized public churtering agener; and demonstrate
improved stadent acadeimic achicvement; and 13 \uchorized public chartering agencies use fnereases in studene
acacdemic achicvement for all groups of studenrs described in seeton LU of the BRI as the most
imporiant factor when detenmining to renew or revoke a school’s charter.
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Charter Authorizing and Renewal As noted in the background section of this repore, LEAs are
the primary public chartering agencies in California, With the exception of statewide or countywide
benefir charters, all charter applications are inidally submitted to the LEA for review and approval.
Any denials can then be forwarded to the local Counry Board of Fducation for review and approval,
The CDI and the SBE will review and potentiaily approve charter applications only after
applications have been denied by the LEA and the county. Statewide benefit charters are directly

authonzed by the SBE and overseen by the CDIL

Charter revocadon processes are outlined in Educaton Code and recent legislaton (8B 1290).
California 12C 47604.5 authorizes the SBL, whether or not it is the authosizer, 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 substantial and sustained
departure from practices that jeopardize the educational development of a school’s pupils. "T'o this
end, the February 2013 5BL agenda included CDE recommendations to the SBR to revoke 18
charters based on academic data from the 2011-12 school vear. CDTs recommendation
operationalized for the first time the recently passed SB 1290, which requires a chartering authority
rer consider inereases in pupil academic achievement for all groups of students as the most important

tactor in determining whether to renew or revoke a charter.

Charter Performance Contraces. At the tne of the monitoring visit, the grantee did not provide
oversight or guidance for agreements held between charter schools and their local authorizers. The
reason provided to the monitoring team 1s that California law does not give the CIDE or the SBE the
authorivy to monitor local authorizer activity, The State uses an MOU for SBE-authorized schools
(.., starewide benefit chavters or those anthorized on appeal), but feels that it cannot require that
all charter schools and authorizers use the same (or any) written performance contracts.
Additionally, the CSID no longer collects charter petitions, performance coneracts, or MOUs from

applicants or subgrantees as a part of the subgrant application process.

8§83 1290 The State proposed and passed SB 1290, in part, w comply with Assurances 3\ and 3B of
its C8P grant, 8B 1290 went ineo effect January 1, 2013, The CDIS informed charter schools and
charter school authorizers of the new requirements in SB 1290 via an email that included a web link
to the enacted legislarion. Notification was sent our December 31, 2012 and indieated the legislation
would beeome effective the tollowing day. The email and link sent in December did not explain the
implications of not meeting the new requirements. (See Appendix 6: Ewaciment of Senate Bl 1290.)
After the monitoring team’s visit, the State posted an announcement n February 2013 summarizing
the new requirements under SB 1290, However, it sull bas not provided public puidance on the
implicarions of not mceting the new reguireinents or the enhanced role of the SBE, if any, in

cntorcing the hill.

For the Cohort 3 (2012-2013) PCSGP awardees, the CDJ5 sent each subgrantee a GAN and a
separate document to be signed by the charter school and their authorizer assuring rhat both partics

were aware of the requirements of 3B 1290 and understood that funding was dependent on the
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authorizer illustrating compliance with the law, The CDL has not provided technical assistance to
ensure that the new requirements are understood and can be fulfilled by charter schools and their

authonzers,

Authorizer Monitoring and Oversight In its CSP application, the State proposed ro work with
the Nagonal Associarion of Charter School Authorizers (NACSA) to create smtewide capacity to
develop and offer rrainings to charter authorizers in the state. Specifically, a minimum of rwo
trainings per year would be developed and offered to authorizers on topics to include how ro
develop expected outcomes for charters; measures for evaluating academic performance, financial
stability, governance, and organizational performance; compliance with all special education and
Fnglish learner requirements; compliance with all other charter laws, including tumelines and
processes for charter approval, renewal, and revocation; best practices for enhancing communication
between the charter school and the authorizer; and progress toward rthe specific measurable pupil

outcomes aad performance goals provided in the chacter petition.

At the time of the monitoring visit, the CDE had not initated this activity and did not have a plan in
place to provide this guidance or to monitor or provide oversight to local authorizing agencies. The

CDL noted thar this was outside of its staturory authority.

Table 2.1: QUALITY AUTHORIZING PRACTICES

Federally-defined quality authorizing Isthisan  Findings: How are quality authorizing practices required by

practices area of state law, regulation, or other policies and how are these
concern? . policies implemented? .

Charter or performance contracts describe X ves Each LEA determines the contents of its own charter

the obligation and responsibilities of the [Jno performance contract. The State does not interfere with or

school and the authorizer provide aversight for agreements held between charter

scheools {including subgrantees) and their authorizers. The
CDE does not collect charter contracts or MQUs of its
subgrantees.

Several 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 the authorizer, an MOU was not neceszary, Clear
distinctions between the obligations and responsibilities of
| the charter school and the authorizer are not formalized.

Charter schools submit annual financial []Ye_c, The CDE requires subgrantees to submit annual financial
audits to the authorizer No audits, as specified in the State’s application to ED and its

20112-2013 RFA.

Subgrantees visited confirmed sending annual financial
audits to both the authorizer and the CDE. As part of the
annual perfarmance review of subgrantees, the CSD receives
a copy of the subgrantee’s financial audit.
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Charter schools are held accountable to
demonstrate improved student academic
achievement

] ves
D No

For SBE-authorized charters, the State uses the APl growth
target, APl 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 CDE that gather
achievement and attendance data. Once a yvear in the fall,
the CSD analyzes charter school achievement data to assess
APl 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.

Authorizers use student academic
achievement for all groups of students as
the mast important factor when
determining to renew or revoke a school’s
charter and provide for the continued
operation of successful charter schools

[:!Yes
X no

The SEA monitors and holds accountable
authorized public chartering agencies, 5o as
te improve the capacity of those agencies
to authorize, monitor, and hold
accountable charter schools

D No

With the recent passage and implementation of $B 1290, the
State now requires local authorizers to use student academic
performance as the most important factar 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 C5D had
recommendations to the SBE for revocation pending on the

_SBE's February 2013 agenda.

The grantee does not monitor nor hold accountable
authorized public chartering agencies.

Despite stating in its application to ED that it would offer
trainings to charter school authorizers to strengthen the
review process and provide oversight of charters they
apprave to ensure student achievement is improving and
overall compliance with charter law, the State has not
undertaken these activities nor are they slated to occur. The
grantee does nat moniter authorizers and has no systemns in
place to improve the capacity of authorizers to authorize,
monitar, 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], QIG Final Audit Report on Oi’s Qversight and Menitoring of the
Charter Schoofs Program’s Planning and Implementation Granis.

Arcas of Concern

o Charrer performance goaracts. The grantee cannot ensure that chacter or performance

contracts describe the obligations of the school and the authorizer.

Charter Schools Program
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e SB 1290 requirements. By passing and beginning implementation of 8B 1290, the State has

recently taken steps to ensure that the SBL complies with its responsibility to ensure that
student academic performance is the most important factor when determining charter
applications and renewals. However, the CDF does not currently monitor data for LEA- or
county-authorized schools, nor has it developed a system to support authorizer capaciry in

this arca.

o Authorizer oversight and monitoring, The grantee does nor monitor or hold accountable

authorized public chartering agencies. Addiuonally, it has not carried out the proposed
activities related to authorizer monitoring and oversight.

Rating and Justification: 1 - Grantee does nor meet the indicator, Lt appears that at an
implementation level, the grantee is not ensuring that a charter school operates under a legally
binding performance contract between itself and the public chartering agency. While effores have
begun to ensure that charter authorizing agencices use academic achievement for all groups of
students as the most impostant factor when determining to renew or revoke a school’s charter, a
fully detailed system of authorizer monitoring and accountability is nor evident.

Recommendations: The grantee needs o continue efforts to, within the confines of existing Stare

law and Fducation Code, establish practices that allow it to ensure that a legally binding charter or
performance contract exists between the charter school and their authorizer and determine how o
monirtor and hold authorizers accountable to improve the capacity of authorizers to authorize,
monitor, and hold accountable public charter schools. The State should also complete actvites w
provide grearer guidance to subgrantees and authorizers about the implications of the new

requirements under SB 1290,

Indicator 2.2: FLEXIBILITY AND AUTONOMY. 'The SEA affords a high degree of flexibilice

and antonomy to charter schools.

Observadons: In the 2009 monitoring report, the Stare fully mer condidons related o this indicator.
The previous monitoring team, however, was concerned rhat some charter schools stll struggled
with negotiating services ar the diserice level and reconunended rthat the State strengthen its efforts
to ensure that all charter schools (including conversion schools) were afforded a high degree of

flexibility and autonomy.

State law allows the necessary latitude to create and operare effective and innovative educational
programs as well as a “mega-waiver” that exempts charrer schools from most of the California
Pducation Code. The CDR also requires applicants for PCSGP funds to deseribe the flexibiluy and
autonomy they will exercise and also follows up with porential subgrant recipients if greater
auronomy is necessary, such as in the crearion of a separate governing council tor the charrer school,
Further, the Stare allows all charter schools the oprion to annually clect thetr status for funding

(direer from rthe Seare or indirect through their relevanr LITA), esting (independent or dependent
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from the LEA\), and special education (choosing a SELPA or CHEILPA).” Charter schools indicare

their preferred status on cach item through an annual survey adminisrered in the spring,

Thar being said, the monitoring team has concerns about the flexibility and autonomy of charter

schools as indicated by issues observed among the subgrantees visited during the monitoring visit.

In ar least rwo instances, the monitoring team obscrved subgrantees whose governance councils

were not sutficiently separate from the district board and were disbanded after the subgrant ended.

In onc of these instances the district and its superintendent had veto power over any grant and/or

charter school decisions. Additionally, there were concerns where the authorizing districe changed

(atirs discretion) the facilides that subgrantees use, Under California’s facilides sharing legislation,

LEAs may, ar their discretion, provide facilities for charter schools. While some of the schools

visited benefited from district-provided facilities, at least one had experienced an abrupt shift in the

facilities assigned to them by the local distriet.

Table 2.2: FLEXIBILITY AND AUTONOMY

- Areas for charter school flexibility and
autonomy. .

Budget/Expenditures: California’s 2010
application stated that it uses financial
decisfons 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
school’s budget, receipts and exponditure of
funds, business management services, audit

. services, purchasing and contracting
__decisions, and other financial matters.
Personnel: California’s 2010 application
stated that it uses staffing criteria to
determine a charter school’s degree of
autonomy for funding decisions. This includes:

a) 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

Is this an
area of
concern?
. |:|\’e5
Mo

T Rves

§[:|N0

Findings: How does fhe SEA grantee afford charter
schools flexibility and autonomy in each area?

The 2012-2013 Planning and Implementation RFA
explicitly describes that the charter school governing
hoard or other such the entity must exhibit control
over the development and adoption of the charter
school’s budget. The CSD screens submitted subgrant
applications for completeness and compliance with
autonomy. The peer reviewers then conduct a
thorough review of the degree of autonemy the
charter school will have over its budget.

| The 2012-2013 Planning and Irnpiém;té?c)n RFA

specifies the three criteria included in the State’s
2010 CSP application to £D. The CSD screens
submitted subgrant applications for completeness
and campliance with autonomy. The peer reviewers
then conduct a thorough review of the degree of
autonomy the charter school will have over
personncl.

However, at two schools visited that were district-
run and -authorized, teachers were employees of the

““T'he Special Eduearion Loeal Plan Aren (SELPA) coardinares with sehoal distriers and the County Office of Education

to provide a continuum of progrants and services for disabled individuals from birtle through 22 vears of age.. A
CHELPA 150 SELPY established tor charier schaols.
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¢} thecharter school governing board | district, not employees of the school. While these
or entity as described in the school’s schools retained authority over the hiring and
charter has adopted its own dismissal of staff, there was no evidence that the
employment policies and procedures. schocls’ governing hoards 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 [N 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 far funding decisions. A charter identify that applicants have their cwn 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 menitoring team reviewed correéspondence

development, school year calendar, between the CDE and 2010 subgrantees requesting
disciplinary policies and procedures, . evidence of a separate governing council that was
curriculum graduation requirements, etc.}. i autonomous from its local district. While these
letters confirmed that separate governing councils
were created to comply with PCSGP requirements,
two subgrantees visited |ater dismantled these
governing councils ance the PCSGP funding ended,
citing redundancy in the local district’s and school
governing council's responsibilities as well as “no

{ value added” from the separate governing council.
The CDE 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.
Arcas of Concern
o Inconsistent levels of fexibility and autonomy across charrer schogls, The grantee cannot

ensure that all charter schools operate with a high degree of flexibility and autonomy.

especially as related to personnel and daily operations of LEA-aurhorized schools,

Rating and Justificadgon: 2 — Grantee partially meets the indicator, While Seate law is broad and

flexible, the monitoring team observed examples of charter schools that were not autonomously .

Specific concerns nclude personnel and governance,

Recommendations: The granree needs to ensure that local governance, staffing, and other

operatonal practices allow charter schools o operate with the maximum flexibiliy afforded by State

bao,

Indicator 2.3: SUBGRANTEL QUALITY. The SEA awards grants w eligible applicants on the
basts of the quality of the applications submitted.

Qbservauons: [n the 2009 monitoring, the Seate pactally met this indicator. The previous

monitoring feam was concerned with the kck of clarity in how the Swate’s definition of high-qualier
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charter schools aligned to the subgrant application assessment rubric and how the rubric was used to
award subgrants to suppott the creation of high-quality charter schools.

Definition of High Quality. In its application to D, the CDL defines a high quality charter
school as having a strong charter petition, meeting all statewide academic standards and conducting
all state pupil assessments; receiving WASC acereditation and clear annual audits; and being renewed
based on its academic performance and compliance with the law.

The 2012-2013 subgrant applicaton does not define what consdrutes a high quality charter school.
The scoring rubric included as Appendix A in the Planning and Implementaton RFA refers to
supporting the creation of high-quality charter schools under the Charter School Management Plan
section, which addresses the relationship between the charter school and the authorizing agency and
the CDLE’s use of data for deecision making. As such, the definiion of high quality charter schools
that California used in its application to LiD does not appear to be aligned to the current subgrant

applicaton or applicaten review rubric.

Subgrant Application Review Criteria and Process. The current application requitements
include seven elements that 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 bullding activities, (6) autonomy, and {7) notification and admissions.
Two additonal areas — compliance with [DIZA and cligibility for a higher subgrant award (i.c., for
schools serving a Title I or Performance lmprovement area) — are not rated by peer reviewers. The
(U8D includes the PCSGP scoring rubric as Appendix A in the 2012-2013 Planning and
Implementadon RIFAL Bach element of an applicaton is rated on a J-poiat scale as follows:
Advanced (4 points), Adequate (3 points), Limited (2 points), and Inadequate (1 point). The rabric
includes a list of the required components within cach element as well as a deseription of what an
application needs to include for each of the different point values, The CSDD also provides priority
points for schools located in rural communities as well as based on school size and grade level

dizeribution.

For the current competidons, applicants must recetve a rating of 2 or higher on every application
clament ro be eligible for funding. That is, an applicant must have been rated as at least having
“limired” descripuon of a required clement to be digible for funding. This is a change from previous
subgrant award cycles. In the past, applicanes could not have received less than a 3 on any given
clement to be cligible for funding; a score of 1 or 2 would have meant automatic ineligibility, While
the project director indicared that this switch to a lower cut score was made to allow for more
ariability in the rated applications, the monitoring team notes thac this effectively reduces the rigor

of the subgrant applicadon award process,

Another tactor thar limits subgrantee quality is that the CSID provides litde guidance and essendally
no waining for potential PCSGP applicants regarding the elements thar make a high quality

application. The monitoring team did not see evidence of clear and ransparent informarion from
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the CSD to applicants that would support the submission of an application that could be funded.
The CSD) had provided and condaues to provide webinars on the elements of the PCSGP
application, which is consistent with the informaton in the RFFA. However, the CSD does not
provide details about the quality of the Information necessary in each element of the applicatdon.

