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Background                                                                                                                                                            In 2010 public officials and education leaders across the nation were striving to outline new policies and strategies to improve educational opportunities for children by redesigning a wide range of traditional practices. These strategies included better measures of school quality. Using these better measures, leaders were looking for effective strategies to increase the number of good schools available to students in a community, by closing weak schools and replacing them with new schools based on proven models.

Many looked to the charter school sector to develop new strategies for performance management, replication, and closure. Some communities had developed a more strategic “portfolio” approach integrating thoughtful approaches to performance management, replication, and closure into a single system for managing quality. In other cities, however, authorizers had strong practices in one or two of these elements, but not all three. And in many cases, authorizers did not have thoughtful policies and practices (much less integrated policies and practices) in any of these areas.

In 2009, the findings from NACSA’s annual survey of authorizers confirmed that most authorizers have only some policies and practices in place.  For example,

· Among the largest authorizers in the country, those with 10 or more charter schools, who should be more likely to solicit new charter school proposals than smaller authorizers, only 35% reported issuing annual requests for proposals for new charter schools;

· Approximately one in ten large authorizers (10%) reported that they do not have written contracts with their schools that specify performance standards that are used for the basis of renewal;

· Among all of the nation’s 800+ authorizers, approximately one in six (16%) reported that they do not consider a school’s AYP status when making renewal decisions; 

· A small but troubling 6% of all authorizers reported that they never monitor their schools’ financial practices; and

· Approximately one in five of all authorizers (19%) did not have defined criteria and processes for intervening in a low-performing school.

The gaps in these practices covered hundreds of authorizers that work with thousands of schools, affecting hundreds of thousands of students. In addition to quantitative data collected through NACSA’s annual survey, NACSA’s years of extensive qualitative experience reinforced and further illuminated the gaps in authorizers’ practices. NACSA’s experiences around the nation revealed that while most authorizers had some form of performance accountability policies and practices in place, those policies and practices leave considerable room for improvement. 

Regardless of how well performance expectations were defined, many authorizers still needed to establish clear processes for collecting, evaluating, and acting on performance data. Schools, students, and families did not know in advance what the timelines and processes would be for making decisions, and neither did the staff or decision-making board of the authorizing agency. These undefined processes created a hardship for quality schools and were a significant barrier to efforts to close weak schools, which sometimes stayed open simply because the authorizer had not established a fair process.

Also, most authorizers needed to establish proactive policies and practices to encourage the creation of new schools through replication of existing, high-quality schools. These policies and practices could include pre-qualification of high-quality Charter Management Organizations (CMO) that would enable better long-term planning by the CMO, financial assistance for start-up costs, and the provision of facilities.

While NACSA evaluated the practices of authorizers through national data surveys and first-hand experience, the need for improvement could also be seen in the weaknesses of state laws across the country. In 2009 the National Alliance for Public Charter Schools rated state charter school laws on a variety of factors, including provisions to support performance measures, replication, and closure decisions. For charter application processes, which include provisions to support the replication of high-quality charter schools, no state law received a top rating of four points from the Alliance and only two states received the second-highest rating of three points.  All other state laws received scores of zero, one, or two points.  For statutory provisions related to the presence of clear performance measures, no states received a top rating and only three states received the second-highest rating. For statutory provisions related to clear renewal processes, one state received a top rating of four points while eight received a rating of three points.  The opportunities to improve state policies on performance management, closure, and replication were considerable.


All of the evidence revealed repeated gaps and weaknesses in the policies and practices of states and authorizers that support performance management, closure, and replication. These weaknesses affected the quality of educational opportunities available to millions of children. In the face of these weaknesses and their impact, the demand and urgent need for stronger performance management, closure, and replication strategies was as high as ever.

Purpose and Goals                                                                                                                                                      The goal of PMRC was to increase the number of states and authorizers with charter school replication and closure policies and practices that are aligned to and driven by a comprehensive and integrated research-based school performance management model.  

As a result of the project, NACSA broadened dissemination and implementation of strong practices by authorizers and stronger policies by lawmakers in each of the key areas of performance management, closure, and replication.  NACSA and its partners provided governors, legislatures, state education agencies, and school districts the tools they needed to apply the charter sector concepts of performance measurement, accountability, closure, and replication to the traditional public education sector.  In effect, these tools were developed to create opportunities to establish more quality charter schools.  Once those charter schools are established, they need to operate under clear performance measures, renewal criteria, and processes.  If successful, these charters will have the opportunity to replicate to serve even more children.  

