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INTRODUCTION

Rackeround on Charter Schools and the State University

The New York Charter Schools Act of 1998 (“the Act”) calied for the creation of tuition-free public
schools that would operate independently and autonomously of local school districts; schools by
design committed to improving student achievement for all students, particularly those at-risk of
academic failure.

The Act specifies that civic leaders, community groups, educators and/or parents interested in
bringing public school choice to their communities may apply to one of three chartering entities in
the state to open a new charter school: the Board of Trustees of the State University of New York
(the State University Trustees), the New York State Board of Regents {the Regents), or local boards
of education (in New York City, authorizing power is vested in the Chancellor). Additionally,
existing traditional district-operated schools can seek to convert to charter status through their
governing boards of education.

The Charter Schools Institute (the Institute) was established by the State University Trustees to assist
them in their responsibilities under the Act, including reviewing applications to establish charter
schools as well as the review of renewal applications for those schools {as detailed more fully below,
an initial charter is granted for a period of five years only). In each case the Institute makes
recommendations to the State University Trustees. In addition the Institute is charged with providing
ongoing oversight of SUNY authorized charter schools.

Charter schools are public schools in every respect. They are open 10 all children, non-sectarian in
their programs and funded with public tax dollars. Unlike district operated schools, which are run by
a board of education, each public charter school is governed by an independent board of trustees
which is directly responsible for school performance. That board, while independent, is subject to
public oversight. Just as traditional school boards, charter school boards of trustees must adhere to
New York State’s Freedom of Information and Open Meetings laws, Public charter schools and their
boards are also subject to oversight and monitoring. In the case of SUNY authorized schools, that
monitoring is conducted by the Institute. Additionally, all public charter schools in New York State
are jointly subject to inspection and oversight by the State Education Department (SED) on behalf of
the Board of Regents. As such, charter schools, though free from many mandates, are more
accountable to the public than district-run schools.

Charter schools are also accountable for performance. In exchange for the freedom from many state
rules and regulations that the Act provides, a public charter school receives a charter, or contract, of
up to five years and must meet stated student performance goals that are set forth in its
Accountability Plan, as well as standards regarding its fiscal, legal and organizational effectiveness
within the charter period, or risk losing its charter or not having its charter renewed. This tradeott—
freedom from rules and regulations in exchange for unprecedented accountability for student
performance, and real consequences for failure—is one of the most significant differences between
public charter schools and other public schools administered by traditional school districts.

The State University Trustees’ Qversight Process

The State University Trustees, jointly with the Board of Regents, are required to provide oversight
sufficient to ensure that each charter school that the Trustees have authorized is in compliance with
applicable law and the terms of its charter. The Institute, together with the State Education
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Department, monitors compliance through a monitoring plan (which is contained in the schools’
charter itself) and other methods.

In addition to monitoring a school’s compliance with the law, the State University Trustees view
their oversight responsibility more broadly and positively. Accordingly, they have adopted policies
that require the Institute to provide ongoing evaluation of charter schools authorized by them. By
providing this oversight and feedback, the State University Trustees and the Institute seek to
accomplish three goals.

The first goal is to facilitate improvement. By providing substantive information about the school’s
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 to recognize those strengths and weaknesses. Of course,

whether the school actually takes corrective actions, and more importantly, effective corrective
action, remains the school’s responsibility given that it is an independent and autonomous school.

The second goal is to disseminate information about the schoo!’s performance beyond the school’s
professional staff and governing board to all stakeholders, including parents and the larger
community in which the school is located. Ideally this information, including the present report,
should help parents make choices about whether a school is serving their children well and/or is
likely to continue to do so in the future. For this reason, this report (and others like it) 18 posted on the
Institute’s website and the school is asked to inform parents of its posting. By providing parents with
more information, the State University hopes to enhance the market accountability to which charters
are subject: if they do not attract and retain sufficient numbers of students who want the product they
are providing, they cannot survive.

The third goal is to allow the Institute to build a database of the school’s progress over time. By
evaluating the school periodically, the Institute is better able to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses
of a school—and the likelihood for continued success or failure. Having information based on past
patterns, the Institute and the State University Trustees are better positioned to make
recommendations and a decision on whether a school’s charter should be renewed. In turn, a school
will also have a far better sense of where they stand in the eyes of its authorizer.

Inspection Visits and Reports'

A central component of the Institute’s evaluative oversight system is a schedule of periodic visits to
and inspections of charter schools, resulting in letters and reports to the school’s board of trustees.
This inspection report is a product of one of those visits.

In evaluating schools at renewal and on a regular and ongoing basis, the Institute uses a series of
benchmarks that cover not only the strength of the academic program but the strength and
effectiveness of the organizational and fiscal policies, structures and procedures that the school has
instituted at the time of the visit (“the Renewal Benchmarks”). How these benchmarks are used (and
which are used) varies, depending on the specific year of the visit as well as whether the school is in
its initial renewal cycle (the first five years) or, having been renewed one or more times, in
subsequent renewal cycles.

! More information on the Institute’s schoo} oversight and evaluation system may be found online at
htip://www.newvc}rkcharters.org]sehoolSPubsRe;)oris.him.

(%)
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In particular, the Institute uses a subset of the Renewal Benchmarks to review the effectiveness of a
charter school’s academic programs, e.g., the strength of a school’s internal assessment system, the
rigor of its pedagogical approach, and the breadth and focus of the school’s curricutum. This subset,
Renewal Benchmarks 1.B-1.F, is often referred to as the “Qualitative Education Benchmarks,” or
“QEBs.” In the formative years of a school (generally the first three years of operation), the QEBs
are important precisely because the quantitative indicators of academic achievement, i.e., students’
performance on standardized tests (especially the state’s 3" - 8" grade testing program and Regents
assessments), are generally few in number and difficult to interpret. The qualitative indicators serve
as proxy indicators, therefore, for student asscssment data sets that are necessarily limited and
incipient. Moreover, only by using these qualitative indicators can the Institute provide feedback not
only on how the school is doing but also why itis succeeding or failing.”

Over time, and particularly at the school’s initial repewal (and subsequent renewals thereafter), the
quantitative indicators (as defined by Renewal Benchmark 1.A, the school’s progress in meeting its
academic Accountability Plan goals) take on paramount importance and the gualitative indicators
concordantly diminish in importance. This is consonant with the fact that charter schools must
demonstrate results or face non-renewal, However, while subsequent renewal decisions are based
almost solely by the school’s progress toward meeting its academic Accountability Plan goals during
the charter period, the Institute continues to use the Qualitative Education Benchmarks in its
evaluation of charter schools. The reason for this is that it can give the school, parents, and other
stakeholders information not only on how the school is doing but perhaps the reasons for its lack of
performance (if such is the case).

