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INTRODUCTION
The Board of Trustees of the State University of New York (the “SUNY Trustees”), jointly with the New York State Board of Regents, are required by law to provide oversight sufficient to ensure that each charter school that the SUNY Trustees have authorized is in compliance with applicable law and the terms of its charter.  The SUNY Trustees, however, consistent with the goals of the New York State Charter Schools Act of 1998, view their oversight responsibility more broadly and positively than purely monitoring compliance.  Accordingly, they have adopted policies that require the Charter Schools Institute (“the Institute”) to provide ongoing evaluation of charter schools authorized by them.  By providing this oversight and feedback, the SUNY Trustees and the Institute seek to accomplish three goals:  

· Facilitate Improvement.  By providing substantive information about the school’s academic, fiscal and organizational strengths and weaknesses to the school’s board of trustees, administration, faculty and other staff, the Institute can play a role in helping the school identify areas for improvement.  

· Disseminate Information.  The Institute disseminates information about the school’s performance not only to its board of trustees, administration and faculty, but to all stakeholders, including parents and the larger community in which the school is located.   

· Document Performance.  The Institute collects information to build a database of a school’s performance over time.  By evaluating the school periodically, the Institute can more clearly ascertain trends, determine areas of strength and weakness, and assess the school’s likelihood for continued success or failure.  Having information based on past patterns, the Institute is in a better position to make recommendations regarding the renewal of each school’s charter, and the SUNY Trustees are better informed in making a decision on whether a school’s charter should be renewed.  In addition, a school will have a far better sense of where they stand in the eyes of its authorizer.
The Institute regularly collects a range of data about each school’s performance over the course of its charter period, which ultimately contributes to its renewal recommendation.  These data include  student performance results, financial audits, any legal records of issues addressed, board meeting minutes, and reports from regular evaluation visits conducted by the Institute (or external experts contracted by the Institute) and other agencies with oversight responsibilities.  

This annual School Evaluation Report includes three primary components.  The first section, titled Executive Summary of School Evaluation Visit, provides an overview of the primary conclusions of the evaluation team regarding the current visit to the school, summarizing areas of strength and areas for growth.  The second section, titled School Overview, provides descriptive information about the school, including enrollment and demographic data, as well as summary historical information regarding the life of the school.  The third section, School Evaluation Visit, presents the analysis of evidence collected during the current evaluation visit.  A summary of conclusions from previous school evaluations is also provided as background and context for the current evaluation. 
Because of the inherent complexity of an organization such as a school, this School Evaluation Report does not contain a single rating or comprehensive indicator that would indicate at a glance the school’s prospects for renewal.  It does, however, summarize the various strengths of the school and note areas in need of improvement with respect to the school’s performance as compared to the State University Charter Renewal Benchmarks.  To the extent appropriate and useful, we encourage school boards to use this evaluation report in ongoing planning and school improvement efforts.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF SCHOOL EVALUATION VISIT 

Based on the analysis of evidence from the evaluation visit to the Kings Collegiate Charter School (“Kings Collegiate”), the school appears to be making adequate progress towards achieving its mission and meeting the SUNY Charter Renewal Benchmarks considered during this evaluation.  Although this conclusion is drawn from a variety of indicators which are discussed more fully later in this report, some of the more salient indicators include the following:
Academic Success

Areas of Strength:
· The school has a system to gather assessment and evaluation data and uses it to improve instruction and student learning.   

· The school has a defined curriculum and uses it to prepare students to meet state performance standards.

· Teachers implement purposeful lessons with objectives aligned to state standards and the school’s curriculum.

· The school has generally strong instructional leadership. 

· The school uses clear procedures for identifying at-risk students and provides sufficient resources and support to meet the needs of at-risk students.

· The school is safe and orderly.

· The school has a comprehensive professional development program.
Areas for Growth: 
· Student engagement and instructional rigor was present in some classrooms, and there was limited promotion of higher order and problem solving skills.

· There was limited evidence of differentiated instruction within classrooms.  
· Support in the area of content-specific pedagogy is limited.

· Training and support to meet the needs of at-risk students in general education classrooms is limited.

· The quality of classroom management and implementation of the discipline system was inconsistent.  
· It is not clear that the school’s professional development program is meeting the needs of all teachers.
Organizational Capacity

Areas of Strength:
· The school is faithful to its mission and has implemented the key design elements included in its charter.
· The school has established a well-functioning organizational structure with staff, systems, and procedures that allow the school to carry out its academic program.

· The school board has worked effectively to achieve the school’s mission and provide oversight.
Areas for Growth: 
· The school has experience some teacher turnover and been challenged in recruiting a diverse staff.
· Student attrition and retention has diminished the size of upper grades.

SCHOOL OVERVIEW
School Name

	
	Name
	Date

	Chartered Name
	Bedford-Stuyvesant Collegiate Charter School
	November 9, 2005

	Revised Name
	Kings Collegiate Charter School
	May 31, 2007


Opening Information

	Date Initial Charter Approved by SUNY Trustees
	 November 9, 2005

	Date Initial Charter Approved by Board of Regents
	 January 24, 2006

	School Opening Date
	 August, 2007


Location

	School Year(s)
	Location(s)
	Grades
	District

	2007-08 through present
	1084 Lenox Road, Brooklyn, NY
	All
	New York City CSD 18


Partner Organizations

	
	Partner Name
	Partner Type
	Dates of Service

	Current Partner
	Uncommon Schools, Inc.
	Charter Management Organization
	2007 through present


Current Mission Statement

	The mission of Kings Collegiate Charter School is to prepare each student for college.


Current Key Design Elements

	· A longer school day and year;

	· Double periods of English and math daily, as well as an hour each of science and history for all students;

	· Tutoring and Saturday school;

	· Emphasis on college, including meetings with a college advisor and frequent college visits;

	· Calm, composed and disciplined environment, including a strictly enforced dress code, and merit/demerit and rubric systems;

	· Explicit instruction in literacy skills;

	· Targeted curriculum focused on basic skills;

	· Frequent school-wide assessments; and

	· Strong family involvement.