Thus, the project would serve to improve the charter sector itself by establishing professional policies and practices within the sector, expand the charter sector by creating greater opportunities for replication, and transform the entire public education sector by creating a dynamic system that is constantly evaluating the quality of schools available to children, closing those that are weakest, and creating new schools that are based on successful models.                               

Challenges                                                                                                                                              
The largest challenges NACSA encountered were during the implementation of PMRC policies and practices with demonstration site authorizers, Atlanta Public Schools (APS), Ball State University (BSU), Metro Nashville Public Schools (MNPS), and New Jersey Department of Education (NJDOE).  On the whole, these four authorizers struggled with capacity to implement significant changes quickly, engagement of stakeholders (primarily their schools) through modifications to performance management systems and school closures, making and upholding decisions to close schools, and encouraging replication.  APS and MNPS also ran into unique challenges related to their positions as district authorizers.

Though the four demonstration sites varied in terms of size of charter portfolios, organizational structures, and staffing, all four struggled to have the capacity to make significant changes to their authorizing policies and practices in a short timeframe.  NACSA was able to customize the PMRC offerings and implementation timelines to work with authorizers’ needs and constraints, and the PMRC grant allowed authorizers to speed up their implementation.  NACSA provided authorizers with documents to use as starting points and frequently helped the authorizers adapt the documents to their situations.  NACSA also provided individuals to take the lead on closure logistics for NJDOE and MNPS, and with NJDOE, NACSA also provided a full-time employee through NACSA’s Fellows Program to assist with implementation of new PMRC practices.  When NACSA started working with demonstration sites, implementation plans were ambitious and included doing exponentially more than ultimately accomplished, but a slow and steady approach has led to deeper engagement and a more reasonable workload for authorizers such that implementation is more likely to continue after the grant than if authorizers were pushed to cover more but less deeply.

In order for authorizers to make their performance management systems more rigorous and begin closing more poor-performing schools, authorizers had to do significant work to engage their stakeholders, particularly their charter schools, in the performance framework and contract development processes.  Authorizers who did not bring their schools into the process early on struggled to get schools to sign onto new systems.  For example, while NJDOE did a good job of involving schools in the development of new performance frameworks, it did not engage the schools nearly as much in the development of a new charter contract.  NJDOE had to spend several months working with schools to gain trust and ultimately get school buy-in and signatures on the new contract.  This proved much more difficult after the fact than if they had engaged stakeholders on the front end.  Similarly, though BSU engaged schools heavily in the performance framework development process, when they immediately used the new performance management system to close schools, schools felt that this was coming from out of the blue and fought the closures.  Closure should never be a surprise to schools, as an authorizer with a quality performance management system should be notifying the schools at least annually of their performance and likelihood to get renewed.  BSU thought that they had communicated with schools, but when it came time to announce non-renewal decisions, BSU learned that they could have done more.  BSU has learned from this experience; for the 2014 renewal process, BSU started meeting with schools over a year in advance of renewal decisions to walk them through the renewal process and discuss the schools’ odds for renewal.  This same process has already been initiated with schools up for renewal in 2015, and a meeting is scheduled with every school at least annually to discuss performance to make sure that closure never comes as a surprise again.

All four authorizers, and authorizers nationwide, had difficulty making closure decisions.  It is never easy to decide to close charter schools, but the tools that NACSA helped authorizers develop, such as performance frameworks, charter contracts, and closure documents, have helped them make stronger, more evidence-based closure decisions.  Still, the decisions were never easy.  BSU, who had historically had a large number of poor-performing schools in its portfolio, had to figure out where to draw the line for which schools should close and which should stay open, as closing the majority of schools all at once was neither logistically feasible nor likely a wise move in terms of being able to adequately support students to transition to different, hopefully better schools.  Ultimately, BSU decided to non-renew seven schools, and two additional schools chose to close themselves.  NJDOE also faced the fact that so many schools were closed in a given community that they determined that additional closures would be worse for students and thus allowed some schools to be taken over by high-performing charter operators.  NACSA encourages authorizers to close poor-performing schools, but figuring out how bad is bad enough is very difficult.  

BSU also struggled with “authorizer shopping” in Indiana. While BSU was improving their practices and actively attempting to close bad charter schools, some of the schools slated for closure went to new university authorizers in order to stay open. In response to this issue, the three largest Indiana authorizers successfully worked together, with support from NACSA and other groups, to push for legislation that would discourage schools slated for closure from changing authorizers. 