This inspection report includes a review of academic attainment and improvement based on the
school’s performance on state and other assessments. The School Performance Review provides an
evaluation of the school’s academic achievement in the context of Renewal Benchmark 1A. Because
of the timing of the release of state assessment data, the review is based on test results from the
school year preceding the date of the schoo] visit upon which the evidence for the Qualitative
Education Benchmarks is based.” The narrative refers to School Performance Summaries which
follow the School Performance Review section. These one page summarics present a synopsis of the
Accountability Plan outcome measures in English language arts and mathematics and the school’s
performance against these measures over a three year time period:”

e Measure 1 (absolute) shows the grade level and aggregate performance on the state test of
both all students and students enrolled in at least their second year.

e Measure 2 (absolute) presents the school’s Performance Index (PI) measured against the
Annual Measurable Objective (AMO) set by the state’s NCLB accountability system. The P1
is derived by adding together the percentage of students at Levels 2 and above and the
percentage at Levels 3 and above.

2 More often. of course. schools do not succeed or fail so much as parts of the highty complex organization are working well and
parts are not.

3 Not all schools will have state test results because the state only administers tests in certain grades; state English language arts
and mathematics tests are administered to grades 3-8, science tesis in grades 4 and 8, and social studies tests in grades 5 and 8.

4 In indicating whether a performance measure has been met, the summaries only present a strict, narrow accounting; they do not
show whether the school came close to meeting a measure or the relative weight of each measure for gauging student progress.
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e Measure 3 (comparative) compares the performance of charter school students enrolled in at
least their second year to all students in the same tested grades in the local school district.
For instance, a grades 5-8 charter school would compare only its grades 6-8 results to the
same tested grades in the district because students in its 5th grade were only in their first year
at the charter school.

o Measure 4 (comparative) compares the actual overall performance of the school to the
predicted level of performance of similar schools statewide using a regression analysis based
on free lunch statistics. The Effect Size is a statistical measure calculated by dividing the
difference between the actual and predicted outcomes by the standard deviation difference.

e Measure 5 (value added) shows both the number of grade level cohorts that achieved their
target as well as the overall performance of all cohort students combined. If the baseline is
above 50 NCE, then the target is an increase of any amount.

The Renewal Cycle and the Timing of School Inspection Visits

Because some schools take planning years before opening (during which time their five-year charter
continues to run as if they had opened) and/or receive rencwal charter terms of Iess than five years,
the number of years that a school has been in operation is not always co-terminus with the number of
years that a school has provided instruction. Thus for example, a school that is in its seventh year of
operation may be facing initial renewal, having previously received a short-term planning year
renewal for a period of time equivalent to the number of planning years the school took. It will
therefore receive a renewal visit, whereas another school that did not take any planning years and
was renewed for five years would be in the second year of its second five-year charter. This school
would therefore not receive a renewal visit but rather an evaluation visit and inspection report, which
all schools in that position receive.

As such, each of the Institute’s inspection reports contains a chart indicating the years the school has
been in operation, the year of its present charter period, when it has been renewed and for how long,
and the feedback that has been previously issued to the school. This chart is set forth in the following
section.

The Present Report

The information contained within this report is the result of evidence obtaining during the Institute’s
visit to the school conducted in the spring of the school’s second year of instruction of its first or
second charter term. In addition to this introduction, the report includes a brief description of the
school, conclusions and analysis from the present visit, the Renewal Benchmarks, and, finally, data
on the visit, including identities of the school inspectors and the date of the visit.

The report reflects the observations and findings from the one-day inspection visit conducted
typically by a two- to four-member team comprised of Institute staff, and, in some cases, outside
experts. Consistent with the Institute’s evaluation process throughout the life of the charter, Institute
visitors seek evidence of effectiveness in key areas: the academic success of the school including
teaching and learning (curriculum, instruction and assessment) and the effectiveness and viability of
the school as an organization, including such items as board operations and student order and
discipline. Issues regarding compliance with state and federal laws and regulations may be noted
(and subsequently addressed), and where the Institute finds serious deficiencies in particular relating
to student health and safety it may take additional and immediate action; however, monitoring
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compliance is not the principal purpose of the visit. The same is true with issues pertaining to the
fiscal soundness of the school. Evaluation visits typically include an interview with the school board,
the school leader, classroom visitations, in addition to the review of other school-based documents.

Keeping this Report in Context

In reviewing this report, readers should keep in mind that charter schools face a variety of challenges
as they mature, and not all charter schools address each challenge at the same pace. The State’
University and the Institute recognize the difference between the challenges of starting-up a school
and those involved in sustaining its viability and effectiveness over the long-term, as well as the
differences in the richness of student assessment data available for a school which has recently
opened compared to a school which has been in operation for an extended time. In reviewing this
report, readers should keep in mind that charter schools face major challenges in the first few years
of their charter. These challenges include:

e establishing a positive, academically focused school culture that provides high expectations,
support and encouragement for students and teaching staff, and any necessary remediation for
students;

e establishing operational and communication patterns with the governing school board of trustees,
as well as communication patterns with staff, parents and the community;

o setting up sound fiscal processes and procedures;

e establishing the school in often less-than-ideal facilities, without ready access to facilities funding
mechanisms available to district administered public schools;

e creating an environment with strong instructional leadership where teachers receive timely
professional development to address changing student needs;

o ensuring that all staff are familiar with and consistently use an effective system for behavior
management; and

e retaining qualified staff and minimizing the frequency and rate of any staff turnover by
understanding the reason for it, and providing replacement staff with an orientation to the school
and its program, as well as the necessary professional development.

Readers should also keep in mind the inherent limitations of a one-day visit, which provides only a
snap-shot of the school on visit day. While the Institute is confident that the majority of its
observations are valid, in that they reflect an underlying reality about the school’s academic and
organizational structures, they are not perfect or error-free.

For the reasons above, and because of the inherent complexity of an organization such as a school,
this report does not contain a rating or a single comprehensive indicator that would indicate at a
glance the school’s prospects for renewal. 1t does, however, summarize the various strengths of the
school and the areas that the inspection team found in need of improvement. To the extent
appropriate and useful, we encourage school hoards to use the inspection team’s conclusions in

planning school improvement efforts.
While there is no one rating that the Institute gives as a result of a single-day visit, it is important to

note that where the inspection team identifies area after area with not just room for improvement but
significant and severe deficiencies, and few, if any, countervailing strengths, the difficulty that the
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school may have in presenting a compelling case for renewal is likely to be substantially increased
and this fact may well be noted. Conversely, where the inspection team finds that strengths
outnumber weaknesses in both quantity and quality, the schoot is likely to be better positioned to
build a strong case for renewal. So, too, this fact may be noted.

