
A. Executive Summary 

The Public Charter School Board (PCSB) of the District of Columbia is excited to submit this 

grant application to NACSA for an implementation grant in the amount of $125,000. The "-purpose of this grant is to test, refine, and implement a best-of-class Performance Management 

Framework (PMF) to evaluate the quality of public charter schools in Washington DC. This is a 

major component of the PCSB strategic plan. Developing a methodology to measure 

performance that is adopted by the charter school community allows the PCSB to reward 

successful schools, recommend interventions for schools with deficiencies, and ultimately close 

ineffective schools. This will help the 29,686 public charter school students in Washington, DC 

schools and serve as a model for the 1.5 million charter school students nationwide. 

The refinement of the Performance Management Framework is an integral part of the PCSB' s 

vision for quality charter schools. It allows the PCSB to maintain high standards by defining 

those standards. It "defines performance standards, criteria and conditions for renewal, 

intervention, revocation and non-renewal, while establishing the consequences for meeting or not 

meeting standards or conditions". This directly aligns with NA CSA 's Principles and Standards 

for Quality Charter School Authorizing. 

The key team members include Deputy Director Tamara Lumpkin, Director of School 

Performance Jackie Scott English, Project Manager Clara Hess, and Data Analyst Ashok Oli of 

the PCSB. Consultants will be hired through a public bidding process to implement two tasks. 

The first task is to create a collaborative environment to gain widespread acceptance of the PMF 

in the charter school community. The second task is to refine and test the PMF system developed 

in a prior phase. 

The PCSB overall project will cost $200,000. The NACSA implementation grant of $125,000, 

and a matching grant by the District of Columbia Office of the State Superintendent of Education 

(OSSE) for $50,000 as well as other foundation funding for $25,000 to focus on one aspect of 

the technical analysis (the growth measurement analysis), will be used to support the project. 
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B. Statement of Need 

The drive toward quality is an integral component of the vision and mission of the PCSB. As this 

goal was being developed by the Board of Directors in its Strategic Plan of 2009, it became clear 

that "quality" can be a characteristic in the eye of the beholder. It is very important that the 

PCSB not only promotes "quality", but also defines "quality". This is strongly recommended in 

the NA CSA Principles and Standards of Quality Charter School Authorizing. The adoption of a 

performance framework will have many direct and measurable benefits. First, it is good practice 

and clarifies the policies, procedures, and definitions of "quality"; second, it makes the process 

more transparent; third, it improves the monitoring process; fourth, it aids in the PCSB's 

commitment to improvement; fifth, it assists in closing low performing schools; and sixth, it 

builds a coalition of external and internal stakeholders to create a sustainable ecosystem for 

public charter schools. 

The most measurable outcome that will be expected is the increase in the student performance of 

charter schools. This is accomplished through setting targets for charter schools and publicizing 

the results, thereby driving an increase in performance. In those instances, where quality is not 

achieved, schools will be held accountable to the terms of their charters and will be restructured 

or closed. 

The determination of a "quality school" has many other implications, such as recognition, 

motivation, pride, and culture building. It may have more quantifiable implications in 

Washington DC such as rewards (including financial rewards) and certain rights. These rights 

may include more targeted reviews and approvals for future growth, expansion and replication. 

Equally as important, the definition of a deficiency in "quality" can have many implications. 

These may include the motivation to drive high performance among the schools and determine 

the appropriate improvement strategies. There are financial implications because certain funding 

may be tied to some of these improvement strategies. The most direct financial impacts are 

related to any changes in student emollment that can arise from an awareness of a school's 

performance. Finally, the determination of quality schools can be used in the closure of schools. 

The PCSB will have more information for recommending corrective actions or closing poor 

performing schools with a well-defined performance framework. 
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This past year, the PCSB was involved in litigation concerning the closure of a charter school. 

This real risk of litigation, in any aspect of chai1er authorizing, reinforces the need for clear and 

transparent processes. 

All over the country, the focus on quality for district schools and charter schools has increased. 

Charter school authorizers must be in a position to act on lower performing schools and they 

must have a PMF in place to do so in a defendable manner. 