Though the PMRC grant was focused on performance management, replication, and closure, NACSA found that performance management and closure quickly became the primary areas of focus.  Though NACSA assisted all four demonstration sites in improving their replication practices, the reality is that if schools don’t want to replicate with a given authorizer, the authorizer doesn’t always have significant control over that.  For example, once BSU became stricter on accountability and began closing schools, new charter applicants and existing operators looking to replicate chose to apply to other authorizers in order to grow, and BSU, focusing their energy on performance management and closure work, chose not to actively recruit operators.  Other authorizers, though, actively recruited high-performing operators, but growth was not necessarily exponential.  There are only so many high-performing charter schools across the nation, and there are many authorizers attempting to recruit them.  NACSA’s new Replicating Quality paper, however, provides some recommendations on how policy makers and authorizers can encourage replication.

MNPS and APS, as district authorizers, also encountered issues with getting organizational buy-in for their charter school work.  During the course of the grant, APS’s Superintendent asked the APS board to deny charter applications until the district could find a new way to finance their pension burden, and some members of MNPS’s board have been publicly critical of charter schools, claiming that charter schools drain too many resources from traditional public schools, and thus the district should limit their growth.  In each case, the authorizing staff at the districts continued to push for setting a high bar for quality charter school growth and for strengthening charter school accountability to ensure that the districts’ investments in charter schools would be money well spent and that high-quality charter schools would continue to proliferate.

Overall, the goals for the grant never changed, because NACSA always intended the demonstration site implementation to be a learning experience where new policies and practices would be implemented to improve NACSA’s “models,” and the process has been successful.

Grant Highlights                                                                                                                                                     Many of the highlights of this project have been in observing the four demonstration site authorizers transform.                                                                                                                                   

· BSU became a leader in the state whose experiences encouraged even Indianapolis Mayor’s Office, one of the PMRC “model” sites, to improve their accountability system.  BSU went from closing very few schools to announcing the non-renewal of seven and the voluntary closure of two more in one year.                                                                               

· NJDOE significantly increased their closure rate, signed contracts with schools for the first time, and created a separate application process to encourage replication.  

· MNPS’s work on an accountability system for charter schools fed into the development of a districtwide accountability system for all schools.  Annual charter school report cards became so transparent that they specifically labeled schools as on or off track for renewal.  MNPS has also shared their improved practices across the state through their leadership of the Tennessee Association of Charter School Authorizers.                                                               

· APS has improved their accountability system, shared resources with the Georgia Department of Education, and worked on innovative replication practices around bringing multiple schools operated by the same organization under one contract.  

The work was occasionally slower than NACSA had initially planned, but the outcomes have been significant.  These authorizers have created stronger charter environments in their sectors, and with that, better opportunities for children to get a great education.  The grant implementation is just the beginning, though.  These authorizers will continue to improve and provide more great options for kids as they eventually implement the PMRC policies and practices at full tilt.

One of the more frustrating experiences in this work was when some of the schools BSU had slated for closure moved to other authorizers.  However, BSU still closed seven schools in one year, seven times as many as were closed in the past.  And NACSA worked with the three largest Indiana authorizers to craft legislation to make it harder for poor-performing schools to change authorizers.                                                                           

From NACSA’s experience in this work, quality authorizing practices can often exist in the absence of quality authorizing policies (e.g. NJ), but in an environment where some authorizers aren’t motived to implement quality practices (e.g. IN), policy is critical to raise the bar for quality authorizing and thereby quality charter schools.

Progress             
So far, NACSA’s accomplishments include:

1. Published reports and case studies on effective PMRC practices.  In year one, NACSA collected and reviewed almost 1000 documents from seven model authorizers—Indianapolis Mayor’s Office, Chicago Public Schools, Denver Public Schools, the Charter Schools Institute at the State University of New York, the Governor John Engler Center for Charter Schools at Central Michigan University, Volunteers of America – Minnesota, and the D.C. Public Charter School Board.      

· Completed interviews with all seven authorizers, as well as an additional 16 stakeholders.  This data collection led to the publication of Sara Mead's New Demands Shape a Field in Transition, which includes sections on performance management, the struggling schools challenge, replication, and closure.  Each of the four main sections also includes a case study of one model site, and all seven model sites are highlighted throughout the publication.  NACSA published this paper both as one comprehensive document as well as in five installments that can be used as stand-alone resources; and  

· Held two webinars for NACSA members in order to engage members in published findings.