In sum, then, we urge all readers to review the entire report and not to take a particular comment in
the report about the school out of context.

Finally, we note that this report cannot serve its three functions (providing data to the school to use
for its potential improvement; disseminating information to stakeholders; and gathering data so that
the Institute may come to renewal with a richer set of evidence) unless the report is not only
unsparingly candid regarding the observations that the Institute has made, but also focused on those
areas that are potentially in need of improvement rather than those accomplishments that the school
has accumulated to date.

While this level of what can reasonably be termed brutal honesty is necessary, as is the focus on
areas for improvement, readers should remember that almost no other entity in education is held to
such a high standard of review. This is especially true of public schools that traditional districts and
Boards of Education oversee. In so saying, the Institute does not ask the reader to make excuses for
schools that are not succeeding—and the Institute’s accountability system does not and will not—but
we do note that providing this level of accountability, which almost every charter school welcomes
and even advocates for, represents in and of itself a revolution in how public education is governed.
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SCHOOL DESCRIPTION

The Board of Trustees of the State University of New York approved the application of The Merrick
Academy — Queens Public Charter School (“Merrick Academy™) on January 21, 2000, and the
charter was issued by the Board of Regents on May 4, 2000. Originally housed in temporary space
in Springfield Gardens, the school opened in September of 2000 with an enroliment of 121 students
in Kindergarten through second grade. The school added one grade each year through the original
charter term, reporting an enrollment of 448 students in grades kindergarten through six for the
2004-05 school year. The school is currently Jocated at 207-01 Jamaica Avenue in Queens Village.

Merrick Academy submitted an Application for Charter Renewal in the fali of 2004 and was granted
a full-term, five-year charter renewal by the State University Trustees on March 1, 2005. The
school’s original Application for Charter Renewal included a request to provide instruction in grades
kindergarten through eight. In their renewal decision, the State University Trustees limited the
school’s authority to provide instruction within the renewal term to grades kindergarten through five
only, due to a weak academic program in grades five and six as well as a nominally complete
instructional and staffing plan for the upper grades. On May 24, 2005, however, the State University
Trustees authorized the school to once again add grade six for the remainder of the Renewal Charter
term following a more detailed request for a change in program from the school.

The mission of The Merrick Academy — Queens Public Charter School as stated in the school’s
Renewal Charter is as follows:

To create one of the finest public schools in America through use of the charter school
process; to serve the “at risk” children of Springfield Gardens and Jamaica, Queens; and to
create a role model for charter public school design that can be replicated in disadvantaged
neighborhoods everywhere.

The Board of Trustees of Merrick Academy contracts with Victory Schools, Inc. (“Victory
Schools™), a for-profit management partner to provide educational services. For an annual fee,
Victory Schools provides the following services to the school: design and implementation of the
educational program; selecting and acquiring instructional and curricular materials; designing,
implementing, and monitoring professional development activities; business, personnel and payroll
services and facility management; budgeting and financial reporting services; and insurance
procurement.

Key design elements for Merrick Academy as stated in the school’s Application for Charter Renewal
include the following:

e A commitment to the students, parents and the southeast Queens community to provide an
academic program that will prepare students to meet and exceed New York State
performance standards;

e Curriculum in English language arts and mathematics includes scientifically-based research
to support its success;

e The use of data to inform instruction and in providing differentiated instruction to support
individual student needs;
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Establishment of a learning community where teachers use student work, research and best

practice to improve student performance and teachers’ skill;

A comprehensive professional development program informed by a needs assessment and
completed by teachers, the principal and management partner;

Strong student summer homework program to address the regression in learning that occurs
over the summer;

A two and one-half hour block of instruction based on balanced literacy, including a readers’
and writer’s workshop, as modeled by the National Writing Project and Great Source Writing

Program;

One hour and thirty minutes of daily mathematics instruction based on Everyday
Mathematics, a curriculum resource aligned with the New York Learning Standards and
assessments, with significant opportunities for enrichment and experiential learning; and

Comprehensive and rigorous assessment process, including components for pre-assessment,
unit, mid-year and end-of-year tests.

School Year (2006-07)

182 days

School Day (2006-07)

7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.

Enrollment
Original Revised Actual Original | Revised Actual

Chartered | Chartered Enrollment® Chartered | Grades Grades | Complying

Enrollment | Enrollment Grades Served Served
2000-01 350 125 121 K-2 K-2 K-2 YES
2001-02 450 173 169 K-4 K-3 K-3 YES
2002-03 550 330 348 K-6 K-4 K-4 YES
2003-04 650 400 400 K-8 K-5 K-35 YES
2004-05 750 450 448 K-10 K-6 K-6 YES
2005-06 475 500 500 K-5 K-6 K-6 YES
2006-07 500 523 461 K-35 K-6 K-6 YES
2007-08 500 K-5
2008-09 500 K-5
2009-10 525 K-5

% 7:30 to $:00 a.m. is used as a breakfast period.

é Actal enrollment per the Institute’s Official Enraliment Table. Note that the NYSED 2004-05 School Report Card, upon

which the Free and Reduced lunch and student demographic figures are calculated, cited the following enrollment totals: 2002~
(03: 349: 2003-04: 397; 2004-05: 439. The NYSED 2005-06 database cited an enrollment of 498 students.
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2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006
Race/Ethnicity No. of % of No. of % of No. of % of No. of % of
Students | Enroll. Students | Enroll, Students | Enroll. Students | Enroll.
American Indian,
Alaskan, Asian, or 2 0.6% 3 (0.8% 3 0.7% 0 %
Pacific Islander
Black (Not
Hispanic) 336 96.3% 393 99.0% 435 99.1% 496 99.9%
Hispanic 10 2.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 0.1%
White 1 0.3% 1 0.3% 1 0.2% 0 0.0%
Source: NYSED 2004-05 Report Card (2002-03, 2003-04, 2004-03), NYSED Database (2005-06)
2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006
Free/Reduced No. of % of No. of % of No. of %% of No. of % of
Lunch Studenis | Enroll. Students | Enroll. Students | Enroll. Stedents | Enroll.
Eligible for Free
Lunch 175 50.1% 181 45 6% 186 42 4% 171 34.3%
Eligible for
Reduced Lunch 71 20.3% 78 197% 124 28.3% 131 26.3%
Source: NYSED 2004-05 Report Card (2002-03, 2003-04, 2004-03), NYSED Database (2005-06)
School Charter History
School Year of Evaluation Feedback .
Charter Year Year Operation Visit to School Other Actions Taken
. ) Prior Action letter,
Original Charter |55 9 1 YES End-of-Year
1st Year )
Evaluation Report
Original Charter d End-of-Year
. Am
2" Year 2001-02 - YES Evaluation Report
Original Charter nd End-of-Year
3 Year 2002-03 3 YES Evaluation Report
Original Charter th
4% Vear 2003-04 4 NO
Granted full Charter
Renewal for period of
. ... five years with
Original Charter | 540, o5 s YES Initial Renewal conditions; University
5" Year Report T
rustees approve request
for change in program to
add grade six
Renetal Charter 2005-06 6 NO
1 Year
Renewal Charter h End-of-Year
2™ Year 2006-07 7 YES Evaluation Report
10




SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS EVALUATION VISIT

On February 8, 2005, the Charter Schools Institute recommended that the State University Board of
Trustees approve the application for renewal of the Merrick Academy - Queens Public Charter
School and renew the school’s charter for a period of five years with the following conditions: 1) the
school provide instruction in grades Kindergarten through six with an enroliment of 450 for any
portion of the 2004-05 school year; and 2) thereafter the school’s authority to provide
instruction is limited to grades Kindergarten through five with a maximum enrollment in each
such year of 570 students.

The rationale for the charter renewal decision was explained in the Renewal Report and is
summarized below.

In its first charter, Merrick Academy met many of its outcome measures. The school posted positive
results in meeting the absolute and comparative goals of student achievement contained within its
Accountability Plan as measured by New York State assessments in English language arts,
mathematics and science. As measured by a nationally-normed standardized achievement test, the
Towa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), Merrick Academy’s students generally scored at grade level.

Over the life of the charter, many elements of Merrick Academy’s academic program were
successful. In the first three years of the school’s charter, classroom instruction at Merrick Academy
was well suited to the elementary grade levels that the school served. However, observations during
the renewal visit (and the one-day follow-up visit in December 2004) revealed a degree of
inconsistency in instruction, especially in fifth and sixth grades. Over the term of the charter, the
school had an internal assessment program that included teacher-developed rubrics, yet had not
developed a system of assessment that ensured consistency of use within and across grades. The
student code of conduct, as written, was sufficient but as implemented had not yet fully supported a
rigorous learning environment. Merrick Academy’s fine arts program provided strong enrichment
and augmentation by drawing the community into the school and expanding the knowledge, skill,
and depth of understanding for the humanities in its students. By the fifth year of the charter, the
instructional demands of upper elementary and lower middle school grades, as well as a new
curriculum, necessitated a stronger professional development program. As a result, the school
stakeholders determined they needed to create an additional leadership position focused specifically
on raising the rigor of instruction at the upper elementary and early middle school grades.

Merrick Academy continued to benefit from the Jeadership of a majority of members of its founding
board and its founding principal. Through the leadership of the board and the principal, the school
had successfully worked with their educational management company, Victory Schools, to build not
only an instructional program, but to create a facility suitable to the school’s needs. This
corresponded with strong parent support for the school. Over the life of the Merrick Academy
charter, the board had provided adequate financial oversight and had posted evidence of making
decisions that furthered the school’s mission, program and goals. The school had consistently and in
a timely fashion met its financial reporting requirements and maintained appropriate internal
controls. However, the board had not fully implemented effective financial oversight and the
school’s financial condition had been generally weak but stable.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

At the time of the inspection visit, academic performance data was available through the 2005-06
school year. Based on 2005-06 results, the school was not meeting its goals in either English
language arts or mathematics. Limited results suggested it was achieving its goal in sociaj studies,
and the school reported science results were unavailable. In addition, the school was deemed to be in
good standing under the state’s NCLB accountability system.

Since the time of its charter renewal in 2005, the school has made some strides in instructional
leadership, however, inspectors found limited instructional coaching in the classroom and limited
support for inexperienced teachers. In its second charter period Merrick Academy created an
additional instructional leadership position ostensibly to support instruction in the upper grades.
Although the school leaders conduct regular formal and informal classroom observations, in
interviews teachers indicated they most often look to their peers for support and expressed the need
for more substantive supervision, i.e., coaching and instructional guidance. Merrick Academy
continues to partner with Victory Schools to provide much of its professional development, but from
the teachers’ perspective it is not tied to clear goals or priorities and its impact has not been
evaluated.

At the time of the visit the quality of instruction varied. Some teachers used instructional time
efficiently and, in comparison to the end of the first charter period, classroom management at the
upper grade levels had improved. Behavior management in other classrooms was Jess adequate,
correlating with few observed lessons promoting higher order thinking skills. In addition, the high
turnover of teaching staff has made it difficult for school leaders to develop a coherent approach to
teaching and learning and for teachers to develop professional ties.

Merrick Academy administered external tests to determine the academic level of students new to the
school, and teachers utilized an array of assessments throughout the year to inform instruction. Yet
inspectors found a lack of school-wide procedures regarding use of assessment, mirroring a concern
from the first charter term. While school leaders and the school management company used
assessment data to identify individual teachers’ strengths and weaknesses, it did not appear to be
closely connected with clinical supervision or professional development.

At the time of the visit, the school had a number of interventions for at-risk students, and had focused
on differentiating instruction for students. It had also developed “academic intervention plans” for
approximately 25 percent of its students. However, it was not clear who was responsible for
overseeing these plans, and the use of these plans by teachers was found to be inconsistent.

Merrick Academy has created an inviting learning environment. Classroom displays and hallways

were rich with student academic work and student-generated artwork. The facility was well-
maintained and included an impressive science lab. :
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PREVIOUS SCHOOL YEARS’ PERFORMANCE REVIEW

The following review of academic attainment and improvement (Benchmark [A) is based on
assessment results and other data from the 2005-06 school year, although data is presented from the
two previous years as well.

Summary: The school did not meet its goals in either English language arts or mathematics in 2005-
06. Its science results were unavailable and limited results suggested it was achieving its goal in
social studies. The school was deemed in good standing under the state’s No Child Left Behind
accountability system.

English Language Arts: In 2003-04 when 4" prade students took the state exam, just under half of
the students scored at the proficient level. The next year this increased to 71 percent. In 2005-06,
when students in grades 3-6 were tested, 50 percent were proficient. Over these three years the
school achieved the Annual Measurable Objective (AMO) set by the state’s NCLB accountability
system, but only outperformed the local district in 2004-05. In that same year the school performed
slightly better than predicted in comparison to similar schools statewide; in 2005-06, however, it did
considerably worse than predicted. In terms of its value added measure in 2005-06, none of the six
cohorts achieved their target on the lowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS). Overall the school has shown a
decline in each year from 2003-04 through 2005-06; however, in 2005-06 it did finish the year just at
grade level.