C. Intended Use of Funds, Outcomes and Work Plan 

This section describes the intended use of the funds for the project. As this is an on-going 

project, a brief history and context of the project is included here to provide an understanding of 

this particular phase .. 

To conduct the annual academic screen, PCSB has developed an academic scoring framework 

comprised of indicators, measures, and metrics. This structure has been adapted from the 

National Consensus Panel on Charter School Quality Building Charter School Academic 

Quality.' The BCSQ defines indicators as "general dimensions of academic quality or 

achievement." It defines measures as "general instruments or means to assess performance in 

each area defined by an indicator." Finally, it defines metrics as "the calculation method or 

formula for a given measure." As an example, an indicator of student performance is academic 

achievement level, a measure of achievement is DCCAS performance, and a related performance 

metric is the percentage of students in a school who score at least proficient on the assessment. 

In general, the Performance Management Framework identifies the characteristics of a successful 

school, with a primary focus on outcomes, and a secondary focus on the critical steps listed in 

the charter application that directly drive the desired outcomes. The PMF clearly states these 

characteristics for each school. Some of these may differ among schools serving students of 

various age ranges, student mix, and a particular academic focus. 

1 "A Framework for Academic Quality," National Consensus Panel on Charter School Academic Quality, June 2008 
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In light of this current work, this project is intended to test the PMF, develop an improved PMF, 

and fully implement the PMF by: 

• Expanding the opportunities for inclusion by more external stakeholders 

• Creating more opp01tunities for dialogue and feedback 

• Focusing on priority framework indicators and metrics 

• Identifying desired outcomes for different types of schools 

• Identifying only the required data for collection 

• Designing an improved data collection and analysis system 

• Determining the best way to inform the public of the PMF methodology 

• Determining a method to share the PMF results with the public 

• Integrating the PMF results in other PCSB activities 

• Advising other government agencies and other organizations including the Mayor's 

Office, City Council, OSSE, the DC Charter School Association, FOCUS, and 

philanthropic organizations on the appropriate use of the PMF results 

• Securing buy-in of the charter school community 

There is a five step process to create a better PMF that is explained more fully below. It includes: 

1) Collaboration, 2) Definition of Quality, 3) Data Collection, 4) Technical Analysis, and 5) Use 

of Results. 

1. Collaboration 

The success of the PMF lies in the hands of its users. It also recognizes that many of the top 

experts in charter schools are among its members. To design the best system, it is imperative that 

the schools are part of this process. 

The PCSB recognizes that collaboration with all of the schools has been more difficult than 

expected, especially with the limited resources that were available in the past. While the PCSB 

planned numerous taskforces, the implementation of the taskforces was inhibited by limited 

resources. The PCSB provide numerous webinars but was unable to provide more tailored and 

direct communication to understand and address charter school concerns. This resulted in 

uncertainty and eventually dissent through a signed letter to the PCSB from the charter school 
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community stating their dissatisfaction. Today, the opportunity exists to develop a stronger 

framework as a result of these growing pains. 

The PCSB has designed a two-step process for each of its activities. First, the PCSB will 

convene an Advisory Committee of at least 5 charter schools to help guide it in each of its policy 

phases. After drafting the policy, the PCSB will host up to three opportunities for all of the 

charter schools to meet to discuss the policy. The PCSB will structure these sessions to 

encourage high participation. The goal is for at least 75% of school participation which can be 

offset by other signs of agreement to policies. 

The objectives of the collaboration phase are as follows: 

• Create an understanding of the context for establishing the Performance Management 

Framework. 

• Develop clear and transparent information with charter schools about the components of the 

PMF. 

• Provide foundational information in preparation for trainings over the long-term focused on 

specific components of PMF 

• Develop and articulate PCSBs priorities for student achievement in PCSB schools by 

defining student success. 

• Develop and articulate PCSBs priorities for the PCSB school portfolio 

• Develop and articulate PCSBs priorities for the staff and board of the PCSB as a monitoring 

and evaluation group and as a forum for accessing technical support. 