2. Finalized first editions of resources.  NACSA finalized first editions of several of the PMRC resources, including the Core Performance Framework and Guidance, replication application addendum and criteria, closure action plan in a user-friendly format, performance management and closure policy resources related to NACSA’s One Million Lives policy agenda, and model performance management, replication, and closure legislative language as part of NACSA’s model legislation.  
3. Engaged members of the National Advisory Panel (NAP) in developing and revising resources.  In year one, NACSA formed a NAP and kept the members involved in the development of PMRC resources during the grant.  In October of 2011, NACSA hosted a meeting of the full NAP, and in August of 2011 and August of 2012, NACSA hosted Authorizer Summits, the first of which included the seven model sites and nine potential demonstration sites, and the second of which included the seven model sites and the four selected demonstration sites.  Surveys from the Summits indicated that authorizers increased their knowledge of PMRC policies and practices and appreciated the opportunity to network with each other and NACSA.  NACSA also learned from the on-the-ground work of the authorizers to further improve the draft PMRC resources.  NACSA also worked with the PMRC authorizers and other experts in the field, including several non-authorizer NAP members, to solicit feedback on the Core Performance Framework and Guidance.  

4. Successfully implemented PMRC “models” with demonstration sites. NACSA worked with four demonstration sites (APS, BSU, MNPS, and NJDOE) to implement PMRC resources.  The focus across all authorizers was largely on developing and implementing performance frameworks, implementing replication applications or addenda in application evaluation processes, training application evaluators, and supporting closure, where appropriate.  Implementation support and technical assistance were tailored for each authorizer, thus, in addition to the work above, NACSA also able to work with authorizers in Tennessee, Indiana, and New Jersey to consider PMRC-aligned legislation; work with MNPS, NJDOE, and APS on revised contracts; provide significant renewal process support and advice to BSU; offer training to NJDOE financial staff on evaluating finances of replicating organizations; and hire closure managers for MNPS and NJDOE. 

5. Documented successes and challenges at demonstration sites.  Throughout all the work with demonstration sites, NACSA carefully documented successes and challenges and utilized experiences with these four authorizers to continuously improve PMRC policies and practices.  Bellwether has drafted an outline of the successes and challenges at the four demonstration sites, as well as case studies of BSU, NJDOE, and several other authorizers implementing PMRC-related policies and practices.

6. Disseminated resources to authorizers through NACSA’s conference and other forums.                                                                                                                             
· Had over 900 people attend PMRC sessions at the 2012 and 2013 annual leadership conferences, and the response of attendees was very positive;                                                                

· Disseminated resources through the April 2013 Accountability Summit co-hosted by NACSA, the National Charter School Resource Center, and the U.S. Department of Education;                                                                                            

· Presented at the National Alliance for Public Charter Schools conference;                        

· Presented at the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO)’s Annual Policy Forum;                                                                                                                               

· Hosted two webinars with the National Charter School Resource Center and presented at the National Charter School Resource Center’s Facilities Financing Summit; 

· Worked with the California Department of Education and California authorizers;                                                                                                                                           

· Hosted a convening of board members and executive directors of statewide charter school boards; and                                                                                

· Hosted several PMRC-related webinars.

7. Disseminated policies across the nation.  The NACSA Policy Division has disseminated PMRC legislation.  During the 2013 legislative session, 13 states introduced improved performance management, replication, and closure-related legislation, and the legislation passed in nine of those states, including MS, AK, ID, TX, NV, IN, DE, FL, and MN.  Additional legislation has been introduced this year.  

NACSA also forged a partnership with Education Commission of the States (ECS) and National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) to co-host a meeting of the Legislative Education Staff Network to discuss quality charter school policies with more than 20 legislative education staffers.  NACSA has posted policy guidance on NACSA’s policy agenda on the website so that states can research resources on quality charter school policy; policy resources have been shared with state chiefs at the CCSSO Annual Policy Forum; and key stakeholders have been engaged in various states during the lead-up to this year’s legislative session.

8. Utilized NACSA’s Knowledge Core for dissemination.  NACSA’s new Knowledge Core has also been critical in disseminating PMRC resources.  The Knowledge Core is an interactive learning management system where NACSA disseminates guidance and tools to authorizers on a variety of important authorizing topics, including performance management, replication, and closure.  