Mathematics: In 2003-04 on the 4™ grade state test 59 percent of students were proficient, rising to
73 percent the following year. In 2005-06 only 54 percent of students in grades 3-6 were proficient.
The school has achieved the AMO in each year from 2003-04 through 2005-06. While the school
performed about the same as the local school district in 2004-05, in 2003-04 and 2005-06 the district
outperformed the school. Moreover, in both 2004-05 and 2005-06 the school performed
considerably worse than predicted in comparison to similar schools statewide. On its value added
measure two out of six cohorts achieved their target on the ITBS and overall the school was slightly
below grade level in each year between 2003-04 and 2005-06.

Science: The school reported results were unavailable.

Social Studies: In 2003-04 on the 5 grade state exam, 73 percent of students were proficient,
decreasing to 67 percent in 2004-05 and then rising to 83 percent in 2005-06. Comparative data for
the local district were unavailable.

No Child Left Behind: The school is deemed to be in Good Standing under the state’s NCLB
Accountability system.

Optional Goals: Based on parent survey results, the school came close to meeting its parent
satisfaction goal regarding attendance and retention. Although the parent survey results suggested a
positive attitude towards the school, without knowing the response rate it is impossible to determine
whether this is representative of the parent population. The school also reported meeting its goals for
organizational viability and fiscal soundness.

Note: The following two pages present School Performance Summaries that provide data addressing
the required Accountability Plan outcome measures for English language arts and mathematics and
the school’s performance against these measures. Please refer to the “Inspection Visits and Reports™
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section of the Introduction for full definitions of the measures used and details about the tables
themselves.

Charter Schools Institute - Evaluation Report

14



¢l 1403y HODIIDAT - DINHISU] SJOOYIS A3L0Y )
P o0os  ¥SS €88 9ie bozey Gl PG 26T P ogov  ger Sy 92
e : ) o : e weXD B1E1S BL UO JuSIDnOSd JuSDed
m Jinsoy u&mum.ﬁ aseg N : HNsoy u&@kﬂ.—- aseg N ! nsay wmmhﬂ._., asey N G/ JO 1S9] paOUSISIR] LWIoU B U0
ON | 910 0 o1 : j0 9z m 0 Gz JON 0¢ pue aulsseq siesh snojaasd
T —— : L aU) Usamiaq asuasayip |yl Jley auc AQ
Wﬁem‘_ml_, Bupiely sUoUoD  sapeln w«mmzﬂ. Bupjely sHoLHOD  Ssapesn wumm..m._. Bunely suoyon  sepels) 20Npad M 1OUOD |9A8) opeib Yyoes g
SHil UsSSassy Sdil jusuussassy Sell UsISsassy ERGEY ENTENGLERENR VY
: 8
£'99 1’6y £B8Z P ) . (g 0 1sE8) 1B) BZIQ
- ON :910 8.9 669 L4 1003 |lBWS e 15e9] I8 Ag Wexe 91BIg
: pajolpaild [EMsY N iezig pajdipaid jenjoy  sopelD 8} uo oueuLoped jO (98] peadxe
hoay3 )| PRaOXa [IM |0CYDS BU} Jead yoeg v
! ; g g TOUSIP (800 8y Ul sepelb pa)se) swes
€588 oS g€ : ; 8y} ut s)uapns Jo ey ueyy Jslealb eg
S3A L V65 L ¥ ON ; ¢£'67 sy 4 M WEXD BIB1S BY) U0 € 18A87 sAaoge
WVUIsIg | 1004sg  SepERI Fpmeg jooysg  sapelo omsia jooyag  sepein 10 1e Butiopied pue Jeak puodes
: : 19U 1589 1B Ul PAJJCIUS BIE OUM
! (Bz pus] susanD) uosuedwo) ! {GZ ouIsi sussnD) uosuedwon i (67 Iouisiq susenyy) uosuedwol syuapnis jo Juasiad ay) JeaA yoel ¢
STUNSVIN SNLVHVNOD
all 8 01 g ‘wayshs Apgeinoaoe
saA i Tz 8L o€ : G0N S.2181G U) Ut YKo} 198 2A308fA0
S3A | et 651 4 S3A | £zl i v a|geINSESN [BNUUY BU] 188W M
i ony id sopeio f T OWY Id sopeio i OWv id sopeap | WEXD BIEIS BU} UO XSPil] SoUBULIDLR
i : : ajebaibbe s j00yos o teak yoel 7
ON i (ov2) v0s (es2) ey IV
() (@ 8 i (o ) 8 ;o) (0) 8
) © L :
C{ag) vy (0L viv 9 i : WIEXSD 91E1S HIOA MBN SU) UC ¢ [BAS7]
) ber (vl S0L G SAOGE 40 J& wiopad [ Jeak puodes
P (19) 6vs (5L 9oy v | oN i (e9)zZw (€2 660 v }oN i (eodssy (82) 20§ v 18y} JS€S| 18 Ul PBJI0IUS I8 OUM
b eo) 1ae (w0 g8 ¢ sjuepn}s Jo uadsad ¢/ Jeak yoeg '}
FoAN% (N} % SapeIS PN % (N) % sopesd PN % N % SOpEID SIUNSYIW 3.LNT0SaV
! Siuspnig  sjuspnig sjuapmiy  suapmg SjUapms  sjuspmg
P SJeaA +Z I P sIEOA 42 v [ SIEOA 4T i
TEE 93] PanIBS SSPRID 130 93 'POAIBS SAPRID FETE G-} panIag S8peID)
90-5002 S0-v002 r0-£00¢

yiaf mapy Jo Kisiaarur) a1vag ag |
S1NINSUT SJOOYDS ISIEYT)