Coupled with the changing cut scores and a lack of waining for PCSGP applicants, there is
confusion among PCSGP recipients abour why their more recent applications for other charter
schools have not been funded, During the subgrantee visits, a lack of clarity regarding the CDFE’s
criteria and process for awarding subgrants was noted, Some subgrantees expressed a frustration
that they had been awarded a subgrant earlier in the State’s grant 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 receiving
funding from LD under the CSP Replication and Expansion grant competition.

Further, the CS1) does not provide applicants, whether successtul 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 ctheir applications and communicate some
consistency in the CSI)'s expectations for applications, This feedback would also allow successful
recipients o identify the elements of their program that are of high quality. When site monitors
asked subgrantees that were visited whether they knew why they received subgrant awards, fe., what
specific aspects of their application and charter school program were deemed of sufficient quality to
recelve CSP funding, they could not answer. Subgrantees visited did not receive reviewer comments
that informed them why their charter school merited funding. There were also two instances where
subgrantees visited were dismayed with the CIDIDs grant award process and indicated they did not
understand the CDIRs eriteria because, having previously recetved subgrant funds, they were
unsuccesstul in being awarded subgrants for later applications that were alimost identical. Tt appears
that the CIDF’s subgrant award process has shifred over the years withour clear explanarion, thus

ralsing concerns about the quality of the CIDIZs award process.

Table 2.3: SUBGRANTEE QUALITY

 SEA efforts to award grants on the basis  Isthisan  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 []ves The CDE comunicates to potetial applicants the criteria
application quality to assess CSP 4] Mo for awarding subgrants in the RFA and through its
applicants and award subgrants: website, presentations at conferences, and webinars.

These activities share eligibility requirements, funding

According to the State’s 2010 grant . )
levels, and the screening and scoring process,

application to ED, subgrant applications
are reviewed against a checklist of
eligihitity factors, which ensure that a
school has non-profit status; allowable
costs are indicated in the budget; the
school is highly autonomous; the public

The COE meodified 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 Iottery-é\_zstem meets Federal
standards; the thoroughness of the
overall application; and all other ESEA
requirements pertinent to charter
schocls are met.

The scoring rubric for planning and
implementation subgrants would include
the following elements:

1} the likelihood 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, and sustain a
high-guality charter school;

3) thelevel of community and
parent support for the
proposed school;

4} the schools financial
accountability system; and

5) the degree of flexibility and
fevel of autanomy the schoal
has over budget, expenditures,
~__ personnel, and daily operations. |
How the SEA uses these criteria to | & Yes
review and award CSP subgrant | O no
applications: l‘
|

The proposed process for subgrant
application scoring used CDE and SBE
staff 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 SBE reviewers.

The Advisory Commission on Charter
Schools {ACCS) would also review and
approve the 2010-15 subgrant scoring |

1} educational program,

2) charter management plan,

3} community and parent invelvement,

4) sustainability and alignment of resources,
5) targeted capacity building activities,

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 unti| after a charter {indicated by
a school number} has been awarded. At that point, the
subgrant budgets are reviewed by CSD staff.

the minimum score that an applicant could receive in any
section of the application. That is, an applicant has to
receive a 2 or higher to be eligible for subgrant funding.

After a subgrant applicant has received a fundable score

| from the peer review, a funding priority list is created to
" rank subgrants by overall application score in descending

order. If there are insufficient funds to fund al! successful
applications, then the funding priority list is used.

ACCS provided input on, but did not approve the 2010-15
subgrant scering rubric.

Subgantees did not consistently receive peer reviewer

rubric. ‘ comments or feedback from the CSD on how their
L | subgrant applicatian was scored.
The SEA demonstrates a high quality ! 4 ves The CSD allows for subgrants to be awarded, but not

process to determine the quality of the  ~ [ no
CSP applicant and application, including
considering the review of the applicant
during the charter authorization process
(i.e. use of rubrics, hearings, rigor).

funded, while the charter is in the process of being
approved by the authorizer. Subgrants are funded only
after a charter has been authorized and the CDE has

. assigned a charter number for that school. That being

said, the CSD doss not collect a copy of each subgrantee’s
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charter or performance contract for review or inclusion in

The CA licati i dd thi
e CA application did not address this thsuberartAle.

condition.

Sources: PCSGP RFA 2012-1, Guidance Provided to Subgrant Applicants 1.

Areas of Concern

e Lowered ehgibility errera. The CSD lowered the cligibility requirements from a minimum
score of 3 {defined as “Adequate”) on any given rubrie eriteria to 2 (defined as “Limired™),
cffectively dropplng the rigor of the subgrant application process.

¢ Quality process. It is unclear how the CSID’s current subgrant application review process
results 1n the issuance of subgrants to high quality charter schools.

Rating and [ustification: 1 — Grantee does not meet the indicator. While the CSD currently has a

process tor reviewing subgrane applications that uses an established rubric and peer reviewers, the
award process doces not appear to be sufficiently clear and aligned to quality. In revising the process,
including reducing the cut score minimums for the planning and implementation subgrants, the

CSD effectively reduced the rigor of the applicaton award process.

Recommendations: The grantee needs to increase the rigor, consistency, and transparency of its
subgrant application award process, including its scoring rubric, so that applicants are clear on what

constrtutes high quality and PCSGP funds are awarded to high quality applicants.

Indicator 2.4; DISTRIBUTION OF SUBGRANTS. The State awards subgrants in a manner, to
the extent possible, to ensure that such subgranes: 2} are distributed throughout different arcas of the
State, including urban and rural areas; and b} will assist charter schools cepresenting a varicty of
educational approaches.

Observations: 1n the 2009 monttoring, the State fully met this indicator, The previous monitoring
ream commended California on awarding subgrants throughout different areas of the srate and
represeiting a variery of educational approaches, supporcted in part through the use of preference

puints in its subgrant applicaton review process.

The 2013 monitoring team found the CIDIs practices in disuaibuting subgrants 1o be consistent with
the 2009 findings. The CIDE has continued o use preference polnts in its application review process
for applicants that represent cural aveas. Awarded subgrants are locared all over the state. The CIIF
also monirors its geographic disuibution of subgrants on a map and through various documents thar
break out funded charter schools by region. The CDIs outreach ctforts via listservs and
conferences supports s communicarion with districts and schools in rural areas, and contributes to

the submission of applications from charter schools in these arcas.

California also awards subgrants for schools that represent diverse insrructional approaches, The
€SI tracks funded charter schools” educadonal programming beginning with whar is listed in the

application and then annually through a survey that cach subgrantee completes in the speing.
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' Table 2.4: DISTRIBUTION OF SUBGRANTS

' Categories of aw_ard distribution inthe.  Isthisan . Findings: Hoiu'does the SEA grantee distribute awards
State as required by Federal statute areaof . throughout different areas of the State and across a
concern?  variety of educational approaches? :

: Geuphic distribution: The tate []es The C5D awards priority points for applicants in rural or

. proposed to use an invitational priority g No Program Improvement areas.

i for CSP funds to high quality charter
schools in urban or rural areas. The CSD regularly coordinates with State charter school

associations to promote the PGSCP. {See Indicator 3.1

The State also proposed to partner with for additional information). The CSD also uses the CDE’s
various state charter associations, listserv for rural districts and schoals to disseminate
existing statewide benefit charter information on funding opportunities.
schools, and rural school associations to
encourage the development of charter The CDE maintains a distribution map of subgrants to
schaools in rural areas underserved by monitor their geographic distribution.

charter schools as well as provide
specific outreach efforts to rural areas.

Educational approach: The State E___| Yas Subgrant applicants zx_h'.['i-recipients represent the varied
preposed that funded schools would X] na instructional approaches in the state. The 2012-2013
have the maximum flexibility in the Planning and Implementation RFA asks applicants to
methodology and instructional identify and describe their educational approach.
resaurces they use to meet the needs of

their targeted student population, Once awarded, the C5D monitors educational approach
including the flexibility to design through the Guarterly Benchmark Repart {QBR) and
innovative instruction and delivery | annual report. These reports ask subgrantees to describe
methods to meet the wide variety of | their educationat approach and any changes to it.
learning modalities and student needs. Further, the CDE administers 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 [ustification: 3 — Grantee fully meets the indicator. California awards subgrants in a

manner that ensures that subgrants are distributed throughout differenc areas of the state, including

rural and urban areas, and represent a varicty of educational approaches.

Recommendations: None,

Indicator 2.5: SUBGRANTEE MONITORING. The SLIA monitors subgrantee projects to

assure approved erant and subgrane objecdves are beine achieved.
g 2 g

Observations: In the 2009 monitoring, the State partially mer the conditions related o rhis indicator.
The previous monitoring team was concerned that the grantee’s monitoring eftorts tocused on the
use of quacterly, self-reported benehmark repores with Httdle external documentation to substantate
subgrantee claims and that its subgrant applicaton system did not require applicants to have grane
specific objectives that could be monitored, Furthermore, the 2012 QLG audit report on O10s

oversight and monitoring of planning and implementaton granes found thae California did noc
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adequartely monitor charter schools receiving the grant funds, did not have adequate methodologies
to select charter schools for onsite monitoring visits, and that its reviewers were unqualified o
conduct site monitoring of charter schools. 1t should be noted that CDI: has been in the process of
working with ET2 to address the QTG findings; however, at the dme of the monitoring visit no
tormal corrective action plan had been approved.

Planned Practices. At the time of the 2013 monitoring visit, the CSI was in the process of
drafting a subgrantce monitoring strategy and handbook, The proposed strategics address internal
control deficiencies in monitoring and oversight of charter schools noted in the OTG audit seporr
fincings The CSD acknowledges in the draft monitoring strategy and handbook that the OIG found
several areas in which the State needed to improve its monitoring. The handbook desceribes the
CDF’s new monitoring strategies, which consist of risk-based site visits, a random sample of desk
audirs, and monitoring/tracking of all subgrantee activities with an eve to non-compliance. The CSD
expected to have the subgrantee monitoring system in place by sprng 2013, The deaft monitoring
instrument ro be used for onsite visits appears to be heavily premised on the CSP monitoring
instrument for SEAs developed by Westlid for D, as it is both organized around the same areas of
monitoring and usces verbatum language from the CSP S12A Monitoring | landbook. Lt was unclear at
the time ot the monitoring visit whar, if any, additional revisions the CSID planned to make to milor
the monitoring tool more appropriately to the CS1D’s needs for monitoring subgrantees, The 2012-
2013 Planning and Implementaton REA also descrbes rhe CIDE’s intended monitoring practices,
which include monitoring of quarterly and annual reports, as well as site visits by State

representatives to validate information provided in fiscal and program reports.

Current Practices, Ar the time of the monitoring visit, the CS1D required subgraniees o regularly
report on fiscal and programumatic activities through the submisston of Cuarcerly Beachmark
Reports (QBRs), Compeehensive Phase Reports, and Annual Reports, The QBR consists of a
benchmark checklist of applicable subgrant performance areas; a narrative to describe activides in
nine areas - governance, educauon program, facilities, progress toward meeting pupil outcomes,
student admissions, staffing, PCSGP expenditures, special education, and external review; and a
financial report of expenditures 1o document how grant payments were spent. The annual
comprehensive phase reports combine the nacrative areas with allocated expendituges to gather
summartive information abour activitics performed throughout the year and thew relative costs.
Section 3 has been added to this report and asks thar the subgrantee describe services received
from the awborizer. As of the monitoring visit, the CSD had no written schedule for subgrantee

monitoring visits or any record of findings from subgrantee site visics.

Charter schools are subjeer to orher CIDI monitoring depending on their status, The €SI conducts
annual site vigits to selected SBE-authorized schools for purposces of authorizer oversighe, This year,
the COL. plans 1o visie 30 SBH-authorized charter schools. In addition, all chareer schools thar are

direer funded (e, serve as their own LILA) are equally eligible to be selected for Title T monitoring.

LR
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Charter schools thar are not direct funded would be included in their fiscal agent’s (Le., LEA) Title

I monitoring as any other school would be.

' Table 2.5: SUBGRANTEE MONITORING

' Elements of subgrantee monitoring * Isthis an
area of

_ concern?
"X Yes
D No

SEA regularly monitors subgrantee
projects: California’s application stated
that CSP grant-funded staff would
maintain contact with each subgrantee

to ensure progress is made toward
subgrant benchmarks. CSD staff were to
conduct a desk review within the first

year of funding to determine that all
appropriate documents are contained in
the subgrant file. :

CSD staff 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
with the school’s authorizer te 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 schaol.

Findings: How does the SEA grantee implement the
elements of its subgrantee monitoring?

The CSD conducts desk monitoring using the QBR and
annual reports and contacts subgrantees with any
concerns. During the first year of the grant, each
subgrantee file is reviewed to ensure appropriate
documents are contained, such as the subgrant
application. As reporis are reviewed, the monitoring is
tracked by the CSD consultant with responsibility for the
subgrantee and this information is recorded in the
Administrative Report.

' The CDE has limited contact with autherizers and it is not
' evident that CDE staff verify the status of each

subgrantee with its respective authorizer. The CDE does
not proactively gather information from charter school
authorizers. Instead, the CDE 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 monitaring 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 SBE-authorized schools beginning
in spring 2013, a similar schedule for visiting PCSGP
subgrantees was riot shared with the menitoring team.

SEA selects subgranteas to he
monitered using a risk-based or other
strategic approach: California’s CSP
applicatien did not specify how it would
use a risk-based approach to select
subgrantees to be monitored.

B4 Yes
f:l No

The CSD has begun to develop a risk-based approach for
selecting SBE-authorized charter schools for site visits. At
the time of the monitoring visit, the CSD was in the
process of narrowing down the selcction criteria. Simitar
consideration of risk-based selection and on-site
moenitoring of PCSGP-funded charter schoaols had not
occurred.

SEA uses trained monitors to monitor
subgrantee projects: The State’s CSP
application did not specify how monitors
would be trained.

4 ves
[ InNe

CSD staffis trained in conducting desk reviews of the QBR
and annual reports. The CSD has created a OBR training
manual to support CSD staff in conducting these reviews.
The manual instructs reviewers to log in, access school
reports, review expenses line by line using a checklist,
provide subgrantee feedback, and review the narrative
responses.

I’J|
e
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PCSGP monitors will be trained to ensure consistency in
program implementation and evaluation. However, a
| _ ) description of the tralning was not provided.
SEA monitoring processes allow it to X Yes ' The CDE’s online monitoring instruments {QBR and
assess a subgrantee’s progress in [ INe Comprehensive Phase Report) are now aligned to the
meeting the performance ohjectives performance objectives outlined in the subgrant
outlined in its subgrant application: The application. That being said, subgrantees visited
State’s CSP application did not specify i suggested that the CDE did not provide feedback on their
monitoring activities to assess i progress toward meeting their performance objectives.
subgrantee progress. i _
SEA monitoring process supports I ] ves In the first two years of this grant, the CDE did not require
subgrantee projects in meeting SEA | [ No subgrantees to explicitly align their projects to its own
performance objectives: The State’s CSP performance objectives, Furthermore, the CDE did not
application did not specify how | monitor subgrantee progress in relation to its
monitoring activities or subgrantee ; performance objectives. Subgrantees visited were not
projects would assist in meeting the aware of the State’s performance objectives, nor how
grant project’s objectives, their local projects supported the State’s progress toward
larger objectives.
| Currently, under the 2012-2013 RFA, the CSD has begun
to require that subgrantees align their projects to the
grant performance measures and the C5D is now
meonitoring subgrantee progress toward these through
the annual comprehensive phase report. [t remains to be
) o seen what data this will yield.
SEA monitoring processes allow it to [7] ves The CSD monitors a subgrantee’s fiscal practices quarterly
assess a subgrantee’s fiscal control and 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 alse
required to submit an audit annually which is reviewed by
[— L -y the Fiscal Services Division and the CSD.
SEA monitoring includes formal follow-  [] Yes According to staff interviews, the CDE sends the
p or corrective action plans for ] no subgrantee a |etter and allows 45 days to submit evidence
identified deficiencies: The Statc’s CSP that it is In compliance or a plan on how it will resoive the
application did not specify how concern identified in a QBR or annual report. If the
subgrantce monitoring would include . i subgrantee does not mect this deadline, the CDE will
the use of corrective action. ' send a stronger letter. If there is still no response on

| behalf of the subgrantee, the CDE could cancel the
1 subrantee’s grant.

i
i Subgrantee files reviewed did not include references to
any corrective action or follow-up. It Is unclear if these

, policies have been implemented,

Sources; Pubfic Charter Schools Grant Program Implementation Grant Status Report, Annual Comprehensive Phase
Report, 2010-2015 PCSGP QBR Desktop Manual; PCSGP Site Monitoring High Level Timeline — 2012-13
Implementation Year,

Arcas of Concern
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o Subgrantee monitoring schedule. At the time of the monitoring visit, the CSD lacked a
comprehensive monitoring schedule that identified when subgrantees would be monitored.

o Monitoring sclection process. Though the CSID has a system in place to assess the risk of

SBE-authorized charter schools for authorizer oversight visits, the CSD could not
demonstrate a similar risk-based system for identifying subgrantees to be monitored.

s Usc of rrained monitors. The CSD could not provide information on how it intends to train

its monitors for subgrantee monitoring.