School Characteristics
	School 
Year
	Original Chartered Enrollment
	Actual Enrollment

	Original Chartered Grades
	Actual Grades
	Days of Instruction

	2007-08
	75
	81
	5
	5
	189

	2008-09
	146
	136
	5-6
	5-6
	193

	2009-10
	213
	206
	5-7
	5-7
	182.5


Student Demographics 

	 
	2008-09
	2009-10

	 
	Percent of School Enrollment
	Percent of NYC CSD 18 Enrollment
	Percent of School Enrollment
	Percent of NYC CSD 18 Enrollment

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Black or African American
	100%
	90%
	100%
	91%

	Hispanic
	0%
	7%
	0%
	7%

	Asian, Native Hawaiian, or Pacific Islander
	0%
	1%
	0%
	1%

	White
	0%
	2%
	0%
	1%

	Multiracial
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Students with Disabilities

	11.68%
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Limited English Proficient
	0%
	7%
	1%
	5%

	Eligible for Free Lunch
	62%
	66%
	59%
	68%

	Eligible for Reduced-Price Lunch
	10%
	10%
	19%
	10%


Current Board of Trustees

	Board Member Name
	Term
	Position/Committees

	Alex Boxill
	3 years
	Trustee

	C. J. Cash
	3 years
	Trustee

	Christie Chow
	
	ex officio

	John Greenstein
	1 year
	Treasurer

	Lauren Harris
	
	ex officio

	Bob Howitt
	2 years
	Trustee

	John Kim
	1 year
	Trustee

	Linton Mann III
	3 years
	Trustee

	Brett Peiser
	2 years
	Secretary

	Reemah Sen
	3 years
	Chair

	Eileen Shy
	3 years
	Trustee

	Cindy Helen Brea
	3 years
	Trustee


School Leader(s)
	School Year
	School Leader(s) Name and Title

	2007-08 to 2008-09
	 Lauren Harris and Laura Lee, Co-Directors

	2009-10
	 Lauren Harris and Christie Chow, Principal and Director of Operations


School Visit History
	School Year
	Visit Type
	Evaluator

(Institute/External)
	Date

	2007-08
	First-Year Visit
	Institute
	March 27, 2008

	2008-09
	Second-Year Visit
	External
	May 6-7, 2009

	2009-10
	Third-Year Visit
	Institute
	March 11, 2010


SCHOOL EVALUATION VISIT ANALYSIS AND EVIDENCE
Background

Regardless of the type of visit, Institute evaluations of SUNY authorized charter schools are organized around a set of benchmarks that address the academic success of the school, including teaching and learning (e.g., curriculum, instruction, and assessment), and the effectiveness and viability of the school as an organization, including such items as governance and management.  Entitled the State University of New York Charter Renewal Benchmarks, these established criteria are used on a regular and ongoing basis to provide schools with a consistent set of expectations leading up to renewal.  

While the primary focus of the visit is an evaluation of the school’s academic program and organizational capacity, issues regarding compliance with applicable state and federal laws and regulations may be noted (and subsequently addressed); where the Institute finds serious deficiencies in particular relating to student health and safety, it may take additional and immediate action. However, monitoring for compliance is not the principal purpose of the visit.  

This section of the School Evaluation Report begins with a summary of the observations made and the conclusions drawn during previous visits to the school.  This information is used by evaluation teams in preparation for the visit and assists the observers in understanding the accomplishments and challenges the school has faced.  Similarly, this information provides the reader with insight into the Institute’s inspection of the school’s academic program and conclusions from prior visits, including those conducted by external experts on behalf of the Institute.  Following this summary is a detailed analysis of the observations and conclusions from this year’s evaluation, along with supporting evidence.  Finally, information regarding the conduct of the evaluation, including the date of the visit and information about the evaluation team, is provided.

Summary of Previous Evaluation Visit

An independent evaluation of Kings Collegiate was conducted by RMC Research on May 6-7, 2009.  The evaluation team observed classrooms; interviewed administrators, board members and teachers; and reviewed student work and other documents.  As a result of the evaluation visit, a report was provided to the school’s board of trustees outlining the major conclusions from the visit; these conclusions are briefly summarized below.
Kings Collegiate utilized a well-defined and continuous assessment system to monitor student progress, predict success on state exams and drive decisions regarding curriculum and instruction.  The school had developed its own standards based on New York State standards, which were organized into comprehensive scope and sequences and used for instructional planning.  The curriculum was continually modified based on the results of interim and other assessments.  Teachers implemented the curriculum faithfully and were knowledgeable about their subject area content.  Most instruction was well-paced and instructional time was maximized; similarly most students were engaged.  Instruction was delivered chiefly in whole class format with little differentiation of instruction within classrooms.  Instructional leadership was very strong at Kings Collegiate.  The system for identifying and supporting at-risk students were well developed.  Routines for maintaining a safe and orderly environment were evident and a system for behavior management was consistently implemented throughout the school.  The professional develop program was data-driven and focused on the needs of teachers and students.  Interviewed parents expressed a high degree of satisfaction.  The board was very experienced and clearly understood its roles and responsibilities for oversight and governance.


Evaluation Visit Benchmark Analysis and Evidence
Use of Assessment Data (Benchmark 1.B)

The school has a system to gather assessment and evaluation data and uses it to improve instruction and student learning.   