|o0oYyog J9jeYD 2ljgnd sussnp-Awspedy Yoo

sy oBenbue ysybug
AYVINIAINS FONVINHOd¥3d TOOHOS



9/ roday HOUDHIDAS - FINSUT SJO0Y2S 19107
o 96v  L'6F  ZO0E P ooy e6F  L6F  9CE i ooy gek OV 8T
S m e Wexa sie)s sy Uo wmoyesd weored
: ynsoy  jobuel  9sEg N ! unsoy  jefliey  eseg N iynsay  jobuey  eseg N g/ JO 1S9} POOUBISBS LWLIOU B UD
ON | g 40 2 ol ; 10 o1 i 10 o1 ADN 0S puUe aulaseq sJesh snoinaid
b : L oL} UISMIBQ SoURISYIP Y] JiBy auo Ag
Mum se] Bunjep spogon  S9pels muam‘_m 1 Buiyep sUouon  sepeld Mummﬁ | Bupie spoyon Sapein 23Npai [IM HOYOS [3A8] opelb yoeg G
: SH1| JUsUIssassy SH11 IUIWSSISEY S]] juswssessy FANSY3N a3aavy AnvAa
ON | 60V 1zl 9¢s €62 P ] . ; (g0 1889] 18) 8218
- . ON W.mm\m. . mwlml m E :tz‘,m(_..i w 1oay3 [lews e jses| je Ag wexa el
i ezg  peIdipaid [ENPPY N ;07§ Poloipaid 1BNOY  SepEiD sy} uo souelLioiad Jo PAR| peadxa
P 1oey3 RELHE S)1 PBB0Xa || J00YoS ey Jesk yoed ¢
8 8 JoUISIp (800} aU3 u) sapelb palse) swes
ON i 09 AT oe W i Y} Ul sjuspMs JO Jey) eyl J2jealt eq
ON : 9% §7L ¥ ON I 599 L85 14 M WIEXD B8}8}G BY) UO € {9AST SAOQE
- smsia loouss $epEID Fousig  joouss  sepein L jomisia | jooyos  sopeln | 10 18 Buluuopad pue Jeak puodss
118U} JSe9| JE Ul PSOIUS Al Oum
i (gz 1oisig suseny) uosuedwo) i {pz 1osig suaanp) uosuedwio) L {pz PUsi( suaanD) (uosuedwo] sjuepn)s jo Juanled ayj Jesh yoeg ¢
STUNSVIN INLVEVANOD
o6 o g g ‘weyshs AlIqenoooe
sani o8 e¥l o€ : E1ON 91818 U} Ul UHO} 188 aAJosIdO
: S3A ! vl 991 14 S3A o€l £5l ¥ BjqEINSESW [ENLUY SU) j98LL IV
i OWY id sapei T Id sopels i oWy Id sepein | WEXS SIE}S BU} O XBpu| S0UBLLIOHS
: : s1ebeibbe s oouos au) Jesd yoeg ¢
ON : (e v¥s (c62)9°€s Ity :
¢ (o) (0) 8 ) (0 8 (o) (o 8
i (o) {0) L :
! () 92z (02) 0'0F 9 : : "WEX SJB)S YIOA MEN 8} UO € [9AS]
(16) 965 (1) 0'9S 5 : ancqe JO 1B unouad |pm 18k pucdes
(09) £15 (pl) 0€S 12 ON : (gpees UL L¥vL 14 ON | (99) 168 (1) 809 ¥ 119y} 1589} JE Ul PBfjoJUa SJE OuMm
b o) pir bl 0FL ¢ : syapns Jo Juensad gz Jesh yoex 'L
T N% (N%  sepRiD L N% (N)%  sepeiD EN % (N)%  sepesD STUNSYAN L1058y
: sjuapnis  suepmig D suepmg  suepms ! sjuepmis  suIPpmM§
I sEeEA +7 nv i SIBOA+Z 1\ i SIBBA 4T w
IETE 931 :paNIBG SIPRID FETTE ) :panISg SBPEID 13N | G4 :PaNISG SPEID

20-500¢

quof man fo Luseanzug) v o4 |
5ININISU] S[OOYDS IOMEY))

S0-v00cC

$0-£00¢2

sonewayey

jooYy2Sg 193iey) dljgnd sueanpd Awapedy 3oLUs

AYVININNS FONVINHO4H3d TOOHOS



BENCHMARK ANALYSIS AND EVIDENCE

Instructional Leadership
Since the time of its charter renewal in 2005, the school had made some strides in instructional

leadership. Specifically, per its plans at the time of renewal, Merrick Academy created an additional
instructional leadership position, the assistant principal, targeted at the upper school in order to
enable the principal to focus on instructional leadership for kindergarten through third grades.
Despite the additional position, at the time of the visit, the school had not yet developed a coherent
program for clinical supervision and professional development, and related goals and priorities were
unclear to staff.

Clinical Supervision: School leaders conducted formal observations once or twice a year. In
addition, teachers reported regular informal classroom observations and “walk-throughs,” and
indicated receiving verbal feedback that focused primarily on classroom appearance, procedures and
behavior management. In interviews teachers expressed the need for more regular coaching to
improve pedagogy and indicated they most often Jook to their peers for support, whether that was the
identified team leader, another teacher at the same grade level, or teachers at other grade levels. The
reliance on other teachers for instructional guidance was a concern given the general inexperience of
the teaching staff. Over half of Merrick Academy’s teachers were in their first or second year of
teaching and the average years of teaching at some grade levels was low, especially at first (1.3
years), second (1 year), third (2 years) and sixth (3.3 years) grades. Grade level teams play an
important role in teacher support; teachers often mentioned planning together and turning to their
team leader for guidance. However, team leaders seemed to have been selected based on their
number of years at the school rather than their capacity to mentor or support other teachers, and it
was not clear their roles had been adequately defined.

New Teacher Support: Merrick Academy did provide some assistance 10 new and inexperienced
teachers, but ongoing systematic support was not apparent. The school provided a professional
development workshop targeted at new teachers, and some of the curricula (English language arts
and social studies) were chosen in order to make detailed teaching guides available to inexperienced
teachers. However, despite one school leader citing the prevalence of inexperienced teachers as
Merrick Academy’s biggest challenge, teachers tended to rely on other teachers, many of whom were
themselves relatively inexperienced. Teachers indicated that the teachers at each grade level are
expected to “support each other” and pointed to Joosely organized weekly team meetings as their
source of support. It was not apparent that the grade level team strategy was effectively developing
teachers’ pedagogical skills.

Professional Development: Merrick Academy provided a range of professional development
opportunities, but they did not appear to be part of a coherent program targeting specific goals.
There was a two week summer session in August of 2006 that focused on the Victory Schools
program and school procedures, and included the opportunity to receive direct assistance from the
curriculum providers (e.g., Scott Foresman, Everyday Math) for one-half to one day. Some of the
new teachers reported that staff development during the summer was not generally geared to the
needs of new or inexperienced teachers, and some new teachers were hired too late to participate.
During the school year Victory Schools continued to provide professional development in the form
of monthly workshops and consultants worked with individual teachers during their prep periods.
Teachers indicated the latter was more prevalent at the beginning of the school year, but teachers also
had access to Victory Schools’ curriculum experts via e-mail and phone.
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According to school leaders, the focus of professional development in the 2006-07 year was the use
of assessment data and differentiated instruction. However, from the perspective of teachers it was
not apparent that professional development was focused around clearly articulated goals or
instructional priorities. For example, a teacher who participated in off-site professional development
expected to be a “turn-key” resource but was never provided with an opportunity to impart
information to fellow staff members. The 2005 Renewal Report stated that Merrick Academy’s
professional development program, carried out by the school management company, had “yet to
provide Merrick Academy teachers with the support, skills, and instructional prowess necessary for
students to consistently achieve at high levels as measured by state standards” (page 32). At the time
of the most recent visit, Merrick Academy had not evaluated the impact of the company’s services,
and it was not clear how professional development was improving teaching and learning. That said,
school leaders indicated they are moving to increase professional development and differentiate it for
new and veteran teachers; in addition, the school is considering hiring a staff developer for the 2007-
(08 school year.