Connection to grant program objcctves. 1t is unclear from the current monitoring

documents how, if ar all, the subgrantee monitoring process supports the CSD in meceting
project objectives.

¢ Corrective action process. Tt is not clear how corrective actions to be taken by subgrantees
to address deficiencics identified through QBR and annual reporting are enforced.

Rating and Justification: 1 — Grantee does not meet the indicator. While the CSD performs desk
monitoring through the (QBR and annual comprehensive phase reports, has been no formalized on-
site subgranree monitoring during the first nwo and a half vears of the grant. Many subgrantees have
already completed their PCSGP tunding period without any on-site monitoring. Current desk
monitoring does not ensure that the State has funded subgrants that are meeting project
performance measures and supporting the statewide ereation of high-quality charter schools,

Recommendations: The grantee needs to fully address all areas of its responsibility to monitor

subgrantee projects to assure approved grant and subgrant objectives are being achieved, including,
bur not limited to, developing a system that integrates both desk monitoring with on-site verificaton
and is supported by adequate technical assistance to ensure that both subgrantees and monirors
receive adequare rraining, These efforts need ro address all areas of concem idenrified in rhe 2012

OI1G audit report.

Indicator 2.6: DISSEMINATION OF BEST OR PROMISING PRACTICES. The State
disseminates best or promising pracrices of charter schools o each local educational agency in the

Srare,

Observadons: Tn the 2009 monitoring, the State partially met the conditions related to this indicator.
While the Stare relied on its dissemination subgrant program to {ultdl this tndicator, the previous
monitoring team was concerned that the disseminarion subgrane application review process may not
have properly determined cligible applicants and that grant activities may not have been properly

reviewed to ensure that dissemination activities were implemented,

The Stare’s 2010 grant application also relies heavily on rhe use of dissemination subgrants to
disseminate the best or promising practices of chacter schools to all LILAs i the state. Ac the time of
the montworing visit, the dissemination subgrant RIZA had been issued and the compeution was

open. The 2013 monitoring team found that the State’s dissemination subgrant activities were
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implemented very close to the intended plan and rimeline. The matertals and communicarion
regarding the 2012-13 Dissemination Subgrant RIFA were thorough, provided examples of best
practices, and iacluded a scoring rubric to guide applicants. The disseminaton subgrant imeline
identified an official posting o the CIDE website, a rechnical assistance webinar, a due date at the
end of March, an application review period in April, and award notification in early May. I'urther, a
CSD presentation at the Charter Schools Development Center Conference in November 2012
communicared that dissemination activities would begin this fiscal year and announced the
anticipated funding amouats, The CSD expects to tund up o 10 dissemination awards in 2012-13 of
approximately $250,000 each and another 10 in 2013-14. Flowever, the CSDY’s PowerPoint
presentaton and CSD staff indicated that there would be no minimum or maximum funding
amounts. [nstead, projects could define their own funding, as specified in the Disseminaton
Subgrant RI‘A, to maximize flexibility in the design of subgrant projects.

‘The CSD provided ample evidence of the tracking mechanisms ir plans to put in place to monitor its
dissemination subgrant applicants, awardees, technical assistance provided to them, and overall
tmeline of actvities. That being said, since at the tme of the monitoring visit the CSD had only just
released the dissemination subgrant RFA and no disseminadon subgrants had vet been awarded,

these activities could not be verified.

In additon to disseminanon subgrants, California’s CSP application to LI idenafied use of the
Brokers of Lxpertise (Bold) web-based community o disseminarte the best and promising practices
of charter schools to all LIZAs in rhe stace. The CSD planned ro use this portal 1o share CSP
dissemination subgrantee products and matenals because it is widely accessible to charrer
authorizers, charrer developers, charrer communities, and non-charter school practitioners as well.
Further, the CSID planned 10 make immediate eftorts o include best pracrices, resources, and
materials from the 2007- 10 dissemination subgrant recipients. [ lowever, none of these activiries had

been implemented at the time of the 2013 monitoriag visit.

Table 2.6: DISSEMINATION OF BEST OR PROMISING PRACTICES

Elements of dissemination of best or isthisan  Findings: How does the SEA implement the elements of
promising practices area of its dissemination of best or promising practices of
' concern?  charter schools to each LEA in the State?

* Identification and selection of bestor . [] ves The dissemination subgrant RFA Identifies potential
premising practices: California’s X o practices and areas that applicants may consider as
application did not specify how best or vielding the greatest benefit from issemination subgrant
promising practices would be identified funds. These are: i
and selected, though the apglication did 1} depth over breadth —invelving mentoring or ongoing |
state that it would use products from the hands-on relationships between schools;

2007-2010 dissemination subgrants to 2} developing or disseminating curriculum, instruction,
initially flesh out the Brokers of Expertise or assessment rol-out activities specifically for
web portal, Special Education students;
3] developing or disseminating existing successful
S : : T | __ Blended Learning Strategy programs; ___
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Dissemination of ‘best or promising

practices’ of charter schools to each LEA
in the State: California’s application
stated that the Brokers of Expertise
{BOE) portal would provide a robust
platfarm for sharing products and
materials developed by dissemination
subgrantees. Immediate efforts would be
diracted at the inclusion of best
practices, resources, and materials from
California’s 2007-10 dissemination
subgrant recipients and then with 2010-
15 subgrant recipients to develop
common standards and approaches to
best share their resources.

E Yes
[ Ine

4) developing or disseminating existing Teacher
Evaluation programs ~ development and
dissemination of teacher evaluation programs that
are geared toward improving practice and support
good teaching, rather than punitive measures;

5} developing or disseminating existing best in class
Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math {STEM)
Programs;

. 6) developing or disseminating 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; and

9) projects demonstrating success in assisting schools
to exit program improvement (Pl) status.

Under the current dissemination subgrant RFA, priority
points will be given to applicants who use the Brokers of
Expertise (BoE) collaboration tools in project activities;
however, use of the BoE is not a requirement.

At the time of the monitoring visit, the CSD had not
completed negotiating the scope of work with the
managers of the BoE so that the dissemination
subgrantees could use the portal. However, a contract
was signed shortly after the monitering visit.

At the time of the menitoring visit, the CDE had not
identified any best practices, resources and materials
fram Californiz’s 2007-10 dissemination 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 indication of the specific best or

promising practices associated with cach schoal {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 the grant {2012-13). At the
time of the monitoring visit the CSD had just announced
the dissemination RFP but no dissemination awards had
been made yet..

Sources; CDE Dissemination Subgrants RFA, Charter Schools Development Center Conference Presentation on
Public Schools Grant Program and Dissemination Sub-Grant PowerPoint.

Areas of Concern
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e Limited implementaton of dissemination activigies, Dissemination subgrant activities were
proposed to be launched during the third vear of the grane, and at the time of the monitoring
visit the dissemination subgrant competition had just been announced. Additionally, the
CSD has not fully utilized the Brokers of Expertise disseminaton platform o the extent
proposed in the approved CSP grant application and expected in the third year of the grant.

Rating and Justfication: 2 — Granree pardally meets the indicator. The grantee currently has the
tools to begin disseminating best or promising practices of charter schools. However, the CDE is in
the carly stages of carrying out this work and has not fully implemented this grant activity as
planned.

Recommendations: The grantee needs to fully implement its plan for disseminating the best or

promising practices of charter schools to all LEAs in the state as proposed in its approved

application.

Indicator 2.7: ACHIEVEMENT OF APPLICATION OBJECTIVES. T'he Srare demonstrares

substandal progress in meeting its application objectives.

Observadons: In the 2009 monitoring, the State dlid not meer this indicator because it had made
significant changes to its dissemination grant program and gome objectives were no longer
applicable. The moniroring team was concerned that the grantee was making lnsutficient etforrs to
achieve substantial progress in meeting its application objectives.

Subsequent to the grant award in 2010, the CSD worked with CEEED o create, amend, and in some
cases eliminare performance measures that were presented in the 2010 applicaton. "The objecrives
and performance measures as they were revised are lisred in Table 2.7 along with the five GPRA
measures presented in Objectve 3. The monitoring team noted rhat, in addition to there being a
large number of measures (twenty plus five GPRA measures), there have been varied interpretation
of the measures, even ar the tme of the monitoring team’s discussion with CDE, and thus
inconsistencies in how data have been collected. This lack of clasificadon in the third quarter of the
third vear of the grant cycle is itsclf a concern to the monitoring team.

IYor instance, in the 2010-2011 APR the CDE reported dara for Year | on performance measure
bz C8P frnded charier schaols will repart a minemim 80% year-lo-year student refention rafe. Sixty-six percent
ot CSP funded schools were reported o have had an 80 percent vear-to-year retenuon rate. In the
2011-2012 APR, the CDFE reporred that data were not available with the following explanations:
“Performance measure 3.b. relares to studenc verention; the data will be reported in rhe winter 2013
update.” “Performance measares 3.d and 3¢ ave meant to be based oo two years of studenr
achievement dara, All of the tunded subgrantees opened in the fall of 2009 or later. . .che AYP dara
are not released before late August of cach vear...” No second-year dara was reported i the 2012
APR. The CSD did not have npdated data for rthe monitoring team despite the fact that those daea

were available as of late August 2012, Fugthermore, dara which was available was nor provided by
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the CSDD. This is not the only instance where the monitoring team noted that key terms in measures
render some data confusing, if not misleading, U'hese are noted in Table 2.7. It should also be noted
that EID recognized the CDFE's insufficient reporting on the grantee’s last APR, deeming that
substantial progress was met but that CDE would receive technical assistance regarding adequate

reporiing prior to the submission of its next APR.

At the ume of the monitoring visit, the grantee was not able to demonstrate substantial 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 monitoring team with an update on the
Stare’s progress toward achievement of tts application objectives, The Project Director indicated that
because racking progress on the various objectives and performance measures was cumbersome
and rime-tntensive, the CS1) only gathers and analyzes data once a year prior to submiting the APR
to EID. The monitoring team convenced a follow-up conversation with the Project Director and staff
two weeks afrer the site visit to allow additonal ime for gathering information relared specifically to
this indicator. During the call, much of the dara reported was that which was already reported 1n the

2012 APR and, as such, was not new or updared informarion.

The CSD has not contracted the services of an independent external evaluator for the 2000-2015
(CSP grant as proposed. The State’s application to [2DD anticipated having an external evaluator in
place during the first year of the grant. The excernal evaluation would provide formative data on the
Stare’s systems and progress toward grane goals that could be used to inform needed program
improvements and corrections. IHowever, ac the time of the monitoring visit {in the third year of the
grant}, the CSID) veported rhat it was still derermining the derails of the REFP for evaluation and it had

not been veleased ver

Tabte 2.7: ACHIEVEMENT OF APPLICATION OBJECTIVES .

Objective 1; Increase the Number of High-Qual_it'y C_harfér Schools in California

Progress
{To what extent has the goal been accomplished so far?)

Data Collection Activities
{What data is being
collected?

How? By whom?)

Performance Measure
{How is the grantee measuring
prograss?)

The C5D staff reported to the
monitoring team that they have
requested that this performance
measure be deleted. In attempting
to document this request, the
monitoring team confirmed with ED
that such a request has not been
received. o

IThe CSD staif reported to the

[ Measura Mat

[] Not met

EUnable ta Assess
For future goals only:
] in Progress

[ insufficient Propress

Performance Measure la: 90% of None (see Progress column)
charter developers receiving charter
development technical assistance will
receive approval of their charter by an
authorizer within 2 years of '
completing charter development

technical assistance,

] Measure Met

Performance Measure 1b: 85% of Mone {see Progress column)

charter developers receiving charter
development technical assistance will
open a charter school within one year
af their charter being authorized.

Charter Schools Progranm

] Mot et
E<]Unable to Assess
For future goals only:
[:] In Progross

[[] Insufficient Progress

monitoring team that they have
requested that this performance
measure be deleted. In attempting

to document this reguest, the
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maonitoring team confirmed with ED
that such a request has not been
received.

Performance Measure 1c: A total of

610 CSP-funded charter schools will

open during the grant period August
1, 2010-July 31, 2015.

Project Year 1: 111

Project Year 2; 117

Project Year 3; 122

Project Year 4: 127

Project Year 5: 133

The CSD tracks the number
of charter schools using SBE-
assigned charter school
numbers. Each number is
uniquely assigned. Numbers
of schools that receive CSP
funding are tracked through
grants management such as
QBR and budget reports. To
date the C5D has been able
te fund all charter schools
opened during the grant
peried so no distinction has
been made for this
performance measure,

[ Measura Met

& Not et

[unable to Assess
For future goals only:
D In Progress

[ nsufficient Progress

lYear 1: 143 subgrants awarded (26
to 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)

Performance Measure 1d: 80% of all
newly funded charter schogls that
have been in operation for at least
three yvears will have APls five or more
points higher than the mean API of
non-charter schools in the same
attendance area.

Performance Measure Le: 75% of CSP
funded charter schools will have an
average attendance rate of at least
95% during each year of the grant.

The CSD, in collaboration
with the Analysis,
Measurement and
Accountability Reporting
Division (AMARD)}, annually
uses APl data from
August/September for
charter schools in operation
for at least 3 years.

[] Measure Met

@ Net Met
[tinable to Assess
Far future goals oniy:
D in Progress

] insufficient Progress

Wear 1: 66% of newly funded charter
ischools had APLs five or mare points
higher than the mean APi of non-
charter schools in the same
attendance area.

ear 2: 50% of newly funded charter|
schools had APls five or more points
higher than the mean API of non-
charter schools in the same
attendance area.

Year 3: Data not yet available

IThe monitoring team notes that in
Year 1 it would be impossible to be
both newly funded and in at least
the third year of operation. There
Wwas inconsistency in both how the
grantee interpreted the
performance measure and how the
data was reported.

The CSD, in collaboration
with AMARD, annually in
lune uses principal
apportionment data to
assess average attendance
rates. The CSD maintains a
dlatabase of all charter school
attendance rates.

(] Measure Mat

] Mot Met

[[Junable to Assess
For future goals only;
] n Propross

[ insutficient Pragress

Year 1: 67% of funded charter
schools had an attendance rate of
at least 95%.

Year 2: 76% of CSP funded charter
schools have an attendance rate of
at least 95%.

Year 3: Data not yet available

[The monitoring team notes that the
data reported appear to reflect
currently funded CSP schools and
!not all schools that ever received
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Objective 2: Strengthen Charter School Sustainability Through Capacity Building

Performance Measure
{How is the grantee measuring
progress?)

Data Collection Activities
{What data is being
collected?

How? By whom?}

Progress

iTo what extent has the goal been accomplished so far?)

Performance Measure 2a: 100% of
CSP funded charter schools {with the
exception of successful charter
management organizations or
demonstration that applicants have
already engaged in this activity prior
to grant application) will complete
governance training by the end of
vear 1 of their implementation
subgrant.