The school regularly administers assessments aligned to the school’s curriculum and state standards.  Our new-student assessments incorporate a variety of assessments including 4th grade math exams, benchmark reading assessments, one-on-one decoding and fluency exercises, and vision and hearing tests.  The school is also using the Village Academy Charter School’s assessment for comprehension and decoding.  Interim assessments are administered approximately every six to eight weeks and based on previous state exams.  Unit assessments are developed by Kings Collegiate teachers and administered more frequently.  The TerraNova is administered in the fall to new students and then annually in the spring for all students to measure growth.  Teachers also use a variety of formative assessments, including questioning, quizzes, assignments, homework, Do Nows and exit tickets to monitor student understanding and mastery.
The school systematically collects valid and reliable assessment data and analyzes the results.  Teachers meet regularly to discuss assessment items, alignment to standards, and expectations for responses to open-ended questions.  The Network revises the interim assessments in order to improve the assessment content; in 2009-10, the Network changed the reading assessment to align it better with the scope and sequence of reading objectives.  After each interim assessment cycle teachers collaboratively grade interim assessments and analyze the results.  Results are disaggregated and used for item analysis and comparison of classes and schools in the Collegiate network.  Other assessments are graded individually by teachers and did not appear to undergo the level of analysis associated with interim assessments.  
Teachers use results primarily to adjust whole-class instruction and identify students for remediation.  As noted, diagnostic assessments are used to create homogeneous classes and teachers reported using interim and other assessment results to identify topics for re-teaching their classes.  For example, teachers said they spiral previous topics into their Do Nows and review problems based on their analysis of assessment results.  In addition, results are used to identify students for interventions outside of the classroom, including tutoring, Saturday school and pull out services.
The school follows clear policies and procedures for the use of student performance data.  The school distributes report cards to parents regularly and mails them home at the end of the year.  The reports focus on class work, homework and assessments.  A consistent grading policy was evident across classes.  Teachers also spoke of frequent contact with parents, both formally and informally, regarding the performance of their child.  The promotion policy is clearly articulated and regularly reviewed.  The school has begun to provide opportunities for a summer program for students who have not shown adequate effort and would otherwise be held back.  
Curriculum (Benchmark 1.C)

The school has a defined curriculum and uses it to prepare students to meet state performance standards.

The school has a comprehensive and organized curriculum framework.  Teachers use curriculum alignment templates (CATs) that identify school standards, aims and pacing, and in some cases resources and assessment strategies as well.  CATs are aligned to the school’s interim assessment system and state exams.  The school’s reading program is based on shared whole-class novels and short fiction and non-fiction texts.  The writing program focuses on grammar and composition and uses Voyages in Writing and Grammar as a resource.  History is focused on historical fiction to supplement literacy instruction and non-fiction is built into the schedule in science and social studies.
Teachers generally know what to teach and and when to teach it based on the Network’s scope and sequence.  The CATs provide the standards and objectives teachers are to cover during an interim assessment cycle, and teachers noted that pacing was adjusted to accommodate the level of their students.  Reviewed curriculum documents and interviews with teachers revealed that the CATs provide various levels of detail and guidance to teachers.  Some contained basic objectives, while others included sample problems, suggested Do Nows, extension activities and assessment recommendations.  Mathematics teachers noted the difficulty in determining which standards to teach and materials to use in the math procedures course.  The principal is considering changing the approach to mathematics next year.
Teachers are given broad discretion to select or develop instructional materials aligned to the school’s curriculum framework.  Teachers reported developing packets using a variety of sources, including materials from previous years and those used at other Collegiate schools as well as commercial or self-created materials.  Reading teachers have the freedom to select novels based on class levels.  The inspection team noted a variety of materials across classes and grades within a subject, and though formatting was often similar the level of rigor did vary.  A shared server is available for archiving materials from year to year, but not all teachers said they use it.  
The school has an effective process for creating and reviewing its curriculum framework, but does not have a clear process for selecting and developing instructional resources.  As part of the Uncommon Network, Kings Collegiate benefits from the experience of Williamsburg Collegiate which has already implemented the new grades Kings Collegiate will add each year.  Teachers and staff from Uncommon Schools review and revise the framework annually during the summer, and departments meet regularly to discuss curriculum alignment between grades, though not always with adequate guidance.  Some teachers felt common planning time for curriculum development and alignment was inadequate, however, mathematics teachers indicated difficulty aligning their courses do to the lack of common planning time.
Pedagogy (Benchmark 1.D)

High quality instruction is not evident in all classes. 

Teachers implement purposeful lessons with objectives aligned to state standards and the school’s curriculum.  Within the context of the CATs teachers develop lesson plans with explicit objectives and design structured activities to meet those objectives.  In most classes objectives were posted and often discussed with students.
Student engagement and instructional rigor was present in some classrooms, with limited promotion of higher order and problem solving skills.  In some classes teachers maintained a quick pace throughout the lesson, yet rarely incorporated questions that required critical thinking or provided opportunities for students to figure out the answer before moving to another student who knew the answer.  When asked to define rigor, one teacher equated it with fast lessons.  While the mathematics program is divided into a procedures class and a problem-solving class, both appeared to evaluators to teach procedural skills.  In some cases students were encouraged to stretch; for example, one teacher said, “Take a risk!  The worst thing is that you’re wrong and we work you through it.”  Another teacher challenged students to explain their answers, even with basic review material.  Engagement also varied across classrooms.  In some classes students were actively participating in the learning activities, enthusiastically answering questions with correct responses; in others few students raised their hands or responded to cold calling.  A number of students were also observed not doing their assignments during independent work time.
There was limited evidence of differentiated instruction within and across classrooms.  Though students are homogenously grouped for some subjects in 5th and 6th grade, teachers were observed using the same materials, tasks and techniques in each class.  Pacing and the balance between teacher- and student-directed learning were described by teachers as the primary differences between classes.  While considerable information is collected about individual student’s performance, it is not used to differentiate instruction within general education classrooms.  In reference to a question regarding the use of assessment data to drive instruction, one teacher said, “I like the spreadsheet mainly because I look at individual kids that are struggling.  I work with a small amount of kids during tutoring time and it’s nice to see if my efforts are effective.  Unfortunately, I often only get to work with them once a week, which is not real consistent.”  An advanced student was observed in a class, always with her hand raised and her work finished before the others; teachers were aware of the need to differentiate work for her but acknowledged they had not done so.  The school leadership does not encourage teachers to use small group instruction if their management is not yet strong enough to ensure successful small group learning. 