The implementation of this collaborative process is listed as Task 1 in Section I - Budget 

Narrative and is expected to cost $75,000. The milestones are listed in Section D - Measures of 

Success. 

2. Definition of Quality 

After much research conducted by the PCSB and prior consultants, the PCSB selected five core 

academic indicators as the key measures of quality: 

(1) Student progress: Measurements of growth, gains, or value added 
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(2) Student achievement level: Absolute outcomes, including test scores such as the DC-CAS 

(3) Gateway/ post-secondary readiness/ successes: Outcomes aligned with key subject area 

mastery, graduation, and post-secondary success 

(4) Leading indicators: "Inputs" that matter because they point to future student outcomes 

(5) Mission-specific measures: Measures related to the unique school mission, specified by 

each school independently 

These measures correspond to the "standard" grade ranges of elementary (K-5), middle (6-8), 

and high school (9-12), as well as "non-standard" programs such as adult education, GED, or 

early childhood. One campus may receive multiple academic reviews if that school crosses 

multiple grade-spans. The five core indicators apply to every framework; however, within them 

the choice of measures and the balance of weights will differ. 

In addition to the academic core indicators, the PCSB identified three non-academic indicators: 

(1) Finance, (2) Governance, and (3) Compliance. These non-academic indicators are believed 

to reflect a school's ability to successfully be an on-going, sustainable organization. 

As part of this proposed project, these indicators will be reviewed with the charter community 

once again to gain acceptance. 

3. Data Collection 

The project also includes a review of the data collection requirements and process. Currently, the 

amount of data collected for each school is substantial. The project will review the list of all of 

the requirements and limit the list to essential items only. Most data is collected from third party 

data sources, but certain measures are reported directly by schools. 

Data that PCSB obtains from third party sources 

• Leaming on track to proficient or advanced 

• DC-CAS proficient and advanced 

• Advanced Placement performance 

• PSA T and SAT performance 
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• Re-enrollment rate 

• Any data related to grades that schools do not offer 

Data that PCSB obtains from schools 

• Graduation rate and College acceptance rate 

• Attendance rate 

• 9th grade credits on track to graduation 

The collection of this volume of data is a time intensive process that is prone to errors. This 

project will determine if it is a burden on charter schools and if it is necessary. The project will 

include a review and revision to the governance and compliance reviews, review of financial 

reporting requirements, working with other agencies such as OSSE and DCPS to streamline 

document collection, and a redesign of the annual review report cards. The project will also 

determine the impacts on non-compliance on behalf of the schools and the ability of the PCSB to 

enforce this requirement. 

4. Technical Analysis 

The PCSB will undertake a review of the structure of the academic scoring framework in this 

phase. The PCSB framework includes four components: a) indicators, b) weightings, 

c) measures, and d) metrics. Each of these will undergo rigorous testing to determine the 

sensitivity of each of these components. 

a) Indicators 

There are five academic scoring indicators that will be studied: 

• Student achievement level: Absolute outcomes, including test scores such as the DC-CAS. 

• Student progress: Measurements of growth, gains, or value added. This theory of "learning-

on-track" is discussed at the end of this section and is open to review. 

• Gateway I post-secondary readiness / successes: Outcomes aligned with key subject area 

mastery, graduation, and post-secondary success. The PCSB will test whether currently using 

the same measures as in Student Achievement results in double counting DC-CAS. This will 

determine whether alternatives should be allowed and on what criteria they should be based. 
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• Leading indicators: "Inputs" that matter because they point to future student outcomes. This 

conelation will be tested for validity. 

• Mission-specific measures: Measures related to the unique school mission, specified by each 

school independently. This concept will be reviewed with all schools and the Board. Specific 

attention will be given to SPED and adjudicated populations. 

b) Weighting 

Weighting for standard and non-standard schools will be reviewed to determine the sensitivity of 

various weights on all of the indicators. For example, at the elementary and middle school level, 

an equal emphasis on student progress and student achievement with less emphasis on gateway 

indicators, while the school level may weight gateway indicators more highly. These weightings 

will be tested to determine their impact on the overall score. 

c) Measures 

There are numerous academic scoring measures, along with the frameworks that include them. 