The CSD reviews Waork Plan
prompt 1A {update and
description of governance
training completed} in the
annual comprehensive phase
reports to determine if the
subgrantee has participated
in necessary training.

B4 Measure Met*

[ Mot Met
Unable to Assess
For future goals only:
] In Progress

I nsufficient Progress

Year 1: 99% of subgrantees
completed fiscal management
training.

Year 2: 100% of subgrantees
completed fiscal management
training.

Year 3: Data not yet available

Performance Measure 2b: 100% of
C5P funded charter schaools will
complete fiscal management training
by the end of year 1 of their
implementation subgrant.

The CSD reviews Work Plan
prompt 1B {update and
description of fiscal
managemeant training
completed} in the annual
comprehensive phase
reports to determine if the
subgrantee has participated
in training for financial
planning and organizational/
internal controls.

] Measure Met*

[] Not Met

[CJunable to Assess
For future goals cnly:
[ in eroaress

L] Insufficiant Progress

Year 1: 91% of subgrantees
completed fiscal management
training.

Year 2: 100% of subgrantees
completed fiscal management
training.

ear 3: Data not yet available

Performance Measure 2¢: 100% of
governing boards representing
charter schools that completed the
fiscal management training will
comply with all State and Federal
regulations and demonstrate fiscal
health, as measured by the following
criteria: (1) adequate reserves and
ending balances, {2) evidence of
sound planning and adequate funding
to support long-term goals, (3}
budgets that reflect schoal priorities,
which include student academic
outcomes, This measure will be
assossed during cach year of the
funding periad.

Subgrantees funded for more
than one year submit annual
audit reports to the School
Fiscal Services Division, which
provides a hard copy of the
audit to the CSD. C50 staff
review the three criteria for
each submitted audit report
Lo assess whether charter
schools comply with State
and Federal regulations.

[} Measure Met

4 Mot et

[CJunable to Assess
For future goals anly:
E] In Proprass

{1 imsufficient Progress

Year 1: 75% of subgrantees
complied with State and Federal
regulations to demonstrate fiscal
health.
Year 2: 58% of subgrantees (that
were in their second year or
beyond) complied with State and
Federal regulations to demonstrate
fiscal health.

ear 3: Data not yet available

Performance Measure 2d; 80% of CSP
funded charter schools will have
developed teacher effectiveness
measures that include student
achicvement data as a substantial
portion of the teacher evaluation.

The CSD reviews Work Plan
prompt 1C {update and
description of the
development of teacher
effectiveness measures) in

the annual comprehensive

I:] Measure Mat

4] Mot Met

[CJunable ta Assess
For future goals only:
[ In Progress

] Insufficient Prograss

Vear 1: 59% of CSP funded charter
schools developed teacher
effectivenass measures.

ear 2: 71% of CSP funded charter
schools developed teacher

effoctivencss measures,
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phase reports to determine if
the subgrantee has
developed this measure.

Year 3: Data not yet available

Performance Measure 2e: 90% of CSP
funded charter schools will report
that services received from its charter
authorizer (including facilities and
other services) are satisfactory. The
2010-15 grant application requires
completion of a CSP Work Plan, which
includes a description of the status of
services received from the charter
authorizer. At the end of each year,
schools must complete an annual
report, documenting progress on and
any changes to the status of activities
cited in the CSP Work Plan. As a
result, schools’ reported satisfaction
with their charter authorizer will be
updated annually.

Performance Measure
(How is the grantee measuring
progress?)

The CSD reviews Work Plan
prompt 3A (description of
services received from the
uthorizer and whether
Eervices are satisfactory) in
the annual comprehensive
phase report to determine if
the subgrantee is satisfied
with authorizer services.

Data Collection Activities
(What data is being
collected?

How? By whom?)

iD Measure Met**

B Not Met

[Junable to Assess
For future goals only:
] in Progress

[] insufficient Progress

Objective 3: improve Academic Achievement of Charter School Students

Year 1: 96% of CSP funded charter

schools reported that services

received from its charter authorizer
re satisfactory.

Ffear 2: 82% of CSP funded charter

schools reported that services

received from its charter authorizer

are satisfactory.

Year 3: Data not yet available

Progress
(To what extent has the goal been accomplished so far?)

Performance Measure 3a: By the end
of the CSP grant, 75% of all charter
schools operating for at least four
years will have met or exceeded their
annual growth targets — by school and
subgroup — in at least two of three
years. (Note: first year will establish
baseline data only.) See Overview of
California’s 2009-10 Accourttability
Progress Reporting System for
information on calculation of API

The CSD, in collaboration
with the AMARD, uses AYP
data for CSP grantees that
have been in operation for at
least 4 years to assess
progress toward growth
targets,

growth targets.

Performance Measure 3b: CSP funded
charter schools will report a minimum
80% year-to-year student retention
rate.

(] Measure Met

(] Not Met

jUnablo to Assess

For future goals only:
[ 1n Progross

[ insutficient Progress
B Unable to Assess

IThe CSD, in collaboration
with the Education
Management Division,
annually uses CALPADS data
for enrollment numbers.

{1 Measure Met

Not Met

[Clunable to Assess

For future goals anly:
] In Progress

[ tasufficient Progress

Yua; l_ 66‘.’_6 of CSP funded charter

Year 1: Not applicabie
Year 2: Not applicable
Year 3: Data not available

This performance measure requires
four or more years of student
achievement data. The CDE is
considering only currently funded
subgrantees (and not all charter
schools) for this perfermance
measure.

schools reported 3 minimum 80%
year-to-year retention rate.

Year 2: Data not available

‘Year 3: Data not available

Vear 2 data were to be reported in
the winter 2013 update, according
to the 2011-12 APR.

Perfarmance Measure Ec CSP funded
charter high schools {excluding
dropout recovery high schools) that

The CSD, in collaboration
with the AMARD, annually
uses AYP data to assess

] Measure Mat

] Not Met
Xlunable to Assess
Far future goals only:

Year 1: Not applicable
Year 2: Not applicable
Year 3: Data not available

Charter Schools Program
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have operated for at least 5 years will
report @ minimum 80% cohort
graduation rate.

for charter schools in
operation and compares
them to charter schools
overall.

dropout and graduation rates

[] tn Progress
7] tnsufficient Progress

The monitoring team notes that
these data will not be available
within the grant period.
Subgrantees funded under this
rant will not have been in
loperation at least 5 years until the
end of the grant period or later.

Performance Measure 3d; After two
vears of operation, each CSP-funded
charter school will have at least 56%
of its students reach proficiency in
reading, as measured by the CST.
after four years of operation, this
number will increase to 67%.

The CSD, in collaboration
with the AMARD, annually
uses STAR data to assess
student proficiency rates in
reading for C5P-funded
charter schools that are at

operation.

least in their second year of

[] Measure Met

] Mot et

PAUnable ta Assess
For future goals only:
[J tn Progress

O Insufficient Progress

Year 1: Not applicable
Year 2: Not applicable
'Year 3: Data not available

Cnly applies to schools after two
and four years of operation. There
is no data yet, as STAR data for the
second-year schools will be
available in August/September
12013,

Performance Measure 3e: After two
years of operation, each CSP-funded
charter school will have at least 58%
of its students reach proficiency in
mathematics, as measured by the
CST. After four years of operation, this
number will increase to 70%.

Performance Measure
{How is the grantee measuring
progress?)

The CSD, in collaboration
with the AMARD, annually
uses STAR data to assess
student proficiency rates in

charter schools that are at

operation.

{What data is being
collected?
How? By whom?)

mathematics for CSP-funded

least in their second year of

Data Collection Activities

[ Measure Mat

] not met

X]unable to Assess
For future goals only:
[ 1n Progress

[} Insufficient Progress

Ohbjective 4: Disseminate Best Practices From High-Quality Charter Schools

{To what extent has

Year 1; Not applicable
Year 2: Not applicable
Year 3: Data not available

Only applies to schools after two
and four years of cperation. There
is no data yet, as STAR data for the
second-year schools will be
available in August/September

2013,

Progress
the goal been accomplished so far?)

Performance Measure 4a: The CDE
will award dissemination grants to as
many as 1¢ charter schools to
disseminate best practices in
increasing student achievement
among charter schools and other
public schools in California {during
years 3 and 4 of the grant period).

forms to use that identify
charter schools receiving
dissemination subgrant
funds, along with the peer
reviewer ratings. (These ha
not yet been implemented.

The C5D has created tracking

[ teasure Met

] Mot Met

[[Junabla to Assass
For future goals only:
In Progress

[] Insuffictent Progress

ve

)

vear 1: Not applicable

Year 2: Not applicable

Year 3: The CSD posted the
dissemination subgrant RFA in
Uanuary 2013. Submissions are due
March 2013. Subgrantees will be
selected and notified by May 2013.

Performance Measure 4b: 100% of
dissemination subgrantees will make
at least one public presentation about
their dissemination project at a
meeting, conference or other
education-related training during the
first year of their dissemination grant.

MNone (see Progress column

}

] Measure et

[ ot tet

Cdunable ta Assess
For future goals only:
] n Progress

1 insufficient Progress

Mot yet measurable. No
dissemination subgrants have been
awarded yet,

Performance Measure dc: 100% of

Mane (see Progress column

O I\e1ua_s-l;r-£uzll\_ﬂcl
(] Mot Mat

)

Mot yet measurable. No
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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
grant.

Bdunable to Assess

For future goals only:
o Progress

[0 Insufficient Progress

dissemination subgrants have been
awarded yet.

Performance Measure 4d; Each year
during the grant period, 80% of the
participants in dissemination grant
activities will report an increase in
awareness and knowledze of charter
school best practices through a
suUrvey.

None {see Progress column)

U] Measure Met

(] Not Met

{Junable to Assess
For future goals only:
[ In Progress

[3 Insufficient Progress

Mot yet measurable. No
dissemination subgrants have been
awarded yet,

Performance Measure de: After two
years of partnering with the charter
school, all participant schools will
report at least five points of growth,
a5 determined by API base and

standards, and are open toall studen
Performance Measure
{How is the grantee measuring
progress?)

None (see Progress column)

Data Collection Activities
{What data is being
collected?

How? By whom?}

[C) Measure Met

] Not Met

Cunable to Assess
For future goals only:
[C] In Progress

3 insufficient Progress

{To what extent has the goal been accomplished so far?)

Not yet measurabie. No
dissemination subgrants have been
awarded yet.

: Encourage the development of a large number of high-quality charter schools that are free fro

rules that inhibit flexible operations, are held accountable for enabling students to reach challengmg State performance

Progress

Performance Measure 5a; 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
California {982},

The CSD tracks the number
of charter schools that open
each year using the SBE
assigned charter number.

(<] Measure Met

] Wot Met

[Junabte to Assess
For future goals only:
(] In Pragress

[ Insufficiant Progress

Year 1: NfA

Year 2: There are now 1,061 active
charter schools in CA,

[Year 3: Data not yet available

Performance Measure 5b: The
percentage of 4" grade charter school
students who are achieving at or
above the proficient leve] on State
examinations in mathematics.

This performance measure is not
inctuded in the Year 1 APR. The Year 2
target is 69 percent.

The CSD, in collaboration
with the AMARD, annually
uses STAR data to assess
student proficiency. Data
reported is only for second-
year charter schoois in the
current cycle of funding.

12} Measure Met

(] not Met

[CJunable to Assess
For future goals only:
7l In Progress

{3 Insufficieant Pragress

ear 1: N/A

Year 2: 74 percent of 4" grade
siudents achieved at or above the
proficient level an the C5T and 5TS.
'Year 3: Data not yet available

Performance Measure Sc: The
percentage of A8 grade charter school
students who are achieving at or
above the proficient level on State
examinations in reading.

The CSD, in collaboration
with the AMARD, annually
uses STAR data from
Aug/Sept ta assess student
proficiency by looking at
students that scared

Measure Met

[] Mot Met

[Junable to Assess
For future goals only:
{Vin Progress

[ Insufficient Progress

Year 1: N/A

Yoar 2: 68 percent of g™ grade
students achieved at or ahove the
proficient level on the CST ELA and
STS.

Year 3: Data not yet available
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This performance measure is not
included in the Year 1 APR. The Year 2
target is 68 percent.

proficient and above. Data
reported is only for second
vear charter schools in this
cycle of funding.

Performance Measure 5d: The
percentage of g grade charter school
students who are achieving at or
above the proficient level on State
examinations in mathematics.

This performance measure is not
included in the Year 1 APR. The Year 2
target is 69 percent.

IThe €SO, in collaboration
with the AMARD, annually
uses STAR data to assess
student proficiency. Data
reported is only for second
year charter schools in this
cycle of funding.

[[] measure Mot

Not Met

[JUnable to Assess
For future goals only:
[ ] in Progress

[ Insufficient Progress

Year 1: NfA

Year 2: 42 percent of 8" grade
students achieved at or above the
proficient level on the CST Algebra
1, CST Geometry, and CST General
Mathematics.

Year 3: Data not yet available

Performance Measure 5e: The
percentage of 8" grade charter school
students who are achieving at or
above the proficient level on State
examinations in reading.

This performance measure is not
included in the Year 1 APR, The Year 2
target is 68 percent.

The €S0, in collaboration
with the AMARD, annually
uses STAR data to assess
student proficiency by
locking at students that

scored proficient and above.

] Measure Met

B< Nat Met

[CJunable to Assess

For future goals only:
Hin Progress

[ insuffictent Progress

Year 1:N/A

Vear 2: 66 percent of g™ grade
students achieved at or above the
proficient level on the CST ELA.
Year 3: Data not yet available

Sources: 2010-2011 Annual Performance Report; 2011-2012 Annuaf Performance Report.

* Based on Year 2 data
**Based on Year 1 data

In all, the grantee met 3 of 25 performance measures, The CDLE has requested FID to eliminate two
measures (La, and 1.b); however, ED does not have record of this request. The grantee did not
meer 9 of the remaining 23 performance measures. The monitoring team was unable to assess
progress on 4 performance measures dealing with disseminarion of best pracuces, and 3
performance measures tn improving academic achievement were deemed unable to measure due in
pare to a lack of clarity in definition. Two additonal performance measures were designed to be

measured in the futare,

Arcas of Concern

o Ambiguous performance measures and dara points. As outhned in the observarions and

Table 2.7, many of the State’s performance measures are worded in such a way thar
applicable data are impossible to gather. These examples usually involve the term “currently
fanded” in a time frame that would exceed the grant period, The vesult ts that dara have
been reporred inconsistently over the course of the grant period and some measures will not
be avatlable until after the grant period,

ki

grant performance measures annually at the time of the Annual Performance Report. As a

Inadequate rracking ot performance. The CIDIE only collecrs and analyzes data related to the

result, the grantee conld not provide evidence of progress on many of its performance

measuges despite the Facr that some data are available throughour the vear.
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® DPoor progress toward grant objectives. The grantee 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 evaluation. The CDL has not awarded a contract or released an RI'P for

its 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 does not meet the indicator, The grantee is unable to

demonstrate substantial progress on its performance measures and objectives and appears to have
inadequate systems and processes to tack and evaluate progress, including an exrernal evaluation,

Recommendations: The grantee needs to more closely monitor and use information to guide
progress toward accomplishment of all of its grant performance measures and objectives. This

inchades initiating acuviues related to its external evaluation as proposed,

In addition, the monitoring team recommends that DD further review the performance management
and/or the financial problems documented as pact of this monitoring process that have affected the

administration of this grant project o determine if special conditons should be imposed.