Instructional Leadership (Benchmark 1.E)

The school has generally strong instructional leadership. 

School leaders instill high expectations for teacher performance and student achievement.  High expectations are articulated for both academic performance and behavior.  Teachers are expected to plan lessons that meet the objectives in the school’s curriculum framework and balance rigor and joy in their instruction.  Moreover, teachers often cited the school’s mission of preparing students for college, though the rigor of instruction did not always reflect it.  Said one teacher, “There is a sense of urgency here that is nice to be a part of because everything we do… is about getting these kids to college and for them to succeed once they are there.”
Instructional leaders provide teachers with sustained and systematic support, though it limited in the area of content-specific pedagogy.  Teachers are observed regularly and provided with timely verbal and written feedback.  Teachers appeared comfortable with the process and eager for input.  Teachers also meet weekly with the principal and spoke highly of the support and guidance they receive.  For example, they noted valuable suggestions for lesson delivery and “actionable items” to implement in their classrooms.  The principal’s expertise is in mathematics, and she and teachers noted the absence of experienced leadership in English language arts.  The principal described the level of support and supervision as “overwhelming” and is considering hiring a director of curriculum next year.
Instructional leaders conduct regular evaluations that accurately identify teachers’ strengths and weaknesses.  Teachers conduct self-assessments at the beginning of the year and again mid-year as part of their evaluation.  Evaluation documents revealed annual and long term goals for each teacher and their progress towards those goals.  Teachers were familiar with the evaluation criteria, though some felt their reviews were not detailed enough.
Teachers are held accountable for quality instruction and student achievement.  The school’s ongoing assessment system provides class level data that informs evaluation.  Teachers are moved to other grades and asked to return each year based on their performance and that of their students.
At-Risk Students (Benchmark 1.F)

The school appears to be demonstrably effective in helping students who are struggling academically.

The school uses clear procedures for identifying at-risk students.  Diagnostic exams are used at the beginning of the year to create leveled classes.  The student support team (SST) meets regularly to discuss students of concern, and the school is using a response to intervention (RTI) model to identify students who might need to be evaluated for a disability.  Assessment results are first used to identify students for remediation and their progress measured over time.  At the time of the visit 23 students had individualized education programs (IEPs) and two students were English language learners.
The school provides sufficient resources and support to meet the needs of at-risk students, primarily outside of the general education classrooms.  Teachers provide small group instruction for at-risk students during math and reading classes; tutoring is provided to struggling students after school; and Saturday school is offered for students in danger of not meeting end-of-grade promotional criteria.  The special education teacher provides services primarily through pull-out instruction, which may include support for completing tasks from students’ general education classes or targeted instruction.  The school’s English language learners receive testing accommodations and are anticipated to test out this spring.  The school uses programs such as Wilson Reading and Touch Math to supplement the curriculum for struggling students.  The school also uses assistive technology, such as a teacher wearing a microphone to support a student with a hearing disability.  Finally, the school’s social worker provides both mandated and optional counseling.
The school adequately monitors the progress and success of at-risk students.  The special education coordinator disaggregates results for students with disabilities.  The school’s assessment system also allows staff to measure the progress of students over time and individual teachers noted tracking improvement of students that they tutor, though it was not clear if this was done systematically.  Teachers do change their tutoring groups on a regular basis and assignment to remediation changes as well.  
Teachers are provided with sufficient information about at-risk students, but training and support to meet their students’ needs in general education classrooms is limited.  Training was provided during the summer related to special education and English language learners.  IEPs are provided to teachers at the beginning of the year, along with suggested instructional strategies and modifications.  Ongoing discussions including the special education coordinator are held regarding students performing below level on school assessments and to coordinate her work with classroom instruction.  Teachers acknowledged limited training and expertise in targeting instruction to meet individual student’s needs within their classes.  One teacher felt that one student’s continuous pull-out for services interfered with her ability to assist that student.
Student Order and Discipline (Benchmark 1.G)

The school promotes a culture of learning.

The school is safe and orderly.  Transitions in hallways were generally quick and efficient and students were mostly well-behaved in public spaces.
The quality of classroom management was inconsistent.  In some classes students had clearly internalized routines and were observed focused on their assignments, consistently raising their hands.  Systems for collecting papers and transitioning between activities were smooth and precise.  In other classes, students were disengaged, though not generally disruptive.  Teachers used a variety of techniques, including call and response, cold calling, ignoring, or eye contact, to try to redirect student focus, with varying degrees of success.  In several instances, teachers would attempt to correct misbehavior and then immediately continue with the lesson, despite not having successfully redirected the students.  In one class students were seen making jokes and laughing during silent reading time with little attempt by the teacher to adjust their behavior.
The school has a clear discipline system that is not always consistently applied.  The school has a clear code of conduct that is explained to students, staff and parents and a detailed student dashboard tracks student behavior.  Teachers use a merit/demerit system and were regularly seen allocating and documenting points with a clipboard that travels with each class.  Multiple demerits result in detention and loss of enrichment.  Merits can be used at auctions and school has a recognition program for students.  Members of the inspection team noted inconsistent application of merits and demerits across classrooms.  For example, teachers responded differently to various levels of disengagement, with some much more quick to issue a demerit than others.  In addition, some teachers were more prone to offer merits as positive reinforcement while others primarily used demerits to punish.  Some teachers felt that the constant focus on classroom management was exhausting.  Nevertheless, a recent evaluation of the school by Uncommon Schools identified this as a major issue and the school has made norming classroom expectations a priority.  Last year the school administered 156 out-of-school suspensions and had administered 81 at the time of the visit.  
Professional Development (Benchmark 1.H)

The school has a comprehensive professional development program, though it is not clear that it is meeting the needs of all teachers.  