Each of these will be tested to determine their sensitivity to the overall score. Measures that 

prove less valuable may be reduced or eliminated. These measures are listed below. 

Common measures 

One of the most significant changes of the new academic framework is the fact that schools are 

to be held to a common set of measures. These measures will be tested to determine if they 

should be equally scored for each of the schools within a particular grade ranges. One example 

of a common measure that will be tested in this project is the re-emollment rate. The PCSB will 

research the ability of charter schools to use a state based data system (OLAMS) consistently to 

report this information or determine if it is too prone to errors for use in the PMF. 

Unique measures 

While many of the measures included in the academic framework are common to all schools, in 

some cases, schools have the flexibility to choose measures and set parameters, in coordination 

with their performance officers. These unique measures will be tested to understand their 

sensitivity to the overall score and their appropriate role in the PMF. 
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Mission-specific measures. Every school will be required to define measures that relate 

specifically to their unique missions. The mission-specific measures are defined by schools with 

the assistance of assigned PCSB performance officers. The mission-specific measures will be 

tested to determine an appropriate weighting for the scoring framework for each school. A 

sensitivity analysis will be conducted to determine the number of mission-specific measures to 

be chosen. 

School-specified measure for non-standard schools. For those schools where progress, 

achievement, or gateway measures cannot be constructed based on a set of standardized 

assessments or criteria, schools are provided the opportunity to define their own measures. 

Schools are free to choose their assessments from among those approved by PCSB; provided 

they meet the same level of rigor as those from the standard scoring frameworks that they are 

aligned with the indicators to which they belong. The relative value of these school-specific 

measures will be tested for relevance. 

d) Metrics 

Scoring metrics for the common measures that comprise the achievement, gateway, and leading 

indicators is based on either an absolute scale or a continuous scale. The performance bar 

measures absolute scores while the range of continuous scores is based on the weighting set by 

each of the measures in the academic framework, and raw data is translated into an actual score 

based on the choice of floors and targets. 

Each of these factors (performance bar, floor, and target) must be tested to determine the 

sensitivity of their impact on the outcomes. If adjusting these factors has little to no significant 

impact on the outcomes of the PMF, then these factors can be called relatively insignificant. 

"Leaming on track" growth measure 

One of the most difficult measurements to measure is the concept of "learning-on-track". It is a 

growth measure based on the DC-CAS math and reading assessments to predict whether a 

student will score at the Proficient or Advanced level on the DC-CAS at a future date. This 
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prediction determines whether a student is considered to be "on-track" or "off-track." The 

learning-on-track progress measure was developed by the Center for Research on Education 

Outcomes, located at Stanford University and the Co-Director of the National Building Charter 

School Quality initiative. The learning-on-track methodology was positively reviewed by an 

expert panel in November 2008, and variations of the measure are used in other states. However, 

this concept has been difficult to explain to the charter school community. This project will aim 

to overcome these communication challenges. In addition, this study will review the calculations 

for the learning-to-track measure and test various components such as the number of years of 

data to use, the length of the prediction period, and research on false positives/false negatives. A 

thorough investigation of this measure is part of the overall project, but will be funded by a third 

party. The PCSB is currently soliciting separate funds in the amount of $25,000 for this part of 

the study. 

5. Use of Results 

Currently, the schools are identified as Tier I (high-performers), Tier II (mid-performers), or Tier 

III (low-performers) based on the scores for the academic scoring screen. These results are used 

for PCSB responses, including rewards, consequences, and support. This project will review the 

cutoffs and levels of tiers. 

The PCSB response to these results will also be reviewed. For example, currently, Tier 2 schools 

are required to develop an action plan to address areas of academic deficiency, but they are given 

autonomy to determine their approach. This requirement could be adjusted or waived for some 

schools and targeted to specific deficiencies for other schools. These results may also be 

integrated with the federal AYP requirements. Finally, the project will investigate the most 

appropriate dissemination process to inform the public of the methodology used to determine 

"quality". 