3. ADMINISTRATIVE AND FISCAL RESPONSIBILITIES

CCSP grantees incur specific administrative and fiscal responsibilities under Federal law. ‘This section
focuses on the SEAs allocation, use and controls over the CSP grant funds and other Vederal funds,
as well as associated State responsibilities in administering the CSP grant. [t includes indicators chat

cover the State’s responsibilities ro:
s laform appropriare andiences abourt Federal funding for charter schools and ensure that
charter schools receive their commensurate share of relevant funds;

2 Allocate no more than the allowable amounts of CSP funds for administration,
dissemination, and revalving loan fund purposes;

¢ Administer and monitor the proper use of (5P funds;

o Hnsure LIAs do not deduct funds for administragve expenses or fees exeept in certain
Cil‘CLllnh‘tﬁllCCS;

o [Ensure the timely tanster of student tecords; and

o MMainrain and reain teconds related wo the CSP grant tunds.
Indicator 3.1: FEDERAL PROGRAMS AND FUNDING. The State informs appropriate
audiences about the SIEAs charter school grant program, Federal funds diae the chaser school is
cligible to recerve and ederal programs in which the charter school may participate, and ensures
that cach charter school in the State recetves its commensurate share of Federal education formula

funds.
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Observations: The 2009 monitoring report did not specifically include this indicator, [lowever, the
State partially met related indicators on informing parents, teachers, and communitics abour C5P
subgrant opportunities; informing charter schools about Federal funds they are cligible to recetve;
and ensuring charter schools receive their commensurate share of Federal formula funds,

CSP Grant Outrcach. Information about PCSGP grant opportunities 1s included in a variery of
CDI: webpages (c.g., at the ume of the monitoring visit, the website listed the dissemination
subgranr opportunity) as well as through scveral listservs (including the CDE’s Funding Mailing Tist
for all funding opporrunities as well as charrer-specific listservs). The listservs are open to the public.
Website information includes links to funding program profiles that oudine the key components of
the grant (e.g., eligibility, funding information, contacts). CSD staff also regularly partcipate in
workshops or sessions ar the annual CCSA and CSDC charter schools conferences to promote the
grant,

Information on Federal Formula Funds. [nformation about Federal formula funds that charcer
schoals are eligible to reccive is available on the CDIE’s website as well as through listservs. The
CDE’s Available Funding website (huip: - weacdecagon ) 2o i, ) lists the currenty open
funding comperirions and also provides a scarch function. This webpage is regulacly updated to
include only current/available funding sources. The CI218%s Funding Mailing List regulacly pushes
out information abour new funding sources. Additionally, newly opening charter schools receive an
announcement from the CS1 outlining several funding and reporting requirements (including
informaton about the Consolidated Application and child natrition programs).

Direer funded charter schools fill out their own LIEA Plan and Consolidared Application using the
California Longitudinal Public Achievement Data System (CALPADS) and Consolidated
Applicaton and Reporting System {CARS). (Indirect funded charter schools are included in their
authodzing LEA’s LEA Plan and Consolidated Application.) Starting in January 2012, the CARS
was implemented ro streamline the Consolidated Application reporting process, Technical assistance
and guidance related to the Consolidated Application ov the relared reporting systems is handled
within the CDI2s Fiseal Services Division,

Sienificant Expansion. The CDIZs Pupil Fstimates for New or Significantly Fxpanding Charters
(PENSEC) is designed 10 account for new or significandy expanding charter schools. For the

purposes of Federal funding, PLENSEC dentfies “significanty expanding” as: “the charter is direct
funded and has an increase in enrollment of at least 25 percent compared to the prior vear due to a
significant event that 15 unlikely to occur on a regular basts, such as rhe addidon of one or more
erade levels or educational programs in major curriculum areas, or any other event deemed to be
stenificant by the CDE. (There is a separate definition for significant expansion that is used for
State Funds.) Tt is incumbent upon direct funded charter schools to complete their own reporring
through PENSEC to ensure thar addiuonal funds are received. Onee approved, (unding adjustments
are made to a school’s first and sccond principal apportionments. Advanced payments are typically

made july through January, with the balance paid out February through june. This ensures that
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funds for newly opened or significantly expanding schools are received within the first five months
of opening.

Table 3.1: FEDERAL PROGRAMS INFORMATION AND FUNDING

| Responsibilities of the SEAtoinform Isthisan  Findings: How does the SEA grantee inform and ensure
and ensure access to Federal programs  area of access to Federal programs and funding?
and funding. concern? :
The SEA informs teachers, parents, and [] ves CDE and CSD websites include information about PCSGP
communities of the State educational X1 No funding epportunities. This includes links to the PCSGP

| agency's charter school grant program: CSP funding profile which outlines eligibility constraints, |
proposed to advertise subgrant funding information, important dates, program-specific |
opportunities across several forums information, and contact information.
including Superintendent press releases;
multiple CDE webpages (CDE homepage, CSD staff have participated in the 2012 and 2013 CCSA
CDE funding, and CSD homepage); and conferences. Slides from the 2012 grant program |
charter school listservs. workshop included information on applying for the

subgrant and other relevant information. The program |

The CSD proposed to work closely with listing for the 2013 session includes information about |
the State charter associations and major the dissemination subgrant and other funding |

. parent, teacher, and community : opportunities. :
organizations (e.g., California State '
Parent-Teacher Assaciation, California The CSD also promotes the PSCGP through a variety of |
Teachers Association, Califernia State and association listservs, CDE listservs are opento |
Federation of Teachers, Association of the public, '

California School Administrators,
California Schoal Boards Assaciation, |
and Parent Revolution) via email and |

_advertisements. )
The SEA informs each charter school in the D Yeg Upon award of a charter school number from the SBE,
State about Federal funds that the charter No the £SD sends out a notification that outlines various
school is eligible to receive: Within five funding opportunities and reporting requirements. This
days of receiving a charter school includes information on apportionment and categorical
number from the SBE, the CDE notifies funding, creation of an LEA plan and Consolidated
schools of funding opportunities Application (required for direct funded charter schools),
including CSP, State, and Federal the CDE’s charter school revolving loan fund, child
opportunities. This information is also nutrition program, and facilities funding opportunities.

posted on the CDE's website.
All subsequent infermation or technical assistance
requests 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 receiving information
about other Federal funds they may be cligible to

receive.
The SEA ensures that each charter schoolin | [ ] ves Charter schools must annually elect to be direct funded
the State receives the charter school's ] No ar funded through their authorizing LEA. Direct funded

commensurate share of Fodaral education
funds that are allocated by formula each
year, including during the first year of
operation of the charter school: Public Law
105-278 and related regulations require

charter schools must complete an LEA plan as well as fill
out a Consclidated Application.

At the beginning of the school year, the Educational Data
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that the COE ensure that charter schools Management Division sends out a letter informing
receive their commensurate share of charter school administrators (among others) about
Federal formula funds. reporting requirements in the CALPADS and CARS
systems necessary to make annual apportionments.
Charter schools can receive special

advanced funding for various funding The CDE’s PENSEC is a speacific data collection designed to
programs including General Purpose account for new or significantly expanding charter
Entitlement, Charter Schools Categorical schools, especially as it relates to State and Federal

Block Grant, and other State or Federal funding allocations. Guidance on PENSEC is located on
categorical programs, based on the CDE's website.

enrollment projections.
Subgrantees did not report any issues regarding receipt

Charter schools can elect to be direct ' of Federal formula funds. One subgrantee visited
funded from the State or locally funded | reported that because of a reduction in CDE's Title |
through the authorizing LEA. Direct i allotment for the 2011-12 school year, LEA and school
funded charter schoels must submit a allotments were reduced across the board.

Consclidated Application for
participation in various Federal
entitlements.

Sources: hitp://www.cde.ca.gov/fa/aa/pa/papayschedule.asp.;
http:/fwww.cde.co.gov/fg/aa/pa/pensecinsirl2.asp; 2012-2013 PCSGP funding profile; 2012 PCSGF 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 CC5A slides Feb 2012; 2012-
13 Letter Announcing 2012 Competition; 2012-13 Consolfidated Application; New charter school message; LTR to
Field on Assessment CALPADs.

Promising Practice
o Significant Lixpansion Data Svstem. The CIDE has developed and uses the PLENSLEC data

system to ensure that significantly expanding charter schools receive their commensurate

share of Federal funds.

Raung and Justification: 3 — Grrantee fully meets the indicator, The grantee uses a vatiery of
mechanisms to inform various andicnces of CSP and other Uederal formula funding opportunities

and o ensure that charter schools receive their commensurate share of lederal formula funds.

Recommendations: None,

Indicator 3.2: ALLOCATION GF C5P FUNDS. T'he proportion of granr funds reserved by the
State for each acrviry does not exceed the allowable amount.

Observavons: The 2009 monitoring report did not include this specific indicator. However, the State

parrially met a related indicator on ser-asides for appropriate administratve expenses and fully mer a

related indicator on set-asides for dissemination subgranrs,

Under the 2010 CSP grane, California proposed to implement several activities using administratdve
funds. These included funding several personnel positons in che CID1 and the SBIZ as well as the
exrernal esaluation, awarding up to five charter development techuical assistance contracts, and

expanding the Brokers of Lixperuse best practices tool, Ac the time of the monitoring visit, the CDI
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had not yet issued an RFA for its external evaluadon. Additionally, it had not awarded {nor did it

plan to award} the charter development technical assistance contracts. Neither of these delays was

communicated to EID prior to the monitoring visit.

California also proposed to use $5 million for dissemination subgrants in project years 3 and 4. A¢

the time of the monitoring visit, the €SI had just released the st dissemination subgrant RFA.

The current subgrant compettion is expected to close in March 2013, Subgrant awards are expected

to be made in spring 2013,

Though the State proposed to use grant funds to supplement the State-funded revolving loan fund,

it has not, Subscquent to the grant award, the CDLE

determined, in consultarion with D, thar it

would not be feasible to combine CSP grant funds with the CDE’s existing revolving loan fund

because of differences in funding reserictions.

_Table 3.2: ALLOCATION OF CSP FUNDS |

- Is this an
‘area of
. concern?
Yes
D No

- Limits én the allpcaﬁon of CSP funds

Not more than 5% for administrative ‘
expenses associated with the program: :
Administrative funds were proposed to be |
used for: '
s  State operations and oversight - !
12.2 FTEinthe CDEand 1 FTEn |
the SBE; i
o Charter development technical
assistance —up to 5 technical
assistance contracts;

s Expansion of Brokers of £xpertise
hast practice dissemination tool;
and
Program evaluation - contractor
not identified in application.

Findings: prtdoes' the SEA grantee allocate the CSP-

grant funds in each category?

The State annually sets aside no more than 5% of grant
funds for administrative expenses. For 2012-13, the
grantee budgeted 52,532,144 {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 CDE was
preparing to solicit bids for its external evaluation. It had
vet to complete the expansion of the Brokers of
Expertise dissemination tool as proposed.

The CDE has not awarded charter development technical
assistance contracts as proposed and did not inform EDQ
of this change.

[ O ves
E]No
] nNa

Mot more than 10% to support allowable
dissemination activities: CDE proposed to
award dissemination subgrants from its
2010 grant. $2.5 million was budgeted in
each of project years 3 and 4 for

| dissemination subgrants.

The CDE 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.

Not more than 10% for the establishment
of a revolving loan fund: The CDE

D Yes
[ ] wNo

At the time of the monitoring visit, the State was not
using CSP grant funds to support its revolving loan fund.

proposed to set aside no more than 10% NA The CDE determined, in consultation with £0, that

of total grant funds for a revolving loan because af distinct funding requiremeants it would be too
fund. $5 million was budgeted in each of difficult to administer the CDE’s revolving loan fund with
project years 1 and 2 for revolving loan Federal funds intended for the same purpose.

funds.
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| Priority for loans was to be given to new
charter schools to cover startup costs.
Canversion schools or recently renewed
schaols would not be eligible.

Sources: 2010 Annual Performance Report; 2011 Annual Performance Report.

Areas of Concern
o Incompiete implementation of adminiseeative activities. The grantec has not funded owo

administrative activities ~ charter development technical assistance contracts and its external
cvaluation — as specified in its approved applicaton o LD,

Rating and Justificaton: 2 — Grantee pattially meets the indicator. While the grantee has remained

within the appropriate thresholds for administrative and disseminarion subgrant expensces, it has not

munplemented two key administrative actvities included in the approved application,

Recommendations: The CDL is encouraged to communicate with ED its plans for using the

administrative funds alloeated under the grant to carry out the administrative tasks which thus far
have nor been undertaken {Le., the program evaluation and technical assistance contracts), and/or to
establish with EID adequate alternatives.

Indicator 3.3: ADMINISTRATION AND USE OF CSP FUNDS. The SEA administers the
CSP tunds and monitors subgrantee projects to cosure the proper disbursement, accounting for and
use of Federal funds.

Observations: Tn the 2009 monitoring report, the State did not meet the conditions of this indicator.
The previous monitoring team was concerned about the CDIs eash management system and

allowable, allocable, and reasonable uses of grant funds. I'urthermore, the 2012 OIG audit report of
OITs oversight and monitoring of planning and implementaton grants found thae California did not
adequately document the process for closing schools or for mracking closed charrer school assers. At
the ume of the monitoring visit, the CIDE was under special conditions for the grane which required

12 approval for all pavment requests under the geant.

The CDY requices all LEiAs submitting a Consolidated Application to comply with 27 general

i‘_i o SUTTLT 1]

assurances (g wanwedeasngon . fuy 20| Lasp), Assurance #9 requires that
LEAs will use tiscal control and fund accounting procedures that will easure proper disbursement
for State and Federal funds paid to that ageney under cach program, Typically submiceed as a part of
the Consolidated Application, these assurances are required for all recipients of Srare and Federal
grants, Charter schools that are not direer funded would Fall under the responsibility of the fiscal
agent to ensure that the school was using appropriate fiscal controls and fund accounting
procedures. Separately, the 2012-13 Planning and lmplamentation RIFA requires an assurance that all
audits of financial sttemenrs will be conducted in accordance with Government Auditing Standareds
and with policies, procedutes, and guidelines esrablished by FI2GAR, Single Audir Acr

Amendments, and ONMIB Circular A-133.
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Flow of Subgrant Funds. As noted elsewhere in this reporr, charter schools can determine
annually if thev wish to be direet funded or indirect funded. Direct funded charter schools operate
as their own fiscal agent and receive funds directly from the State. Indirect funded charter schools
use the LEA as their fiscal agent and receive funds through the LEA.

As a part of the current subgrant application award process, the CSID reviews subgrant application
budgets after the narrative conrent of the subgrant has been reviewed by the peer reviewers and the
applicant has received a signed charter agreement from an authorizer, At this time, CSD statf review

subgrant budgets to ensure that expenses appropriately align with the application.

PCSGP grant funding requests must go through several State and county offices before being
released to the individual school. According to the CIDF’s Funding Handbook, grant funds are only
disbursed to subgrantees after a signed Grant Award Notification has been signed and returned to
the CDIE Onee the signed GAN has been received, ir is incumbent upon the program office (i.c.,
the CSD) o submir a Request for Payment (AQO-401) to the Accounting Office. The Request for
Payment must include a list of every subgrantee (by counry), the subgrant award numbers, the
amount for each subgranree, and the total amount to be paid o the county, Within five days of
receiving an AO-401 from the CSD, the Accounting Office sends the payment schedule to the State
Controller’s Office. The Conrroller typically issues a warrant to the county treasury otfice 10 to L4
calendar days later, Next the county treasurer receives the warrants and notifies the county
superintendent of funds received. The counry superintendent then determines the deposir
information for proper crediting to LIEA accounts, (See the chare below outlining the flow of funds
from 1D to the charter schools.) Because of the multiple steps in the process, it is possible for granr
funds to “sit” at one or more State or county oftices for a pertod of time after being initially drawno

down from G5.

‘The Srare does not use electronic funds transfer system for this or any other funding source, though
it Is i the process of revamping its accounting, budgeting, and procurement systems to allow for

this functionality. CIDE is slated to have this revised system by 2016.
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Diagram of PCSGP Cash Flow from G5 to Subgrantees
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Fiscal Controf and Fund Accounting Procedures, Specific atzibutes of the CDE’s fiscal control
and fund accounting procedures and the CSID’s efforts to ensure proper disbursement of grant
funds are discussed in the mble below. All of the components of 34 CER 80.20 are included in
Appendix F of the 2012-2013 Planning and Implemenrarion RFA. Where available, additional
relared guidance (beyond whar is in Appendix 1) has been noted below, Though the CSD has
provided for each of the following EDGAR regulations in writing in at least one document, it was
unclear in many instances whether the CS1 or other CDIL staff could ensure chat subgrantees
indeed were following the required fiscal control and fund accounnng procedures, Many of these
arcas would likely be included in subgrantee moniroring; however, as noted in Indicator 2.5 the CSD

had not sufficiently rolled out ies subgrantee monitoring system at the time of the moniroring visit.