The school has a comprehensive professional development program.  A summer training addressed among other things the school philosophy, curriculum planning, assessment, the Uncommon Schools taxonomy of teaching practices, classroom management, grade team responsibilities and communication, and family involvement.  The summer training was differentiated for new and returning teachers.  During the school year the staff meets on Wednesday afternoons for ongoing professional development using an inquiry group approach.  Teachers watch and discuss video of instructional practices, using the taxonomy framework, and reported that recent professional development has focused more on improving practice.  One teacher stated, “We talk a lot about differentiation and its beginning to become a school-wide priority, but I think we need more specific training to support it as an initiative.”
It is not clear that professional development is meeting the needs of all teachers.  New teachers appreciated the repeated emphasis on classroom management and school culture, while some veteran teachers desired more content-specific training in their particular subject.  Teachers did create personal goals at the beginning of the year, but did not describe them as driving their development during the year.  The inquiry groups have reportedly become more organized around specific teacher needs.  Teachers also noted opportunities to attend off-site training in their subject areas and collaboration with peers in other schools in the network.  In addition, they identified their weekly meetings with the principal as a valuable form of professional development that provided targeted coaching.
Mission & Key Design Elements (Benchmark 2.A)

The school is faithful to its mission and has implemented the key design elements included in its charter.

Kings Collegiate is clearly focused on college preparation.  Every class is named after a college and pennants appear throughout.  When asked what the school, “was all about,” a teacher said, “making sure all of our students are prepared for college.”  The school has implemented a longer school day and year and provides double periods of English language arts and mathematics.  The school has a curriculum and assessment system in place.  It has also established a clear discipline system, though its application is somewhat inconsistent.  
Parents & Students (Benchmark 2.B)

Families are satisfied with the school.
Based on limited evidence, families are satisfied with the school.  Student retention has improved and attendance is high.  Monthly family involvement meetings have included workshops on adolescence, communication, saving for college and Internet issues.

Organizational Capacity (Benchmark 2.C)

The school has established a well-functioning organizational structure with staff, systems, and procedures that allow the school to carry out its academic program.

The school’s organizational structure supports distinct lines of accountability with clearly defined roles and responsibilities.  Staff is clear about the roles of the principal as instructional leader and the director of operations.  
The school is competently managed.  One teacher described it as a, “well-oiled machine” and another felt the administration is “100 percent” behind her and there is always someone around to help.  The school appeared adequately resourced as well.  As noted, the school benefits from its relationship to Uncommon Schools.  According to the principal, the managing director provides overall support and guidance to school leaders, though has less time to devote to the school as the Collegiate network has grown.  
The school has hired and retained quality staff.  Teachers appeared competent in their subject areas.  Teach turnover was low last year, with one teacher moving away and one asked not to return.  The school did experience some challenging mid-year turnover, which required moving a teacher into a dean position and replacing her with a new teacher.  In addition, the school’s founding director of operations moved into a network position and was replaced during the first week of school.  The school has made diversity among its staff a priority, but has had a limited applicant pool.
The school has maintained sufficient enrollment, and maintains a large waitlist.  Attendance is very high at over 98 percent.  The school’s 7th grade is significantly smaller than its 5th grade, which reflects in part some attrition but also the school’s philosophy of retaining students who do not meet its standards for promotion.
School leaders adequately monitor and evaluate the school’s programs and make changes if necessary.  The school makes effective use of its assessment system to identify areas for improvement, and as part of a network has ample resources to make changes.
Governance (Benchmark 2.D-E)

Note: The Collegiate schools have a single board, which was interviewed during an evaluation visit to Brownsville Collegiate on April 8, 2010.

The school board has worked effectively to achieve the school’s mission and provide oversight to the total educational program.

The board has adequate skills, structures and procedures with which to govern the school.  It oversees multiple schools within the Collegiate network and board members possess a range of relevant skill sets, including legal, media, finance and non-profit management and governance.  The board continues to seek additional members and is particularly interested in expertise in education reform and finance.  The Uncommon Schools managing director who oversees the school is also on the board.  The board operates with three standing committees: executive, accountability and finance; the development committee was disbanded because Uncommon Schools now handles that area.  The board changed the frequency of its meetings from six to four times per year, with committees meeting more frequently as needed.  The board conducted a mid-year retreat at which it discussed Uncommon School’s evaluation of the school and priorities.
Once the school opened, board minutes indicate a clear focus on program implementation and academic progress.  The board receives a dashboard for all schools in the Collegiate network, which allows it to compare performance across them.  The dashboard includes student performance, enrollment and financial data.  Principals are also expected to report to the board on a positive accomplishment and an area in which they are struggling.    
The board holds school leaders, its management organization and itself accountable for student achievement.  Uncommon Schools conducts annual inspections of its schools and shares the results with the board, which described them as, “brutally honest.”  The board has also scrutinized the performance of its members and had conversations with those not felt to be carrying their weight.

Conduct of the Visit
The Charter Schools Institute conducted the school evaluation visit at Kings Collegiate on March 11, 2010.  Listed below are the names and backgrounds of the individuals who conducted the visit:

Institute Staff Members

Simeon Stolzberg (team leader) was the former Director of School Evaluation at the Charter Schools Institute of the State University of New York. He is responsible for the coordination of school evaluation visits by Institute staff and external consultants, the development of reporting tools/protocols and the production of reports, and he also coordinates internal staff training with regard to school evaluation visits and reporting tools. Prior to joining the Institute, Mr. Stolzberg managed his own consulting practice, advising charter schools across the country in their application and planning phases. He also served as Middle School Director for the Beginning with Children Charter School in Brooklyn, New York. In 2002, as a Building Excellent Schools Fellow, Mr. Stolzberg wrote the prospectus and application for the Berkshire Arts & Technology Charter School (BArT) in Massachusetts; the school was one of only five schools approved by the state that year. Mr. Stolzberg served as the school’s founding principal. Mr. Stolzberg received his Master’s Degree in Public Policy from Georgetown University and his Bachelor of Arts degree in Philosophy, with independent studies in education and political economy, from Williams College.