Strategic Planning: The school does not have clearly articulated plans or procedures in a number of
critical areas. For example, there was no clear plan for ongoing support of new teachers, job
descriptions for Cooperating Teachers (CTs) or grade level team leaders. As one staff member said:
“There is no school-wide plan for working with students.” One result of this lack of clarity was
confusion about staff members’ roles. For example, some staff members were unclear about who
was responsible for coordinating the work of their grade-level team. Additionally, school leaders
were not clear about who was managing and overseeing Merrick Academy’s “academic intervention
plans” for at-risk students.

Instruction and Classroom Management

A range of instructional quality and classroom management practices were observed during the visit.
In comparison to observations conducted at the end of the first charter term, Merrick Academy’s
learning environment showed signs of improvement. In discussing grades five and six, the Renewal
Report noted that the student code of conduct had “not fully supported a rigorous learning
environment” (page 11). As observed during the 2006-07 end of year inspection visit, classroom
management remained a struggle in some fifth, but not sixth, grade classrooms.

Several teachers demonstrated skillful classroom management marked by efficient daily routines that
afforded smooth transitions and little loss of instructional time. However, student order and
discipline was less successful in other classrooms. Inspectors observed that in some classrooms
student listlessness and inattention during instructional time resulted in as few as fifteen percent of
students engaged in the teacher’s lesson. In other classrooms, students did not consistently follow
the teacher’s lead. For instance, when attempting to focus the class on the lesson, one teacher would
clap her hands and simultaneously say, ‘one, two, three, four.” Yet only a small percentage of
students shifted their focus despite the teacher using this technique repeatedly.

Difficulties in engaging students correlated with few observed lessons promoting higher order
thinking skills. For example, the focus of a lesson in one lower grade classroom was students
underlining in their workbooks the same phrases that the teacher underlined on the board. Similarly,
in several upper grade classrooms, students copied information from the board daily, entailing in one
class as much as fifteen percent of instructional time. Several other lessons, rather than encouraging
interaction between students and asking challenging questions of students, featured teachers asking
and answering their own questions with students copying those answers at their desks. Inspectors
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noticed that lessons which did not provoke student problem solving skills often occurred in
classrooms marked by less than adequate classroom management.

Assessment

Merrick Academy administers a range of internal and external assessments and utilizes them for a
variety of purposes, yet the inspection team found their use to be inconsistent across classes and
grade Jevels. The school administers the Towa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), Peabody Individual
Achievement Test (PIAT) and Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) to
determine the academic leve! of students new to Merrick Academy. Victory Schools worked with a
school leader to analyze test scores and arrived at teacher-specific analyses of areas in need of
improvement. Several teachers indicated they use Everyday Math, Scott Foresman and Princeton
Review assessments to ascertain students’ academic competerncies throughout the academic year and
provide targeted and differentiated in-class skill remediation. Other teachers indicated they use their
own interim assessments based on a combination of Princeton Review materials, textbook
assessments and internet resources to create and modify their instruction.

Despite the widespread use of assessments, the school lacked clear procedures regarding the use of
interim assessment data. Evidence from staff interviews indicated that, though there were
professional development workshops offering guidance on assessment and how to analyze results,
there was no school-wide policy on which assessments {0 administer and how to use them to inform
instruction throughout the school year. Therefore, the onus fell upon individual teachers and grade-
level teacher teams, which led to irregular assessment practices. For instance, in addition to varying
interim assessments referenced above, evidence indicated that teacher-created writing rubrics
generally did not compliment or consider rubrics in other grades. Some teachers used rubrics that
accompanied curriculum packages, others developed their own rubrics and still others had students
develop tubrics. And as mentioned earlier, teachers utilized varying combinations of interim
assessments. The inconsistent use of assessment is an ongoing challenge for the school, something
noted two years earlier in the Institute’s renewal report: “The school has yet to develop this
[assessment] program into an internal system of assessment that ensures consistency of use within
and across grade levels” (page 11).

Staffing
‘At the time of the visit, Merrick Academy was experiencing high teacher turnover which presented

serious challenges in a number of areas. Notably, several teaching positions experienced turnover
mid-year. As noted previously, the school had filled many positions with relatively inexperienced
teachers. According to the school’s fall 2006 roster, 38 percent of teachers were new to teaching and
an additional 19 percent of staff were only in their second year of teaching. Consequently, many
teachers are unfamiliar with the school’s program, procedures and curriculum, and required
significant support. Lack of peer consistency was especially poignant in teacher interviews. As one
teacher stated, in several years of teaching at Merrick Academy, that teacher had not worked with
another teacher within the respective grade level for more than one year. “which makes it very
difficult to form lasting professional relationships with colleagues.”

At-risk Students

Merrick Academy’s at-risk students received a number of specialized services, including Saturday
school support, Title I in-classroom services, Title 1 after-school assistance, after-school aid provided
by a community based organization, and academic assistance during recess periods. In response o
last year’s drop in student achievement as measured by standardized test scores, Merrick Academy
teachers reported providing differentiated instruction by dividing students into groups based on
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academic ability. Each group reportedly received instruction appropriate to their abilities thus
providing specialized support to the lowest-performing groups. At grade-level meetings, teachers
developed instructional strategies in attempts to maximize these groupings.

However, support for at-risk students was not informed by a coherent, clearly articulated and
managed school-wide plan. School leaders indicated that 25 to 30 percent of their students were
deemed at-risk and “academic intervention plans” had been developed for all of these students,
including those categorized as needing special education services or programs, Title 1 services, and
those not showing improvement. These written plans were intended to be reviewed regularly in
grade-level meetings as well as in monthly pupil personnel meetings overseen by school leaders. In
practice, it was not apparent who was responsible for overseeing this process, what oversight had
occurred during the school year, and whether the implementation and effectiveness of academic
intervention plans had been determined. Evidence suggested it was largely the responsibility of
teachers meeting in grade level teams to develop strategies to meet the needs of at-risk students.
Further, because teachers generally did not utilize the “academic intervention plans” and several
teachers were unaware of the existence of such plans, the extent to which all at-risk students received
the necessary support services was unclear.