‘Table3.3.a: FISCAL CONTROL AND FUND ACCOUNTING PROCEDURES

EDGAR Regulations ' - Is this an Findings: How does the grantee ensure proper fiscal c_nntrq_l-

" area of and funding accounting and comply with Federal
. concern? - requirements in eacharea?

34 CFR 80.20 Standards for
financial management systems.

{1} Financial reporting [ ves * The 2012-2013 Planning and implementation RFA notes that
4 ne the CSD 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 also required to
o — . conduct an annual A-133 audit. I

(2) Accounting records B4 ves Appendix F in the 2012-2013 Planning and Implementatmn
[:] Ma RFA states that subgrantees must meet Federal standards for
accounting recards, including maintaining records which
adequately identify the source and application of funds
provided for financially-assisted activities. I'hese records must
contain information pertaining to grant or subgrant awards
and authorizations, obligations, unobligated balances, assets,
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liabilities, outlays or expenditures, and income.

For several of the subgrantees, the monitcring team observed
that the grant award notification did not adequately
distinguish between subgrant funds that were awarded from
two separate CSP grants (i.e., the subgrantee was awarded
planning funds out of the previcus CSP grant and
implementation funds out of the current CSP grant). For
example, the GAN for DaVinci Charter Academy shows that
the subgrantee received an additional $62,500 in August 2010
{amending an existing grant of $387,500). The GAN does not
clearly identify that the $387,500 came from one CSP grant
award and the $62,500 is from a second CSP grant award. This
causes the appearance of co-mingling of grant funds.

{3} Internaf controf

[:I Yes
X no

| purposes.

Appendix F in 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

{4} Budget contro!

(] ves
No

{5) Allowable cost

B4 Yes
[ ne

: supporting documentation align.

Expenses outlined on the Quarterly Benchmark Reports
{QBRs) are individually reviewed by CSD grant consultants.
The 2010-2015 PCSGP QBR Desktep Review Manual states
that the CSD grant consultant 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 and

The 2012-2013 Planning and Implementation RFA and the
Dissemination RFA include minimal guidance on use of funds
and include links to current ED non-regulatory guidance and
relevant OMB circulars. The RFA does not explicitly include
Federal statutory language around allowable uses of grant
funds. The CDE no longer publishes a list of allowable activities
or uses of grant funds as it did under the previous grant.

{6) Source documentation

{7) Cash inanagement §

!

{:l Yes
No

0] Yes
I:]No

cach expenditure reported in the QBR. For personnel costs,
subgrantees must submit a completed and signed Personne|
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,
invoice) that has been submitted.

(e.g., Funding Handbook, CDE website, 2012-13 Planning and
Implementation RFA) that subgrantecss are expected to

transfer of funds and disbursement and financlal management
systems that meet OMB standards for internal controls.
Furthermore, the Handbook states that the program unit {i.e.,

| the CSD} is respansible for ensuring that grantces do not

Subgrantees are required to upload source documentation for

The CDE notes in several different PCSGP-?leIated documents

maintain procedures that minimize the time elapsing between
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34 CFR 80.36 Procurement
standards, including competitive
bidding and contracting

| 34 CFR 75.525 Confiict of
i interest

34 CFR 80.32(e) Disposition of
assels

]
=
(=]

Yés

‘ [[]ves

[ENO

i However, the State's processes for releasing funds to

. general assurances on hand for auditing purposes.

Appendix D in the 2012-2013 Planning and Implementation

i of interest,

_monitored.

accrue Federal funds in excess of immediate needs.

subgrantees are not dependent on the timing of subgrantee’s
expenditures and thus do not ensure that the time elapsed
between recelpt 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 the CDE will issue payments to subgrantees in
five increments:

1) 22.5% of annual allocation plus all expenses already
incurred after CBE 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 annual allocation,
plus expenses already incurred to date upen
verification of quarterly reports.

3} 10% will be withheld until approval of final year-end

___expenditure report. -

The 2012-13 Planning and !mplementation subgrant
application requires applicants to sign an assurance
acknowledging that Federal regulations require grant !
recipients to estahlish written standards pursuant to |
resolution of conflicts that arise from procurements. The [
application also notes that procurements not negotiated in '
accordance with Federal regulations will be disallowed.
Subgrantees are required to keep a signed copy of their

RFA also includes all related EDGAR regulations regarding
procurement standards.

The monitoring team did not identify any specific
procurement, bidding, or contracting Issues at any of the
subgrantecs monitored.

The 2012-13 Planning and Implementation subgrant
application requires applicants to sign an assurance
acknowledging that Federal regulations require grant
racipients to establish written standards pursuant to conflict

Mo conflicts of interest were obsarved at the subgrantees
Appendix E in the 2012-2013 Planning and Implementation

RFA states that when original or replacement equipment
acquired under a grant or subgrant is no longer needed for

the original project or program or for other activities currently |
or previously supported by a Federal agency, disposition of
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the equipment will be made as follows: i

1. Items of equipment with a current per-unit fair
market value of less than $5,000 may be retainad,
sold, or ctherwise disposed of with no further
ohligation to the awarding agency.

2. Items of equipment with a current per unit fair
market value in excess of 55,000 may be retained or
sold and the awarding agency shall have a right to an
amount calculated by muitiplying the current market
value or proceeds from sale by the awarding agency's
share of the equipment.

3. Incases where a grantee or subgrantee fails to take
appropriate disposition actions, the awarding agency
may direct the grantee or subgrantee to take excess
and dispasition actions.

No issues regarding the disposition of assets were identified
while on site, though the menitoring team notes it did not

: visit any subgrantees that had closed or had otherwise had to
| dispose of assets purchased 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 ; Interestearnedenc; RFA Kaplan Academy; DaVinci GAN.

California’s 2010 CSP application requested a waiver to allow planning and implementation subgrant
funds to cover personnel salaries in the fivst operational year of a school. 11D approved this waiver,
in part, t permit CDE o allow subgrantees 1o use iuplementation funds to cover personnel costs in
the short tcerm. This waiver was granred contingent upon the following:

o Srarc and local funds allocared for personnel purposes are not immediately available;

o Subgranrees must cease using CSP funds to cover personnel costs at the end of the firse
operarional year or as soon as sufficient Stace and local funds allocated for that purpose are

available (swhichever is sooner); and

e Subgrantees must repay (o the CSP subgrant the full amount of implementation funds used
for personnel costs on or betore the dace that the charrer school receives State or local funds

for the second operarional year. (See Appendix 3: California Oct 2010 wiver letter.)

1D also claritied that some personnel costs are already allowable under the grane, including those in
the planning vear associated with designing the educattonal program as well as those related o intial

implementarion of the charter school.

Subgrantees report subgranr budget expenditures according to broad Caltfornia accounting codes,
Fach QBR breaks out personnel costs and other addirional expenclitures tor the given reporting
perod. As described earlier, each expendirure hsted on the QBR must be verified by the CSD

consultant in order to be processed and subgrantees are required ro submit source documentation
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for cach expenditure. (In some instances, the QBRs provided appeared o be incomplete because
some expenditures were not identified as reviewed and verified.) The QBRs also include a budget
narrative for each accouning cede which allows subgrantees to provide addirtional description for
cach broad category of expenditures.

Due to the sheer number of subgrantees currently funded under California’s 2010 CSP grant, the
information in the table below is limited to the subgrantees that the monitoring team visited or the
sample Quarterly Benchmark Reports (QBRs) provided by the CSD during the moniroring visit.
The majority of the QBRs provided were for the implementadon phase of funding. Only nwo of the
QBRs provided were for the planning phase.

"Table 3.3.b: USE OF GRANT FUNDS R N _ _ ,
How did the grantee proposetouse - Is this an area Findings: How did the grantee use the grant funds? _

‘ the grant funds in the approved " of concern?
, budget? -_ i
Post-award planning and design of the
educational program

Refinement of the desired educational | ] Yes Two subgrantees used planning funds for personne|
program and of the methods for B< No needed in preparation for the opening of school.
measuring progress toward those This included positions like a charter director, site
results manager, and curricutum specialist.
Professional development of teachers D Yes There was no evidence from the QBRs provided that
and other staff who will wark in the [ Ine subgrantees used planning funds for teacher
charter school NA professional development.
Other: Potentially unallowable costs ] ves There were several instances where at least two

(] no subgrantees used planning funds for food-related

costs, including teacher recruitment lunches and
student “treats”.

Additionally, there were instances where at least
two subgrantees used a substantial portion of
planning funds to purchase instructional materials
and computer equipment (allowable as
implementation costs but not planning costs).

Lastly, for two subgrantees operated by the same
developer, there were numerous planning costs
(related to instructional materials) that were listed
as split between the two school sites,

Initial implen‘;entalz:tion of the charter

school
Informing the community about the [:[ Yes i A very small ;-mrtion of implementation funds were
school Mo used for marketing or recruitment activities. Only
two subgrantees had expenditures related to these
B A efforts and those expenditures were relatively small.
Acquiring necessary equipment and (] ves Implementation funds were regularly assigned to
educational materials and supplies X Ne equipment and material costs. This included
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textbooks, instructional materials, science kits,
classroom libraries, and other general supplies. It
also included technology purchases such as student
laptops or computers, laptop carts, iPads,
Smartboards, projectors, document readers, and
related software.

Acquiring or developing curriculum [[]ves A fairly significant portion of implementation

materials 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 approaches.

Other initial operational costs that D Yes There was a variety of relatively minor

cannot be met from State or local Xlno implementation costs that could be ¢ategorized as

sources other implementation costs. These included charter
director activities prior to opening; governance
board recruitment and training; fiscal management
training and consulting; and implementation of the
PCSGP-required external evaluation.

Other: Personnel costs otherwise not [ ]Yes There was no evidence In the QBRs provided that

covered by delays in State or local ) no subgrantees used implementation funds for general

funding {must be reimbursed to grant NA personnel costs. The majority of implementation-

after State or local funds are available). related personnel costs were for teacher
professional development, curriculum
development/refinement, or substitute release
time,

Cther: Potentially unallowable costs Yes The Q8Rs provided included several potentially

[]no unallowable costs such as legal services and fees,

insurance payments, and State charter association
membership dues. There was also one instance of a
subgrantee billing (from implementation funds) for
IT services that occurred during the planning period.

Disscmination activities

Assisting other individuals with the [ ]ves Dissemination subgrants had not been awarded at

planning and start-up of one or more [ no the time of the monitoring visit.

new public schools NA

Developing q:iartnerships with other []ves Dissemination subgrants had not been awarded at

public schools [Ine the time of the monitoring visit.

i X1 NA _
Developing curriculum materials, () ves Dissemination subgranis had not been awarded at
assessments, and other materials that | [] No the time of the monitoring visit,
promote increased student NA

| achievernent ) } B
Conducting evaluations and developing | [ 7] Yes Dissemination subgrants had not been awarded at
materials that document the successful | [] no the time of the maonitoring visit,
practices £ NA

Academy.

Sources: QBRs from High Tech Elementary, High Tech Middte, Ceferity Sirius, Rocketship, Spring Creek, Kaplan
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Arcas of Concern
o Potential co-mingling of grant funds. Granr award documents for multiple subgrantees did

not adequately distinguish subgrant funds thar had been awarded from two separate CSP
grants. (Sec Indicator 1.3 for additional derails.)

o Allowable costs. The CDFE provides minimal guidance in the RE.A and related technical
assistance webinars on allowable costs. Addidonally, there is evidence of a variety of

subgrantee expenditures that were reimbursed that may nor be allowable,

e Cuash management system. The CDE releases planning and program design and
implementation subgrant funds on a quarterly basis and cannot ensure that systems arc in
place to minimize the amount of time elapsed between transfer of funds from ED,
disbursernent from CDE, and usage at the school site.

Rating and Justification: 1 — Grantee does not meet the indicator. The grantee could not easure thar
all CSP grant funds were properly disbursed and acconnted for,

Recommendations: The grantee must strengthen its fiscal conrrol and fund accounting procedures
relating ro the CSP funds — beyond requiring various assurances of subgrantees — to ensure that
subgrant funds are administered and used in ways that are compliant wich all ederal regulations,

Indicator 3.4: LEA DEDUCTTIONS. The State ensures that the LLEA does not deducr funds for
administrative expenses or fees unless the eligible applicant enters voluntarily into an administeative
services arrangement with the celevane LA,

Obscrvations: In the 2009 monitoring report, the State partially met this indicator. The previous
monitoring ream was concerned that while the State provided relared guidance to subgranrees on the
requirement that administeative expenses or fees could only be deducted i they were volunrary and

mutually agreed upon, it could not ensure that this practice did not oceur,

Chavter schools eleer cheir status annually as digect funded or tndirect funded. For direet funded
charter schools, PCSGP grant (unds go divectly {rom the county rreasurer to the school, The LLA
does not have the ability o access these funds, Ulowever, subgrant funds for indireer funded charter
schools are funneled through the LEA (operating as the fiscal agent). When reviewing subgrant
budgets, the €SI looks tor any indirect costs. In instances where a subgrant budget inchudes indivect

costs, the CSD instructs the subgrantee to remove these coses from the subgrant budget.

The CSD was unaware of any issues on this matter; however, unlike in the past monirosing, the CSD
did nor provide evidence of guidance or technical assistance to subgrantees or LILAs on this matter.
A review of the 2012-13 REA and related guidance, as well as the charter school status clecrion
survey form, did not identifv any mention of administearive fees withdeawn from subgrants and the
requirement that any such fees be vohuntary and murually agreed upon between the charter school
and the [EA.
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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 schoo's receive funds
through the LEA.

Yes

Is this an
area of

concern?

I:]No

Findings: What actions does the SEA take in each of
these areas to ensure any LEA deductions are
appropriate?

Charter scheols annually elect to be either direct funded
or to use their local LEA as a fiscal agent. The CSD keeps
track 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
agreed upon). Indirect fees present in subgrant budgets
are removed during the budget review process.

However, the CSD does not provide guidance to LEAs

about administrative expenses related to the CSP
subgrant.

Efforts to ensure any deductions are
mutually agreed upon and voluntary:
Grant application did not specify.

Efforts to ir]ehtify and fes_o_l;é éoncems
related to LEA deductions from grant
funds: Grant application did not specify.

Yes
D No

" Neither the RFA nor related guidance includes

infermation 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 administrative fees pulled from PCSGP
grants.

During site visits the monitoring team discussed fees
being paid to LEAs and did not find any schools reporting
fees other than Special Education encroachment as
outlined in SELPA/CHELPA MQUs and fees on State
funding as aflowed under California State law.

[]ves
@ No

The CDE had not been infarmed of ani{ instances where
an LEA had deducted funds from a CSP subgrant.
Subgrantees did not report concerns or issues on this
matter.

Sources: 2012-13 Blank PCSGP RFA; 2012-13 Guidance Provided to Subgrant Applicants 1; 2012-13 Guidance
Provided to Subgrant Applicants 2; Annual Charter Schoof Status Election Survey Form.

Arcas of Concern

> Informing subgrantees angd 1.1:As about administrative fees, Under the current grant, the

CIDL has nor informed subgrantees or LLILAs ot requiremenrs that administrarive fees

dedueted from CSP subgranes be voluntary or mutually agreed upon.
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e [nswing deductons are voluntary and mutually agreed upon, The State is unable to

demonstrate thar it ensures that any deductions of administrative fees from CSP subgrants
are volunrarily and murually agreed upon.

Rating and Justification: 2 — Grantee pardally mects the indicator. While the monitoring team did
not uncover specific instances of violations in this arca, the grantee did not provide evidence of
guidance to subgrantees and is also unabie to ensure that LEAs are aware of and abiding by
requirements that any administrative fees deducred from the CSP subgrant be voluntary and
murually agreed upon.