Maya Lagana is an Analyst for School Evaluation for the Charter Schools Institute of the State University of New York. She is responsible for scheduling ongoing school evaluation visits, communicating with school team members and administrative staff regarding site visit logistics and requirements, developing and disseminating RFP documents, and coordinating the recruitment and work of consultants. Ms. Lagana worked for New Visions for Public Schools, Achievement First and Boston Collegiate Charter School while in graduate school. Previously, Ms. Lagana was an Assessment Specialist at the American Board for Certification of Teacher Excellence in Washington D.C., where she helped to develop teacher certification exams and analyzed item level statistics and demographics information. In addition to her extensive background as an analyst, Ms. Lagana also has experience as a third grade classroom teacher at P.S. 195 through the New York City Teaching Fellows Program.  Ms. Lagana received her Master of Public Administration degree in Policy Analysis from New York University’s Wagner School for Public Service, her Masters of Education degree from Mercy College and her Bachelor of Arts degree in Political Science from Carleton College.
Jason Sarsfield is a Senior Analyst for the Charter Schools Institute of the State University of New York, responsible for reviewing school applications, analyzing data to identify critical issues for renewal visit teams, monitoring the development of all renewal recommendation reports and supporting the development, refinement, and revision of internal policies and practices of the Institute’s renewal process. Mr. Sarsfield returns to the Institute from the Bronx Charter School for Better Learning in the Bronx, NY, where he supervised the administration of standardized assessments, conducted analysis of student achievement data for purposes of program evaluation, and oversaw the development and submission of reports to state, federal and local agencies. Prior to his service at the Bronx Charter School for Better Learning, he served as a Senior Analyst at the SUNY Charter Schools Institute, where he provided leadership for annual and informal school evaluation visits. Before moving to New York to work for the Institute, Mr. Sarsfield was a contract analyst for the Center for Charter Schools at Central Michigan University, where he evaluated the academic performance of authorized charter schools and provided technical assistance for school improvement initiatives and the analysis of student achievement data. Mr. Sarsfield also served as a teacher and coach for Bad Axe Public Schools in Michigan and was a teacher at a residential high school in rural Alaska. Mr. Sarsfield received his Bachelor of Science degree in Secondary Education from Northern Michigan University and is a candidate for a Master of Arts degree in Educational Leadership from Central Michigan University.

External Team Members
Cynthia Simon Millinger, M.Ed., is the founding president of Charter School Startup, an independent education consulting company that assists charter school applicants, founders, and staff in developing a standards-based Essential Curriculum.  Currently Cynthia is the lead math curriculum consultant for the Newark Charter Schools Fund, as well as for several charter schools throughout New Jersey.  In this role she collaborates with school leadership and staff to effectively implement data-driven instruction programs that address both external accountability and a school’s unique mission.  Since 2007 Cynthia has been the primary curriculum consultant for the New York City Charter School Center, the Washington, DC-based Friends of Choice in Urban Schools (FOCUS), and the Maryland Charter School Network.  In this capacity she has delivered both in-person and online workshops to hundreds of charter school applicants and leaders on a wide-range of education program topics, including mission, standards, instruction, assessment, and curriculum mapping. In 2009 Cynthia conducted workshops on Essential Curriculum design and new school development at the National Alliance for Public Charter Schools Master Class in Dallas and the National Charter Schools Conference in Washington, DC.  Additionally, she co-authored the 2009 National Alliance Playbook on New School Development to support the startup and replication work of charter support organizations (CSOs) across the country.  

Sonia Park has an extensive background in charter schools development and has been active in the New York charter schools movement since the adoption of the Charter School Act in 1998.  She has served on three educational boards: School Performance NY; Open House Nursery School, Vice President; and is currently the Board Treasurer for the Manhattan Charter School.  Her prior work experience includes Edison Schools, the New York Charter Schools Resource Center, NY Charter Schools Association and the National Foundation for Teaching Entrepreneurship.  She has helped over twenty-five charter schools developers across New York State receive their charters.  As a consultant, Ms. Park has worked with such organizations as the NYC Charter Schools Center, Village Academies Network, and Edison Schools.  In addition, she has been an application reviewer for the US Dept of Education’s Charter Schools Grant Program, the New York City DOE’s Charter School Unit, and SUNY’s Charter Schools Institute.  Ms. Park has also presented at national and state charter school conferences and is a contributing writer to the Charter School Law Deskbook, (Michie, 2007, 2009), edited by Paul O’Neill, Editions I and II.

Anna Plunkett graduated from Brandeis University with a BA in history in 2003 and received her M.Ed from Brooklyn College in 2005. As an NYC Teaching Fellow she taught first and second grades in Flatbush, Brooklyn at P.S 361.  She currently teaches at Community Partnership Charter School (CPCS) in Clinton Hill, Brooklyn. She is a second grade lead teacher, the Literacy Staff Developer for grades K-2, and a member of the leadership committee. She is also one of the 2009-2010 Emerging Leaders from the Emerging Leader Fellowship at the New York City Charter School Center.
APPENDIX A: RENEWAL BENCHMARKS USED DURING THE VISIT


An excerpt of the State University Charter Renewal Benchmarks follows. 
Visit the Institute’s website at: http://www.newyorkcharters.org/
documents/renewalBenchmarks.doc to see the complete listing of Benchmarks.


Benchmarks 1B – 1H, and Benchmarks 2A – 2E were using in conducting this evaluation visit.

	
	Renewal Question 1

Is the School an Academic Success?