It should be noted that one of the great advantages of housing the PMRC work at NACSA is the synergies that are presented with other projects and research that focus on improved authorizer policies and practice.  A major example of this is the November 2012 launch of NACSA’s One Million Lives campaign.  One Million Lives is NACSA’s five-year plan to focus on engaging charter school authorizers, along with a broad coalition of school operators, lawmakers, funders, and others, to lead the way in closing failing charter schools and opening many more excellent ones.  This core idea of the One Million Lives campaign, around which all of NACSA’s work is now organized, is also the core idea of the PMRC project.  NACSA works to fulfill the mission of One Million Lives through focusing on people, policy, and practice, and this three-pronged strategy has supplemented and in many cases significantly magnified work through the PMRC grant.  PMRC practices are now being disseminated through the Knowledge Core, which was developed through One Million Lives.  PMRC policies are being incorporated into NACSA’s broader One Million Lives policy agenda.  Both PMRC policies and practices are a major component of training for individuals selected for the Leaders and Fellows Programs through the “people” strand of One Million Lives.  By leveraging the One Million Lives campaign, NACSA has been able to take the PMRC project above and beyond expectations, and the grant extension has allowed even greater accomplishments. 

In reaching the full potential of the grant, NACSA has already met all but one of the approved performance measures and is focused on the following activities during the grant extension year:                                                                                        

1. Developing additional PMRC policies and practices. In the grant extension year, NACSA intends to continue to grow and improve PMRC resources.  While the current suite of PMRC resources covers important performance management, replication, and closure topics and provides tools that authorizers, legislators, and others can apply, NACSA plans to build additional, supplemental resources on important topics relevant to getting PMRC right.
2. Completing implementation at demonstration sites and documenting the successes and challenges.  
· Completing implementation.  Though the majority of implementation activities have been completed with the demonstration sites, NACSA plans to continue to support demonstration sites, mostly informally, through the end of the grant.  

· Working with Bellwether to document successes and challenges.  Bellwether is working on six case studies of demonstration sites and other authorizers implementing PMRC through other funding sources, as well as a report to NACSA summarizing lessons learned across the demonstration sites.  

· Working with University of Colorado Denver (UCD) to document successes and challenges and evaluate the grant.  UCD is also continuing to interview demonstration sites and document successes and challenges of these authorizers, as well as evaluating the success of the PMRC project overall.  

3. Disseminating all that NACSA has learned through the PMRC project.  
· Hosting additional webinars for authorizers on PMRC resources. NACSA plans to schedule a number of webinars spread throughout the next several months to highlight the PMRC policies and practices and meet the one outstanding performance measure, which is to have at least 100 people who serve in authorizing organizations participate in webinars.

· Continuing to actively disseminate PMRC policies.  In the grant extension year, NACSA’s Policy Division has been devoting a significant portion of their time to disseminating PMRC policies through NACSA’s policy agenda.  This work includes proactively ensuring that key stakeholders in states are familiar with NACSA’s policy agenda and model legislation, advising stakeholders in different states on developing bills that include language that supports quality PMRC implementation, and tracking legislation from its inception through to approval. 

· Collaborating with partners to disseminate resources.  Two of NACSA’s partners on the PMRC grant are the Aspen Institute and the Council of Chief State School Officers.  NACSA has worked with both of these organizations, as well as several other prospects such as ECS, NCSL, and others, to attempt to develop partnerships through which to disseminate PMRC resources and discuss important issues that, if not addressed, could hinder PMRC implementation.  

· Hosting PMRC dissemination workshops for authorizers.  The first two years of the grant, NACSA hosted Authorizer Summits for PMRC model and demonstration site authorizers to gather to learn about and contribute to PMRC resources.  In the grant extension year, NACSA plans to take the model of the PMRC Authorizer Summits and create workshops for authorizers who haven’t been involved in the grant to learn about the PMRC resources and how to implement them.  

· Strengthening performance-based accountability in California.  California is home to a third of the authorizers in the nation, thus giving any work in the state the potential to have a huge impact on quality authorizing.  NACSA has already begun to engage authorizers, along with the California Department of Education and the State Board of Education, by convening authorizers, helping the California Department of Education deliver technical assistance to authorizers, and providing policy guidance on implementation of the new performance requirements under a recent local funding statute overhaul.  
Buy-in                                                                                                                                                                           Buy-in for this work has been critical on multiple levels.  

In working with demonstration sites, buy-in of authorizing staff was, of course, important, but NACSA also needed buy-in of the leadership of the entire organization, e.g., superintendents of APS and MNPS, commissioner in NJ, university president at BSU.  NACSA sought this type of buy-in through the demonstration site application process, requiring organization leaders to sign commitments to the work and participate in interviews before their organizations could be selected as demonstration sites.