Recommendations: The grantee needs to inform and monitor charter schools and LEAs regarding

restrictions and permuissible circumstances for deducuons of administratve fees from CSP

subgrants.

Indicator 3.5: TRANSFER OF STUDENT RECORDS. The SEA ensures that a student’s
records and, if applicable, individualized education program accompany the student’s transfer to or
from a charter school in accordance with l'ederal and State law.

Obscrvations: [n the 2009 monitoring report, the State partially met the conditions of this indicator.
The previous monitoring team was concerned thar while the State had statutory requirements
regarding the transfer of srudent records, it could not demonstrate thae it ensured student records

were appropriately wansferred o or from charter schoois.

As of January 1, 2013, California Educaton Code 49068 requires thar student records be transferred
within 10 school days of a request, (Previously, the Educadon Code did not stipulate a time period.)
Additionally, charter schools that elecr to report their own performance dara (independent from the
LEA) have access to and are required to use CALPADS o keep track of pupil daa. CALPADS

ncludes program information for each student but is nor equivalent to a student’s permaneat record

or cumulative e,

Subgrantees visired reported common issues transferring student records (e.g,, LLLAs withholding
permancnt records or cumulative files until student fees were patd). Flowever, subgrantees noted
that these issues were not exclusive ro charter schools and that traditional public schools

expericnced them as well,

 Table 3.5: TRANSFER OF STUDENT RECORDS
SEA efforts to ensure timely transfer of Is this an Fin&ihgs: What actions does the SEA take in each of these

student records area of areas to ensure that student records accompany the
concern? student’s transfer to or from a charter school?

Efforts to inform LEAs and charter schocls | [ ] Yes Since 2010, all charter schools that have elected to report
about their respensibilities to transfer B4 No their own data and LEAs are required to use CALPADS to
student records, including IEPs: Grant maintain and report student pupil data. CALPADS includes
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application did not specify. ' program information for each student such as participation

in Gifted and Talented Education or Free and Reduced
Priced Meals. CALPADS also provides pupil enraliment
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 transfer permanent records within 10 school
days of when a request is received. The monitoring team
did not see evidence of any communication from CSD to
charter schools specific to the enactment of this law.

Efforts to ensure student records, [ ves 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.
application did not specify. QBRs are reviewed as part of the desk monitoring. Staff

interviewed by the monitoring team reported that they had
never seen problems reported on a subgrantee’s OBR.

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 personzlly retrieve them,
waiting in the office as look as it took. However,
respondents felt that any difficulties with records transfer
were not specific to charter schools and indicated handling
them on their own rather than reporting them on the QBR.

Efforts to intervene in transfer of student | [_] ves The CSD was unaware of any issues charter schools have
records, including 1IEPs, when records are X no | had transferring student records and, thus, has not gotten
not received: Grant application did not involved in records transfer matters between charter
specify. schools and LEAs.

Sources: Records Transfer and CALPADS; Records Transfer and QBR; Records Transfer and State law narrative.

Rating and Justification: 3 — Grantee fully meees the indicator. State Fducation Code regarding

records ranskers has recently been sreengthened and the CSID regularly collecrs informanion from
subgrantees about records transter occurrences, Neither the CSD nor subgranrees reported
significant issues in this area.

Recommendatons: None,

Indicator 3.6: RECORDKEEPING. All financial and programmaric records, supporting
docuiments, sratistical records, and other records of grantees and subgrantees related to the CSP
grant funds are maineained and remined for granr monitoring and audit purposes.

Obscrvations: In the 2009 monitoring, the State fully mer rhe conditions of this indicator.

At the rime of the 2013 monitoring visit, the CSI had the following documents relared o the CSP
grane: 2010 CSP grant application; grant award norifications; informaton on (3 balances;
correspondence with 1) program officer; the 2009 California CSP monitoring report; 2010 and
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2011 annual performance reports submirted to EID; current non-regulatory guidance; and the final

performance teport for the 2007 grant. The CSDD file also included a variety of implementation-

related documents such as the REA versions used under the 2010 grant, information on the

disseminaton subgrant, waiver requests from subgrantees, reviews of applicant appeals, and

subgrant application external reviews from the first two years of the grant, However, the monitoring

team obscrved that requested information was often in the possession of muldple staff members

who maintained files with partial information, such thar some documentation was not immediately

available,

The CSD’s subgrantee files included the following documenrs; PCSGP application screening

checklist; subgrant applications with original signatures; peer reviewer scores and comments; and

correspondence between the subgrantee and the CDLE. Desk monitoring instruments were kept

clectronically or as hard copy.

_Tahle 3.6: RECORD KEEPING

EDGAR regulations require grantees to

maintain:

Recordkeeping system and practices

Is this an
area of

. concern?

Yes
O no

Findings: How does the grantee maintain and

- retain its grant records?

The CDE grant file included all necessary decuments.
However, data were often held in the files of
numerous staff members and particularly relevant
correspondence was not readily available to the
manitoring team.

Subgrantee files included applications, notes from
peer reviewers, QBRs, Comprehensive Phase
Reports and Administrative Reports. Files are
electronic as well as hard copy.

Records retention policy and practices

The CSD retains records according to State and
Federal requirements.

The 2012-13 subgrant application requires
applicants to sign an assurance that they will retain
auditable records for five years following the grant
closing date,

Sources: 2012-13 Blank PCSGP RFA; CSD CSP 2010 Grant Fite; electronic and paper subgrant files at CSD and at

subgrantee sites.

Arcas of Concern

> Recordkeeping Systems and Practices. The monitoring team observed thar program data

were often held in the files of numerous staff members whe maintained files with partial

informaiion, such that some documentation necessary for monitoring was not immediarely

available,

Charier Schools Progran

Californra Monitoring Report




Rating and Justification: 2 — Grantee partally meets the indicator, CDLZ grant and subgrantee files
appeared to be complete and the CDE has records retention policies; however, CSD’s systems
appeared to make it difficult to retieve promptly key information necessary for monitoring,

Recommendadons: The grantee must take the necessary steps to improve its recordkeeping system
and practices such that all CSP records are readily available for grant monitoring and audit purposes,
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VI.  LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED -

California Department of Educatnon 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 Cirant
Program 2012-13 Dissemination Sub-Grants

2012-13 Letter Announcing 2012 Competition
Subgrant applications from all schools visited by the monitoring team

Subgrant applications from Arts in Action, Capirol Collegiate Academy, vy Tech Wildflower Open
Classroom K-8 Charter School, Valley Life Charter School, Almond Acres Charter Academy,
Intellectual Virtues Academy, Golden Lakes Charter School, Magnolia Science Academy, River
Istands Technology Academy, Alpha Middle School {(two RI':As), Magnolia Science Academy Santa
Clara, Coleman "Tech, Oxford Preparatory, Sitver Oak Fligh School South Orange

California 2010-2011 Annuval Performance Report

California 2011-2012 Annual Performance Report

PCSGP Sub-granrees by Region

PCSGP Region Map

Grants by Region

Annual Information Survey

Public Charter Schools Granr Program Tmplementation Grane Status Report
Quarterly Repore 2 (REAID 5091)

Quarterly Fxpenditwre Reports

QBRs from iligh Tech Llementacy, Fligh Tech Middle, Celerity Sivius, Rocketship, Spring Creek,

Kaplan Academy
Annual Comprehensive Phase Report
2010-2015 PCSGP QBR eskrop Manual

PCSGP Site Monitoring Fligh Level Timeline — 2012-13 Implementation Year

Cherter Schools Prosram 54 Caleforniee Monitoring Report



Charter Schools Development Center Conference Presentarion on Public Charter Schools Grane

Program and Dissemination Sub-Grant PowerPoint
http:/ /www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aa/ pa/paparschedule.asp
http:/ /www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aa/pa/pensceinsicl 2.asp
2012-2013 PCSGP funding profile

2012-13 CCSSA conference PCGSCP listing

2012 Charter Schools Funding Webpage index

2012-13 Nov 2012 CSDC PCSGP and Dissemination Slicdes
2011-12 PCSGP CCSA slides Feb 2012

2012-13 Consolidated Application

New charrer school message

TR to Field on Assessment CALPADs

Funding [ landbook

lueerestearnedenc

2012-13 Guidance Provided to Subgrant Applicants |
2012-13 Guidanee Provided o Subgrant Applicants 2
Annual Charter School Sratus Tleetion Survey Form
Records Transfer and CALPADS

Records Transfer and QBR

Records Transfer and Srare Law Narraave

CSI> CSP 2000 Grant lile

llectronic and paper subgrant tiles at CSID and at subgranree sites
COSA Accountability Story 2013

COSA Porrrait of the Movement Repore, February 2012

DaVinci GAN

v =
I

Charter Schools Program

Coalifornicc Monitoring Report



VIl. APPENDICES

Appendix 1: CCSA Accountability Story 2013

Appendix 2: CCSA Portrait of the Movement Report, I'ebruary 2012

Appendix 3: California October 2610 Waiver Lecter

Appendix + Y 11 PCSP Reviewers Cohort 1 and FY 12 PCSP Reviewers Cohort 3

Appendis 5: California Waiver memo (College-Ready Academy Hligh School #13) dared NMay 12,
2012 and California waiver letrer (three schools) dated May 23, 2011

Appendix 6: Enactment of Senate Bill 1290

Appendix 7: Califorma Charrer Schools Dratt Monitoning Report — Grantee Review
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SEA Annual Performance Review
Objectives: Substantial Progress towards Meeting Goals and Objectives

Grantee Monitering and Check-In

PR Award Number:

Grantee:

Dat2 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?
s 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 have they been {or how will they be) resolved? What is the grantee doing to
avoid in the future?

Oll Risk Review
Date Evaluated:

Please summarize any Yellow or Red findings:




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 SUNIMARY

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—anchi“—‘éighth

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 seats created
{if included)




Woere 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
perfarmance measures from

last year?
Has all available data been Yes: Program Officer Signature: Date:
provided by July 12, 20137
No:
Is an explanation provided for Yes: Expected date to recejve Dafa;
data not yet available?
No:

PROJECT STATUS CHART SECTION B {Budget)

G5 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 G5 balance?

Is detailed information provided
on anticipated fund
expenditures for the remainder
of the budget period?

Are there any questionable, or unallowable, costs requiring follow-up?

2 Are administrative costs within 5%7 If they are not, does the grantee indicate how they will be

3




brought within 5% of the total grant award?

e Are dissemination sub-grants no more than 10%?

Is Information provided on
Obligated Funds?
{Data Collection Forms)

Are any carryover funds
anticipated?

e Unobligated

e  QObligated

e Forward Funding

Amount:
Amount;
Amount:

Did the grantee indicate any
changes tc the budget for the
current or upcoming year?

s the 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
(if applicable)?

Did SEA provide
documentation?




PROJECT STATUS CHART SECTION C {Additionat 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 froem the APR)}

Charter Schools approved/opened during the current budget period?

Charter school projections for the upcoming year?

Any noted extenuating circumstances?

(Enter proposed cuts and rationale)

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION PROVIDED BY GRANTEE

Topic Highlights and/or Actions needed

Evaluation:

Competitive Priorities:

[insert additional topics as
needed]




Monitoring Indicator Updates

Topics Was an update on their monitoring activities noted?

Yes No

Sub-grantee Manitoring Closure

Authorizer Monitoring

Implementation/Evidence

OIG Corrective Action updates (when applicable)

Issue Please riote anything that should be updated in their corrective
actions.

Other:

Program Officer Sighature:

Date Completed:

& Al necessary and available information provided by JUI}EZZOIS’ has been reviewed and
captured in this form.




Action Item Documents - A02-L0002/2/2 [AARTS]

4 Action Item Documents - Recommendation A02-L0002/2/2

Action ltem - AD2-L0002/2/2/2 \

Page 1 of 2

ocw/

Comments Upload Date of  Options
Date Document
Aprif 23 - SEA PD Erin Pfelz SEA PD Meeting Agenda, including agenda 08/25/14  D4/23/13  NfA
agenda FINAL doc item for a workshop on subgrantee monitoring 0844 AM
and closure policies.
Emerging lssues Erin Pfelz  Presentation frorn 2013 SEA PD Mesting, 09/25M4 042313 N/A
Slides ppt including slides covering autherizer monitoring.  08:45 AM
Disposition.docx Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop  09/25/14 0442313  N/A
materials: disposition. 08:49 AM
Monitoring and Erin Pfeliz  Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop  09/25/14  04/23113  NIA
Tracking.docx materials: monitoring and tracking. 08:50 AM
Performance Erin Pieltz  Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop:  08/25/14  04/23H3 N/A
Assessment. docx performance assessment. 08:51 AM
C3P and Application  Erin Pfeltz  Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop:  09/25/14  04/2313 N/A
Fidelity.docx applicaton fidelity. 08:52 AM
Administrative and Erin Pfeltz  Subgranfee monitoring and closure workshop:  09/25/14  04/23/13 N/A
Fiscal fiscal responsibility. 08:53 AM
Responsibilities.docx
Action ltem - AD2-LO0D2/2/2/3
Document Name Staff Comments Upload Date of  Options
Date Document
Authorizer Monitoring  Erin Pfeltz  Email requesting all SEA grantees to submit 09725114 0910613 N/A
Plans - submit by authorizer monitoring plans by September 30,  08:37 AM
September 30 2013.
2013.msg
U8 Department of Erin Pfelz  Email sent to all SEA grantees reguesting 0925114  08/06M13 N/A
Education Charter submission of authorizer maonitaring plans by 08:38 AM
Schools Program — September 30, 2013,
SEA Authorizer
Monitoring Plans msqg
CSP Subgrantee Erin Pfelz  Email to all SEA directors requesting 09/25/14  12/03f12 N/A
Menitoring and subgrantee and closure monitoring plans by 08:40 AM
Closure January 15, 2013,
Procedures msg
Action Item - AD2-L0G02/2/2/4
Document Name Staff Comments Upload Date of Options
Date Document
Revised SEA Erin Pfeltz SEA monitoring handbook for 2013 monitering, 09/25(14  01/02/13  N/A
Monitoring Handbook showing review of SEA practices for monitoring 08:56 AM
010213.pdf subgrantees and charter authorizers.
CA CSP Monitoring Erin Pfeliz  CA monitaring report, finalized 9/30/2013. 09/25¢14 093013 N/A
Report September 08:58 AM

2013 pdf

http://connected2.ed. gov/aarts/index.cfm?fuseaction=internal audit.finding.recommend&...

12/15/2014



Action Item Documents - A02-1.0002/2/2 [AARTS] Page 2 of 2

Action ltem - 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 seleclion criterion 10/30/114  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.

http://connected2.ed.gov/aarts/index.cfm?fuseaction=internal _audit.finding.recommendé&... 12/15/2014



2013 Meeting of Project Directors

State Education Agency Grants — Charter Schools Program

7:15am — 8:30am

7:30am - 8:30am

8:30am - 9:00 a.m.

9:00am — 9:30am

8:30am - 10:30a.m

10:30am — 10:40am

10:40am -- 12:00pm

12:00pm — 1:00pm

[:00pm — 2:00pm

2:00-2:30 p.m.

2:30 - 3:15pm

DRAFT
Tuesday, 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)

2

Stefan Huh, Dircctor, CSP, U.S. Department of Ed

Erin Pfeltz, Program Manager, CSP, U.S. Department of Ed
Leslie Hankerson, Program Officer, CSP, U.S. Department of Ed
Kathryn Mecley, Program Officer, CSP, U.S. Department of Ed

ED Leadership Welcome
Jim Shelton, Assistant Depuly Secretary, OI1, 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 Issucs
Stefan Huh, Erin Pleltz, Kate Meeley, Adam Miller, Margaret
McMurray

2 A New Competition

¢ The Office of Inspector General

e Dissemination: Statewide and through subgranting

o  Mecasuring Perlformance

Lunch (on own)

Education Reformi: Charter Schools as Drivers of Innovation and
Reform in States & Districts

Supporting 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

C5P Monttoring: Lessons learned, best practices, expectations and
corrective action plans.
e WestEd



Expanding High-Quality Charter Schools:

Policies and Practices {o Strengthen the Sector
ACCOUNTABILITY SUMMIT

o CSP Staff
3:15-3:30 p.m. Break
3:30pm - 5:15pm Workshop: Subgrantee Monitoring and Closure Policies

5:15-5:30 p.m. Wrap Up Q&A
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® Released in September 2012

® ‘Webinar held in December available at

® Key findings and recommendations:
» Subgrantee l‘.fionitoring Practices
e Closure Policies

e Authorizer Monitoring




® ithere are no provisions within State law that require or
p""@muue the monito ng of authorizers by an SEA, what
efforts could bb m to meet the authorizer momtormg

reguirements?