Learning Environment

At the time of the inspection visit, Merrick Academy had created an inviting learning environment.
Classroom displays and hallways were rich with student academic work and student-generated
artwork. Photography, produced in grant-funded collaborations between parents and students, was
visible throughout the school. Merrick Academy’s facility was well maintained with suitable rooms,
corridors and furniture. Inspectors also noted that, unlike other schools serving similar grades, the
school possessed a well equipped science lab.
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CONDUCT OF THE VISIT

The Charter Schools Institute conducted the Second Year Visit at Merrick Academy — Queens
Charter School on Thursday, May 24, 2007. Listed below are the names and backgrounds of the
individuals who conducted the visit:

The Charter Schools Institute conducted the Second Year Visit at Roosevelt Children’s Academy
Charter School on May 23, 2007. Listed below are the names and backgrounds of the individuals
who conducted the visit:

Simeon Stolzberg (Team Leader) is a Senior Analyst at the Charter Schools Institute of the State
University of New York. Part of the Institute’s oversight and evaluation team, Mr. Stolzberg
participates in informal, annual and renewal school visits. Mr. Stolzberg also assists in the
development and execution of the Institute's research agenda, performing statistical analyses of
student academic data, and providing technical guidance to schools as needed. 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 stadies in education and political economy,
from Williams College.

Ron Miller, Ph.D., is the Vice President for Accountability at the Charter Schools Institute at the
State University of New York. Dr. Miller was the Educational Accountability Officer for the New
York City Department of Education. After teaching grades three through five in New York City
public schools for seven years, he joined the central offices of the New York City schools, where he
conducted evaluative research and organizational studies. As Director of the Office of School
Planning and Accountability, he worked with school leaders to develop their capacity to use data for
school improvement. In this capacity he developed PASS, a school] performance review system
which was adopted in 600 city schools. Dr. Miller holds an AB degree from the University of
California at Berkeley and a Ph.D. in Applied Anthropology from Columbia University.

Jason L. Sarsfield is a Senior Analyst at the Charter Schools Institute at the State University of New
York. Mr. Sarsfield fulfills a leadership role in informal and annual visits to SUNY authorized
charter schools as well as participates in the charter renewal review process, provides technical
assistance to schools as needed, and contributes to the Institute’s research agenda. Prior to joining
the Institute in January, 2007 Mr. Sarsfield was a Contract Analyst at The Center for Charter Schools
at Central Michigan University — Office of Academic Accountability where he was responsible for
evaluating the academic performance of authorized schools, reviewing school curricula and
educational programs, and measuring progress toward educational goals. While at Central Michigan
University, Mr. Sarsfield worked closely with the Michigan Department of Education on annual
legislative reports, grant reviews, and policy recommendations. Previously, Mr. Sarsfield taught
social studies in grades 7-12 in Michigan and Alaska while also completing curriculum development
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responsibilities and serving as an Advanced Placement Exam Reader for The College Board. Mr.
Sarsfield holds a Bachelor of Science degree in Secondary Education from Northern Michigan
University and is completing the requirements for the Master of Arts Degree in Educational
Leadership from Central Michigan University.

Susan Seymour is a Senior Analyst at the Charter Schools Institute of the State University of New
York. In the past Mrs. Seymour taught pre-kindergarten through 10th grade. From 1996 to 1999 she
worked in the Governor’s Office of Regulatory Reform as an analyst. There she assisted various
state agencies, among others the banking department and the Office of Children and Family Services,
in cutting “red tape” from their New York State regulations. Interested in education reform, she
joined the Charter Schools Institute in 1999. She received her B.S. from The University of Rochester
and her MLA. from Manhattanville College concentrating in Special Education and Reading.

In addition, the Institute was pleased to have the following consultants join the school visit team:

Adam Aberman (Consulting Writer) is Youth Venture’s Director of Global Online Strategy. Mr.
Aberman was the Executive Director and Founder (and currently Board Member) of icouldbe.org,
the non-profit Internet-based career mentoring program that has served over 5,000 teens nationwide
and in Tanzania. Adam is also the Principal and Founder of The Learning Collective, 2 consulting
organization that strengthens practices of youth-serving organizations, Prior to establishing
icouldbe.org, Adam was a Regional Coordinator for the New York City Department of Education.
Adam began his career in education as a Spanish bilingual public school teacher in Los Angeles.
Adam received a B.A. from Vassar College and a Master's in Public Policy, with an emphasis on
Education, from Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government.

William Haft is an independent consultant who specializes in school development and
accountability. He works regularly with the National Association of Charter School Authorizers
(NACSA) where his recent responsibilities have included leading contract development for post-
Katrina charter schools in New Orleans; in-depth training of California Department of Education
staff: and charter school oversight and evaluation guidance for the Los Angeles Unified School
District. Other clients for whom he does school accountability work include Cambridge Education
(NYC Department of Education Quality Reviews), Raza Development Fund (charter school facilities
loan underwriting), and the Colorado Department of Education (charter school application
evaluation). Mr. Haft previously served three year stints as NACSA's Associate Director and as an
attorney in the litigation and education practice groups at Hogan & Hartson, LLP in Washington,
D.C. Before joining the legal ranks, he was a school teacher, administrator and soccer coach at an
independent K-12 school in Colorado. He graduated from Carleton College, holds a J.D. from
Harvard Law School, and recently earned an M.Ed. (Administration) from Arizona State University.
William serves on the Board of Directors of Democracy Prep Charter School in New York City.

Joe Nicolella retired after more than thirty years in the field of education. Atthe time of his
retirement, Mr. Nicolella was the Assistant Superintendent for Human Resources, and as such his
responsibilities included developing and maintaining all staff rosters and procedures for a district of
over1 700 employees; providing leadership and supervision of the district professional development
program; recruiting, selecting and hiring staff; coordinating the development of the district teacher
assessment and evaluation approach; and conducting disciplinary and other hearings, as well as
contract negotiations. Prior to becoming Assistant Superintendent, Mr. Nicolella served as a
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principal at the junior high and middle school level for six years, as director of student services for
three years, as an assistant principal for ten years, and as a science teacher at the middle and high
school levels for over ten years. Since retirement from public education, Mr. Nicolella has served in
the capacity of a supervisor of administrative interns and student teachers at the College of St. Rose,
as an interim coordinator of special education, and as acting lead principal for three middle schools.
For nearly three years, he also has been a consultant for the Charter Schools Institute, with a primary
responsibility to review and critique curriculum documents submitted to the Institute as a part of the
initial charter school application process, charter renewal, or change in program. Mr, Nicolella has
earned a Bachelor and Master of Science degrees in Education. He also holds a Master of Science in
Advanced Classroom Teaching and a Specialist in Curriculum and Instruction. Mr. Nicolella has also
completed all coursework for the doctorate in Curriculum and Instruction. All of his professional
training was completed at the University at Albany.
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