The implementation of this technical analysis of the academic scoring framework is listed as 

Task 2 in Section I - Budget Narrative and is expected to cost $125,000. The milestones are 

listed in Section D - Measures of Success. 
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D. Measures of Success 

The ultimate measure of success of this project is a technically sound, community accepted, 

performance management framework. The results of this PMF should clearly identify the 

PCSB' s understanding of each charter school's performance. It is expected that the PMF will 

indicate which schools are performing at the highest levels. The PCSB will promote the success 

of these schools as models of the effectiveness of the charter school movement. 

Fmther evidence of success will be the PMF's effective role in determining which schools, if 

any, are not performing at an acceptable level and any remediation or other actions that should 

be taken, including the revocation of a charter consistent with the terms of the PCSB contract. 

These ultimate measures will be determined in Fall, 2011, after the next set of school 

performance results is made available. In the interim, the PCSB has created a set of milestones to 

determine if the project is on track. 

March 15, 2011: Charter school community Advisory Committee meeting to state the philosophy 

of the PMF and outline the PMF process 

April 30, 2011: Completion of three charter school community meetings discussing the PMF 

philosophy and the outline of the PMF process with 75% of charter LEAs attending 

June 1, 2011: A model validated with previous year's information and ready for new test data 

June 15, 2011: A completed user manual for understanding the PMF 

June 15, 2011: Charter school community Advisory Committee meeting to review the prior 

year's data 

July 15, 2011: Completion of three charter school community meetings discussing the prior 

year's PMF results with 75% of charter LEAs attending 

Summer, 2011: A pre-validated model with current year's data as the data becomes available 

Summer, 2011: Charter school community Advisory Committee meeting to review the current 

year's data 

Summer, 2011: Completion of three charter school community meetings discussing the current 

year's PMF results with 75% of charter LEAs attending 

Summer, 2011: A successfully validated PMF model with no technical errors 
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Fall, 2011 : Board acceptance of the PMF for 2010-2011 

E. Potential Impact 

The PCSB currently authorizes 52 LEAs on 93 campuses serving 29,686 students in the District 

of Columbia. This represents about 40% of the total number of public school students and is the 

second largest market of charter school students measured by market share (behind New 

Orleans). The future impact of this reach is twofold: first, the market can continue to expand 

beyond 50% market share and serve an additional 5,000 to 10,000 students in the next few years; 

and second, the impact of the charter school sector on the education reform initiatives of the 

district school system as a whole is well documented in Washington DC. 

Beyond the numbers, the PMF will have school specific impacts. 

• The most measurable outcome that will be expected is the increase in the student 

performance of charter schools. This is accomplished through setting targets for charter 

schools and publicizing the results, thereby driving an increase in performance. In those 

instances, where quality is not achieved, schools will be held accountable to the terms of 

their charters and will be restructured or closed. 

• The determination of a "quality school" has many other implications, such as recognition, 

motivation, pride, and culture building. It may have more quantifiable implications in 

Washington DC such as rewards (including financial rewards through fundraising) and 

certain rights. These rights may include more limited reviews and approvals for future 

growth, expansion and replication. 

• Equally as important, the definition of a "deficiency in quality" can have many implications. 

These may include the motivation to drive improvement and determine the appropriate 

improvement strategies. There are financial implications because certain funding may be tied 

to some of these improvement strategies. The most direct financial impacts are related to any 

changes in student enrollment that can arise from an awareness of a school's performance. 

• Consistent definitions of what constitutes high and low school performance will reduce the 

risk of litigation in the closing of schools. The PMF process is part of an overall risk 

mitigation strategy for the PCSB. The PCSB can be more diligent in recommending 
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corrective actions or closing poor performing schools with a well-defined performance 

framework. 

F. Obstacles and Challenges 

The PCSB has already experienced a set of obstacles and challenges in implementing the PMF. 

This past experience provides the evidence for the expected challenges it faces and the need for 

the NACSA implementation grant. 

There may be some remaining challenges to the technical analysis supporting the PMF. Rather 

than making the PMF more accurate and more thorough, the more likely challenge is to make it 

less technical - to make it more intuitive and easier to explain and comprehend. 