Lt whdi Bl

* What hinders a state from effectively monitoring the
au‘é:ﬂ@rizerg in their State to meet both monitoring protocol

vage around amthomzmg’
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if there are nc provisions within State law that req uire or
pr@duée the m&mt&r ing of fauthorizers Eﬁy an SEA, what

to meet the authorizer ‘ﬁ@mmrma

at barriers exist that would hinder an SEA from
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effectivel 'y monit '*‘mmﬂg the authorizers in their State toc meet

non ﬁlarmg Protocol (based on the selection criteria
PI y.,.eatmm) and 2 appzfﬁpmatmns
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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 just for spacing issues, but realized it might be a siightly different question as well).
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3.

Dissemination Appncation Requirement

Describe how the SEA will disseminate best or promising practices gf charter

schools to each LEA in the State

Dissemination Su bgra




You might want to format this differently - but since it sounds like a lot of grantees forget about this entirely, I thought it might
make sense to provide the frame for the next two questions.



® What is the anticipated impact of your Dissemination projects,

both stetewide and throug‘ ubgranu*lg?

® What is the most sigmilcam barrier to ac"uﬂvmg 1mpa“*?

® What can the Department do to help you in your dissemination

efforts?

o
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® What are the major issues you face currently with project

measures?

® Are there anv kind of nroject measures that the Department
) 4 : P

should standargize?

o What are the larcest barriers now with regard to reporting vour
& g &y

GPRA and project measures?

e How can the Department help?

o




DISPOSITION

Tovpic Area

Highlighted Practices

Does the SEA have procedures for
how to dispose of Federal assets?

M!: Windup and Dissolution procedures, Detailed closure procedures guide complete with steps, actions, responsible party, and
status

MI: 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 inciudes information on procedures for disposition of Federal

assets.

GA, ppr.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 autherizer with a checklist of what must be done during the closure
pracess, including the disposition of Federal assets.

Does the SEA have a process for
the disposition, including
timelines and responsibilities?

| NY, Closing Procedures Guide and Checklist of NYS Charter Schools Authorized by the Board of Regents, pp. 6-21: The closing
school checklist includes people responsible and timelines for the creation of a disposition plan and for the disposition of assets.

FL, p.1: The SEA uses a detailed timeline and process for reaching out and disseminating information to closing schools.

Does the SEA collect
documentation on how and
where assets were disposed?

MI: 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,

Does the SEA have preceduras
to resolve monitoring findings?

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 detailed 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 implementaticn of corrective actions identified pursuant to site visits.




Monitoring and Tracking

Tovic Arez

Highlighted Practices

Qualified monitors?

Internal and External Monitors?

| MA, Charter Scheol Accountability Guide, pp. 7-8: Site visit teams include SEA Charter Schooi Office staff as well as external
| experts from the community.

Collect and Retain Documentation?

Track Closed charter Schools?

MI: 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
schools received CSP funds?

FL, p.1: A CSP Grant Tracking System that will identify subgrantees who are closing.

Have a process to contact closed
schools to provide procedures for
disposition of Federal assets, where
applicable?

| Ml: 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.

NY, Closing Procedures Guide and Checklist of NYS Charter Schools Authorized by the Board of Regents, p. 16: The SEA
provideas closing schools with a checklist for the closure process, which includes addressing the disposition of Federal assets.

FL, p.1; The SEA uses a detailed timeline 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
process, including the disposition of Federal assets.




Menitoring and Tracking

Does the SEA have z standard
monitoring process for ail
graniees?

Process shouid cover:

. ¢ Programmatic/performance
review

e Fiscal review

CO, pp.1-8: The State has a multi-part plan and schedule for subgrantee menitoring and uses multiple monitoring methods.

DC: CSP Handbook Menitoring Guidance_Revised Jan 13, pp. 3-4, OSEE's program of monitoring is regular and uses severai
! methods.

Does the SEA nlan to monitor
every subgrantee?

DC, CSP Handbook Menitoring 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 2 formal risk-assessment tool. Every subgrantee receives regular desk monitoring. 50 percent of
subgrantees receive on-site monitoring as well.




Performance Assessment

Highlighted Practices

=
O
2
]
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Quality Authorizing Practices

MN, CSP site monitoring results communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protacol, 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 protocel that covers areas defined by the SEA as
well as additional areas defined in WestEd's manitoring, 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 protccol 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.

Monitors Achievement of Application Objectives

MN, CSP site monitoring results communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp.
1-14: The monitering protocol is comprehensive and based on CSP statute, regulations, and nen-
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.




CSP and Application Fidelity

Topic Area

Highlighted Practices

Definition of a charter
schoal

MN, CSP site monitoring results communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp. 1-14: The monitoring protoco! 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.

Fidelity to Educational
Program

MN, CSP site monitoring resuits communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp. 1-14: The monitoring protocol is comprehensive
and based on CSP statute, regulations, and non-reguiatory guidance.

SC, p. 1-5: The SEA has a thorough menitoring 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.

Fidelity to Management
Plan

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 guestions and prompts for evidence and follow-up action.

Informing students in the
community

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.

Parent and community
involvement

MN, CSP site monitoring results communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp. 1-14: The monitering 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 guestions and prompts for evidence and follow-up action.

Dissemination activities
(when applicable)

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.




Administrative and Fiscal Responsibilities

Topic Arez

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 in¢ludes guiding questions and prompts for
evidence and foliow-up action.

Displays Fiscal Control and Fund Accounting Procedures

MN, CSP site monitoring results communication, p. 2. CSP Subgrantee Site Monitoring Protocol, pp.
1-14: The monitoring protocel 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 guestions and prompts for
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
as additional areas defined in WestEd's monitoring, and includes guiding questions and prompts for
evidence and follow-up action.




Action Item Documents - A02-L.0002/2/2 [AARTS]

A Action ltem Documents - Recommendation A02-L0002/2/2

Action ltem - AB2-L000212/2/2

Page 1 of 2

Staff

Document Name Comments Upload Date of  Options
Date Document
April 23 - SEAPD Erin Pfeltz SEA PD Meeting Agenda, including agenda 09/25/14  Q4/23113 N/A
agenda FINAL dog item for a workshop on subgrantee monitoring  08:44 AM
and closure policies.
Emerging lssues Erin Pfellz  Presentation from 2013 SEA PD Meeling, 09/25(14 04/23113 NIA
Slides ppt including slides covering authorizer monitoring.  08:45 AM
Disposition.dock Erin Pfeliz  Subgrantee moenitoring and closure workshop  09/25/14 04123113 N/A
materials: disposition. 08:49 AM
Monitoring and Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop  09/25/14  04/23/13  N/A
Tracking.docx matertals: menitoring and tracking. 08:50 AM
Performance Erin Pfeliz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop:  09/25/14 04723113 N/A
Assessment.docx performance assessment. 08:51 AM
CSP and Application  Erin Pfeltz  Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop:  09/25/14  04/23/13  N/A
Fidelity.docx applicaton fidelity. 08:52 AM
Administrative and Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop:  08/25/14  04/23/113  NIA
Fiscal fiscal responsibility. 08:53 AM
Responsibilities docx
Action Item - A02-L.0002/2/2/3
e
t—Name——-sra'lT/ Comments Uplead Date of  Options
Date Document
Authorizer Monitoring  Erin Pfeltz  Emai! requesting all SEA grantees to submit 0972514  09/08/13 N/A
Plans - submif by autharizer monitoring plans by September 30,  08:37 AM
September 30 2013.
2013.msg
US Department of Erin Pfeitz  Email sent to all SEA grantees reguesting 09/25/14  08/06/13  N/A
Education Charter submission of authorizer monitoring plans by ~ 08:39 AM
Schools Program -- September 30, 2013.
SEA Authorizer
Monitoring Plans.msg
CSP Subgrantee Erin Pfeftz  Email to all SEA directors requesting 082514  12/0312  NIA
Monitoring and subgrantee and closure monitoring plans by 08:40 AM
Clostire January 15, 2013.
Procedures.msg
Action ltem - A02-L0002/2/2/4
Decument Name Staff Comments Upload Date of  Options
Date Document
Revised SEA Erin Pfeltz SEA monitoring handbook for 2013 monitoring, 09/25/14  01/02/113  N/A
Monitoring Handbook showing review of SEA practices for monitoring  08:56 AM
010213.pdf subgrantees and charter authorizers.
CA CSP Monitoring Erin Pfeltz  CA monitoring report, finalized 9/30/2013. 09/25/14  08/30113  N/A
Report September 08.58 AM

2013 pdf

http://connected2.ed.gov/aarts/index.cfm?fuseaction=internal audit.finding.recommend&... 12/15/2014



Action Item Documents - A02-L0002/2/2 [AARTS] Page 2 of 2

Action Item - A02-L0002/2/2/5

Document Name Staff Comments Upload Dateof Options
Date Document

Revised SEA NPP Erin Pfeltz  Draft SEA NPP includes a selection criterion 10/30/114  10/30/14 N/A
103014 doex "Oversight of Autherized Public Chartering 02:25 PM

Agencies” that will make the quality of the plan

to menitor, evaluate, assist, and hold

accountabie authorizers part of the

competition. The Selection Criterion "Project

Design” covers subgrantee monitoring.

http://connected2.ed.gov/aarts/index.cfm?fuseaction=internal _audit.finding.recommend&... 12/15/2014



Galiatsos, Ann hﬂargaret

From: Meeley, Kathryn
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2013 4:26 PM
To: 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;
GCourtney Paulding; Heather.Mauze @tea.state.tx.us; margaret. memurray @ dpi.wi.gov

Ce: Pfeltz, Erin; Huh, Stefan

Subject: Authorizer Monitoring Plans - submit by September 30, 2013
Importance: High

SEA Directors,

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 well, including those that might have resulted from a
monitoring corrective action plan or changes to state law and policies. If no changes have accurred, 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 2014, but we can definitely help with anything in the meantime as well.

Kathryn Meeley

Office of Innovation and Improvement
US Departrnent of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW; LB) - 4W259
Washington, DC 20202

(202) 401-2266

Stay connected with the latest news from Oll!

Subscribe to Ol news i &1

Follow us on Twitter: &0 EL L3,



Galiatsos, Ann Margaret

From: Hankerson, Leslie
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2013 1:33 PM
To: 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.Callzhan2 @slate.nm.us}); Gibbs-Brown, Jesulon (JGBrown@ed.sc.gov);
Rich.Haglund @tn.gov; Jeff Barber (jbarber@doe.in.gov)

Cce: Huh, Stefan; Pfeltz, Erin

Subject: US Department of Education: Charter Schools Program -- SEA Authorizer Monitoring Plans

Hello CSP Directors,

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 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 2014, 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



Galiatsos, Ann Margaret

From: Pfeltz, Erin

Sent: Monday, December 03, 2012 1:39 PM

Ce: Huh, Stefan; Meeley, Kathryn; Hankerson, Leslie {Leslie.Hankerson@ed.gov}
Subject: CSP Subgrantes Monitoring and Closure Procedures

SEA Directors,

One of our required steps in responding to the recently released IG report is ta collect and review subgrantee
manitoring 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 will 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 [ike 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 available to all project directors. Before the PD meeting in
April, we'll ask you to choose 2-3 SEAs to provide peer evaluation.

By January 15, 2013, pilease 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? FHow
does the SEA deal with unspent funds dispersed to closed schools? What policies does the SEA have regarding
dispasition of assets for closed schools?

If you need any assistance accessing the 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 PD meeting in April, but we can definitely help with anything in the meantime as well.

Erin Pfellz

U.S. Department of Education
Charter Schoots Program

400 Maryland Ave., SW
Washingiton, DC 20202-5970
(202) 205-3525

fax: (202) 205-5630



Action Item Documents - A02-1.0002/2/2 [AARTS]

A Action item Documents - Recommendation A02-L0002/2/2

Action Item - AD2-L0002/2{2{2

Page 1 of 2

Document Name Staff Comments Upload Date of Options
Date Document
April 23 - SEA PD Erin Pfeltz  SEA PD Meeting Agenda, including agenda 082514 0423113 NA
agenda FINAL doc itern for a workshop on subgrantee monitoring  08:44 AM
and closure palicies.
Emerging Issues Erin Pfeliz Presentation from 2013 SEA PD Meeting, 08/2514  D4/23113 NIA
Slides ppt including slides covering authorizer monitoring. 08:45 AM
Disposition. docx Erin Pfelz  Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop  08/25114  04/23113  N/A
materials: disposition. 08:49 AM
Menitoring and Erin Pfeltz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop  09/25/14 04723113 N/A
Tracking.docx materials: monitoring and tracking. 08:50 AM
Performance Erin Pfellz Subgrantee monitaring and closure workshop:  09/25/14  04/23/13  N/A
Assessment.docx performance assessment. 08:51 AM
CSP and Application  Erin Pfeltz  Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop:  09/26/14  04/23113  N/A
Fideiity.docx applicaton fidelity. 08:52 AM
Administrative and Erin Pfellz Subgrantee monitoring and closure workshop:  09/25/14  04/23/113 N/A
Fiscal fiscal responsibility. 08:53 AM
Responsibilities.docx
Action ltem - AD2-L0G02/2/213
Document Name Staft Comments Upload Date of QOptions
Date Document
Authorizer Monitoring  Erin Pfeltz  Email requesting all SEA grantees to submit 0912514  09/06/13  N/A
Plans - submit by authorizer monitoring plans by September 30,  08:37 AM
September 30 2013,
2013.msg
US Department of Erin Pfeltz Email sent to all SEA grantees requesting 09/25i14  09/06/13  N/A
Education Charter submission of authorizer monitoring plans by 08:39 AM
Schools Program -- September 30, 2013,
SEA Authorizer
Monitering Plans msg
CSP Subgrantee Erin Pielz  Email to all SEA directors requesting 09/25/14  12/03/12 N/A
Monitering and subgrantee and closure monitoring plans by 08:40 AM
Closure January 15, 2013,
Procedures.msg
Action ltem - AD2-LD002/2/2/4
Comments Upload Date of  Options
Date Document
Revised SEA Erin Pfeltz  SEA monitoring handbook for 2013 monitoring, 08/25/14  01/02/13  N/A
Monitering Handbook showing review of SEA practices for monitoring 08:56 Al
010213 pdi subgrantees and charter authorizers.
CA CSP Monitoring Erin Pfeltz CA monitoring report, finalized 9/30/2013. 09/25/14  09f30/13 NFA
Report September (8:58 AM

2013 pdf

http://connected2.ed.gov/aarts/index.cfm?fuseaction=internal_audit.finding.recommendé&...

12/15/2014



Action Item Documents - A02-1.0002/2/2 [AARTS] Page 2 of 2

Action ltem - AD2-L0O002/212/5

Document Name Staff Comments Upload Date of Options
Date Document

Revised SEA NPP Erin Pfeltz  Draft SEA NPP includes a selection criterion 10430114 1030114  NIA
103014 docx "Oversight of Authorized Public Chartering 02:25 PM

Agencies” that will make the quality of the plan

o monitar, evaluate, assist, and hold

accountable authorizers part of the

competition. The Selection Criterion "Project

Design” covers subgrantee monitoring.

0

hitp://connecled2.ed.gov/aarts/index.cfm?fuseaction=internal_audit.finding.recommend&... 12/15/2014
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