	Evidence Category
	State University Renewal Benchmarks

	State University Renewal 
Benchmark 1B

Use of 
Assessment Data


	The school has a system to gather assessment and evaluation data and uses it to improve instructional effectiveness and student learning.   
Elements that are generally present include: 

· the school regularly uses standardized and other assessments that are aligned to the school’s curriculum framework and state performance standards;

· the school systematically collects and analyzes data from diagnostic, formative, and summative assessments, and makes it accessible to teachers, school leaders and the school board; 

· the school uses protocols, procedures and rubrics that ensure that the scoring of assessments and evaluation of student work is reliable and trustworthy;
· the school uses assessment data to predict whether the school’s Accountability Plan goals are being achieved;
· the school’s leaders use assessment data to monitor, change and improve the school’s academic program, including curriculum and instruction, professional development, staffing and intervention services;

· the school’s teachers use assessment data to adjust and improve instruction to meet the identified needs of students; 

· a common understanding exists between and among teachers and administrators of the meaning and consequences of assessment results, e.g., changes to the instructional program, access to remediation, promotion to the next grade; 

· the school regularly communicates each student’s progress and growth to his or her parents/guardians; and
· the school regularly communicates to the school community overall academic performance as well as the school’s progress toward meeting its academic Accountability Plan goals. 

	State University Renewal 
Benchmark 1C

Curriculum
	The school has a clearly defined curriculum and uses it to prepare students to meet state performance standards.
Elements that are generally present include: 

· the school has a well-defined curriculum framework for each grade and core academic subject, which includes the knowledge and skills that all students are expected to achieve as specified by New York State standards and performance indicators;

· the school has carefully analyzed all curriculum resources (including commercial materials) currently in use in relation to the school’s curriculum framework, identified areas of deficiency and/or misalignment, and addressed them in the instructional program; 

· the curriculum as implemented is organized, cohesive, and  aligned from grade to grade; 

· teachers are fully aware of the curricula that they are responsible to teach and have access to curricular documents such as scope and sequence documents, pacing charts, and/or curriculum maps that guide the development of their lesson plans;

· teachers develop and use lesson plans with objectives that are in alignment with the school’s curriculum; 

· the school has defined a procedure, allocated time and resources, and included teachers in ongoing review and revision of the curriculum; and

· the curriculum supports the school’s stated mission.

	State University Renewal 
Benchmark 1D


Pedagogy
	High quality instruction is evident in all classes throughout the school. 
Elements that are generally present include: 

· teachers demonstrate subject-matter and grade-level competency in the subjects and grades they teach;    
· instruction is rigorous and focused on learning objectives that specify clear expectations for what students must know and be able to do in each lesson;

· lesson plans and instruction are aligned to the school’s curriculum framework and New York State standards and performance indicators;

· instruction is differentiated to meet the range of learning needs represented in the school’s student population, e.g. flexible student grouping, differentiated materials, pedagogical techniques, and/or assessments; 
· all students are cognitively engaged in focused, purposeful learning activities during instructional time;
· learning time is maximized (e.g., appropriate pacing, high on-task student behavior, clear lesson focus and clear directions to students), transitions are efficient, and there is day-to-day instructional continuity; and 
· teachers challenge students with questions and assignments that promote academic rigor, depth of understanding, and development of higher-order thinking and problem-solving skills.

	State University Renewal 
Benchmark 1E

Instructional Leadership
	The school has strong instructional leadership. 
Elements that are generally present include:

· the school’s leadership establishes an environment of high expectations for student achievement;

· the school’s leadership establishes an environment of high expectations for teacher performance (in content knowledge, pedagogical skills and student achievement); 

· the school’s instructional leaders have in place a comprehensive and on-going system for evaluating teacher quality and effectiveness; 

· the school’s instructional leaders, based on classroom visits and other available data, provide direct ongoing support, such as critical feedback, coaching and/or modeling, to teachers in their classrooms; 
· the school’s leadership provides structured opportunities, resources and guidance for teachers to plan the delivery of the instructional program within and across grade levels as well as within disciplines or content areas; 
· the school’s instructional leaders organize a coherent and sustained professional development program that meets the needs of both the school and individual teachers;
· the school’s leadership ensures that the school is responding to the needs of at-risk students and maximizing their achievement to the greatest extent possible in the regular education program using in-class resources and/or pull-out services and programs where necessary ; and

· the school’s leadership conducts regular reviews and evaluations of the school’s academic program and makes necessary changes to ensure that the school is effectively working to achieve academic standards defined by the State University Renewal Benchmarks in the areas of assessment, curriculum, pedagogy, student order and discipline, and professional development.

	State University Renewal 
Benchmark 1F

At-Risk Students


	The school is demonstrably effective in helping students who are struggling academically.
Elements that are generally present include:

· the school deploys sufficient resources to provide academic interventions that address the range of students’ needs;

· all regular education teachers, as well as specialists, utilize effective strategies to support students within the regular education program;

· the school provides sufficient training, resources, and support to all teachers and specialists with regard to meeting the needs of at-risk students;

· the school has clearly defined screening procedures for identifying at-risk students and providing them with the appropriate interventions, and a common understanding among all teachers of these procedures;
· all regular education teachers demonstrate a working knowledge of students’ Individualized Education Program goals and instructional strategies for meeting those goals;
· the school provides sufficient time and support for on-going coordination between regular and special education teachers, as well as other program specialists and service providers; and

· the school monitors the performance of student participation in support services using well-defined school-wide criteria, and regularly evaluates the effectiveness of its intervention programs.  

	State University Renewal 
Benchmark 1G

Student Order & Discipline


	The school promotes a culture of learning and scholarship.

Elements that are generally present include: 

· the school has a documented discipline policy that is consistently applied;
· classroom management techniques and daily routines have established a culture in which learning is valued and clearly evident; 
· low-level misbehavior is not being tolerated, e.g., students are not being allowed to disrupt or opt-out of learning during class time; and
· throughout the school, a safe and orderly environment has been established.