This leads to the largest challenge ahead: community acceptance. The charter school community 

by and large believes that the idea of a performance framework is a good idea, but they have a 

number of issues about the implementation of this framework. These issues range from technical 

aspects of the algorithm to the mam1er in which the program was implemented. It is this latter 

issue that will be the focus of the NA CSA implementation grant. 

G. Plans for Sustainability 

The PCSB ctmently has a team of two personnel working full-time on the PMF. This does not 

include the time and energy of the Board members who are very active in this endeavor, the 

Executive Director, and the Deputy Director. The PMF team includes a Project Manager and a 

Data Analyst. 

After the completion of the PMF design phase supported in part by the NA CSA Implementation 

Grant, the Project team will remain in place to implement the program for the coming years. 

These staff members are part of the permanent staff of the PCSB and are accounted for in the 

multi-year budget process. This will ensure that this effort is sustained after the PMF is approved 

and operating and the NACSA Implementation Grant is completed. 
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H. Implementation Team 

Tamara Lumpkin - Deputy Director 

Ms. Lumpkin will be the project manager for the refinement of the Performance Management 

Framework. In her role as Deputy Director, she assists in the establishment of policies, 

procedures and work processes consistent with the PCSB's mission, vision and strategic 

priorities; directs the execution of the PCSB's charter school accountability model; collaborates 

with the leadership team to establish and maintain relationships between oversight, support, 

technology, finance and communications. 

Jacqueline Scott-English - Director of School Performance Management 

Ms. English will conduct the analysis and assessment of the PMF during the pilot period. In her 

role as Director of School Performance Management, she manages the implementation of the 

Performance Management Framework and Application Review Process. She is supported by a 

dedicated team. 

Clara Hess - Project Manager, Performance Management Framework 

Ms. Hess will manage the testing of the PMF during the pilot period. She conducts the activities 

supporting the Performance Management Framework. 

Ashok Oli - Data Analyst 

Mr. Oli supports the technology infrastructure, including: analyzing data formats, configuring 

data applications and maintaining data integrity. 

Consultants - The PCSB will let two contracts for consultants/consulting groups to implement 

this grant. The first consulting group will focus on building community support through 

education and collaboration of the PMF. The second consulting group will work with the 

technical team at PCSB to test and analyze all of the various aspects of the PMF to determine the 

sensitivity of the various components and the necessity of the data and reporting requirements. 

The PCSB will request assistance in the form of reviews and advice from NA CSA in preparing 

the Requests for Proposals for the consultants to ensure that a quality group will be selected. 
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I. Budget Narrative 

The budget for the Design Phase of the PMF includes two line items that correspond to the two 

primary tasks associated with this project. 

Task 1. Community Participation 

This task will require an external campaign manager consultant to work with the charter school 

community to inform, educate, gather feedback, and promote the PMF. This person or team of 

persons is expected to cost $75,000. According to PCSB guidelines, the task order for the 

consultant will have to be publicly bid, and therefore, the PCSB is unable to name the consultant. 

Task 2. Technical Analysis 

This task will require an external school data specialist to work with the PMF model to conduct a 

series of technical calculations to determine the accuracy, sensitivity, value-add, and compliance 

requirements for each of the PMF components. This person or team of persons is expected to 

cost $125,000. According to PCSB guidelines, the task order for the consultant will have to be 

publicly bid, and therefore, the PCSB is unable to name the consultant. 

The source of funds for the project will come from three categories. The NA CSA grant is the 

most important component of this project. The Office of the State Superintendent of Education 

for the District of Columbia is providing funding to the PCSB and a portion of this total funding 

will be used for the PMF as the matching requirement. Lastly, the PCSB is pursuing 

philanthropic funding for one innovative component of the technical analysis. 

SOURCES 
NACSA 
OSSE match 
Foundation TBD 
TOTAL 

USES 
Task 1 Community Acceptance 
Task 2 Technical Validity 
TOTAL 

$125,000 
$ 50,000 
$ 25,000 
$200,000 

$ 75,000 
$125,000 
$200,000 
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