	State University Renewal 
Benchmark 1H

Professional Development


	The school’s professional development program assists teachers in meeting student academic needs and school goals by addressing identified shortcomings in teachers’ pedagogical skills and content knowledge.
Elements that are generally present include: 

· the school provides sufficient time, personnel, materials and funding to support a comprehensive and sustained professional development program;

· the content of the professional development program dovetails with the school’s mission, curriculum, and instructional programs;

· annual professional development plans derive from a data-driven needs-assessment and staff interests;

· professional development places a high priority on achieving the State University Renewal Benchmarks and the school’s Accountability Plan goals;

· teachers are involved in setting short-term and long-term goals for their own professional development activities;
· the school provides effective, ongoing support and training tailored to teachers’ varying levels of expertise and instructional responsibilities; 
· the school provides training to assist all teachers to meet the needs of students with disabilities, English language learners and other students at-risk of academic failure; and 
· the professional development program is systematically evaluated to determine its effectiveness at meeting stated goals.  


	
	Renewal Question 2

Is the School an Effective, Viable Organization?

	Evidence Category
	State University Renewal Benchmarks

	State University Renewal 
Benchmark 2A

Mission & Key Design Elements
	The school is faithful to its mission and has implemented the key design elements included in its charter.
Elements that are generally present include:
· stakeholders are aware of the mission; 
· the school has implemented its key design elements in pursuit of its mission; and 

· the school meets or comes close to meeting any non-academic goals contained in its Accountability Plan. 

	State University Renewal 
Benchmark 2B

Parents & Students
	Parents/guardians and students are satisfied with the school. 
Elements that are generally present include: 
· the school has a process and procedures for evaluation of parent satisfaction with the school;

· the great majority of parents with students enrolled at the school have strong positive attitudes about it;
· few parents pursue grievances at the school board level or outside the school;

· a large number of parents seek entrance to the school;

· parents with students enrolled keep their children enrolled year-to-year; and
· the school maintains a high rate of daily student attendance.

	State University Renewal 
Benchmark 2C

Organizational Capacity
	The school has established a well-functioning organizational structure with staff, systems, and procedures that allow the school to carry out its academic program.

Elements that are generally present include:

· the school demonstrates effective management of day-to-day operations;

· staff scheduling is internally consistent and supportive of the school’s mission;  

· the school has established clear priorities, objectives and benchmarks for achieving its mission and Accountability Plan goals, and a process for their regular review and revision;

· the school has allocated sufficient resources in support of achieving its goals;

· the roles and responsibilities of the school’s leadership and staff members  are clearly defined; 

· the school has an organizational structure that provides clear lines for accountability;

· the school’s management has successfully recruited, hired and retained key personnel, and made appropriate decisions about removing ineffective staff members when warranted;

· the school maintains an adequate student enrollment and has effective procedures for recruiting new students to the school; and

· the school’s management and board have demonstrated effective communication practices with the school community including school staff, parents/guardians and students.  

	State University Renewal 
Benchmark 2D

Board Oversight


	The school board has worked effectively to achieve the school’s mission and provide oversight to the total educational program.
Elements that are generally present include: 

· the school board has adequate skills and expertise, as well as adequate meeting time to provide rigorous oversight of the school;

· the school board (or a committee thereof) understands the core business of the school—student achievement—in sufficient depth to permit the board to provide effective oversight; 
· the school board has set clear long-term and short-term goals and expectations for meeting those goals, and communicates them to the school’s management and leaders;

· the school board has received regular written reports from the school leadership on academic performance and progress, financial stability and organizational capacity; 
· the school board has conducted regular evaluations of the school’s management (including school leaders who report to the board, supervisors from management organization(s), and/or partner organizations that provide services to the school), and has acted on the results where such evaluations demonstrated shortcomings in performance; 

· where there have been demonstrable deficiencies in the school’s academic, organizational or fiscal performance, the school board has taken effective action to correct those deficiencies and put in place benchmarks for determining if the deficiencies are being corrected in a timely fashion; 
· the school board has not made financial or organizational decisions that have materially impeded the school in fulfilling its mission; and  

· the school board conducts on-going assessment and evaluation of its own effectiveness in providing adequate school oversight, and pursues opportunities for further governance training and development.

	State University Renewal 
Benchmark 2E

Governance
	The board has implemented and maintained appropriate policies, systems and processes, and has abided by them. 

Elements that are generally present include: 
· the school board has established a set of priorities that are in line with the school’s goals and mission and has effectively worked to design and implement a system to achieve those priorities; 
· the school board has in place a process for recruiting and selecting new members in order to maintain adequate skill sets and expertise for effective governance and structural continuity;

· the school board has implemented a comprehensive and strict conflict of interest policy (and/or code of ethics)—consistent with those set forth in the charter—and consistently abided by them through the term of the charter;
· the school board has generally avoided creating conflicts of interest where possible; where not possible, the school has managed those conflicts of interest in a clear and transparent manner;

· the school board has instituted a process for dealing with complaints (and such policy is consistent with that set forth in the charter), has made that policy clear to all stakeholders, and has followed that policy including acting in a timely fashion on any such complaints;

· the school board has abided by its by-laws including, but not limited to, provisions regarding trustee elections, removals and filling of vacancies; 
· the school board and its committees hold meetings in accordance with the Open Meetings Law, and minutes are recorded for all meetings including executive sessions and, as appropriate, committee meetings; and

· the school board has in place a set of board and school policies that are reviewed regularly and updated as needed.


� Source: SUNY Charter School Institute’s Official Enrollment Binder.  (Figures may differ slightly from New York State Report Cards, depending on date of data collection.)


� New York State Education Department does not report special education data by CSD


� Source: Institute Board Records.