In working at a national dissemination level, buy-in from various partners in this work, such as CCSSO, Bellwether, ECS, NCSL, 50CAN, Students First, National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, National Charter School Resource Center, and funders allowed NACSA to expand this work beyond the federal funds (e.g., Gates, Dell, Walton, and Newark Charter School Fund).  

For demonstration sites attempting to improve their practices, buy-in, in particular from their charter schools, was essential.  Each authorizer targeted stakeholder buy-in differently, but each certainly communicated with schools throughout the implementation process.  Inadequate stakeholder engagement on the front end caused implementation challenges for some authorizers on the back end.

Lessons Learned                                                                                                                                                       One major lesson learned is that performance management is the key to quality PMRC implementation.  Authorizers need to have strong performance management practices (e.g., performance frameworks, contracts) in place in order to make a strong case for closure.  And performance management practices can also help authorizers identify schools that might be good enough to replicate.

Authorizers can only do so much to encourage replication.  NACSA’s recent paper on Replicating Quality gives recommendations on what legislators, authorizers, and others can do to encourage replication, but at the end of the day, if quality applicants don’t apply to an authorizer, the authorizer can’t force replication.  This substantiates the reasoning for making performance management and closures the immediate foci of demonstration site implementation.  Once authorizers have successfully dealt with any poor performance in their existing portfolios, they can focus more on encouraging replication.  Some of the demonstration site authorizers, particularly NJDOE and MNPS, are already moving in that direction.

NACSA learned that linking replication and closure can be difficult.  When an authorizer needs to close a school, there may not be a pool of high-quality operators ready to replace it.  This is a strategy that authorizers need to build toward over time, but the fact that there aren’t quality replacements for closing schools doesn’t mean that authorizers should delay closure.                                                                                                             

Evaluation                                                                                                                                                             NACSA measures progress in part by official grant outcomes and measures, which are included below.  NACSA has met, and in many cases significantly exceeded, all of the approved performance measures except as it relates to webinars, which have become a part of the 2014 extension.  NACSA is also interested in measuring impact in terms of how many bad schools close and good schools open based on PMRC work and the One Million Lives campaign.  In the first year of One Million Lives, authorizers changed the lives of over 232,000 students, with 491 schools opened through quality application process and 206 schools closed in 2013.  NACSA’s work, though it relates most directly to authorizers, is strongly rooted in a commitment to improving outcomes for students, making sure that fewer students are in bad schools and more students are in great schools.  With the four demonstration site authorizers included in this project, there has been an increase in closures, as well as a number of replications, and the goal is for this pattern to continue in order to provide the best opportunities for students.  The true impact of PMRC will be seen in the long term, as more authorizers implement stronger performance management practices that lead to more closures of bad schools and the replication of good schools over time.  
· Official Grant Performance Measures:

Project Objective 1: Document the effective policies and practices of model authorizers in performance management, replication, and closure.

	Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	
	
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	1.a.

In year 1, at least 4 of the model authorizing entities will agree to participate as in-depth study sites for review of policies and practices.
	Project
	4
	
	
	7
	
	

	1.b.

In year 1, NACSA and its partners will collect data from key leaders and managers within 100% of the model authorizers.
	Project
	
	7/7
	100%
	
	7/7
	100%

	1.c.

In year 1, in each case study site, a minimum of 3 key informants (who are not managers or leaders within authorizers) will provide input to the case study.
	Project
	12
	
	
	16
	
	

	1.d.

In year 1, NACSA and its partners complete 4 case studies of the model authorizing sites' policies and practices.
	Project
	4
	
	
	4
	
	

	1.e.

In year 1, NACSA and its partners document effective policy and practices based on the case studies in 3 (total) reports on the core areas of PMRC: a) performance management, b) replication, and c) closure.
	Project
	3
	
	
	5
	
	


Project Objective 2: Develop a comprehensive research-based set of integrated policies and practices with the support of a National Advisory Panel and other key stakeholders.

	Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	
	
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	2.a.

In year 1, a NAP is created with a minimum of 20 total representatives, with representation from the following three communities: authorizers, researchers and policy-makers.
	Project
	20
	
	
	35
	
	

	2.b.

In year 1, the NAP meets at least two times (in person or electronically) with 60% participation in each meeting to review and provide input on PMRC.
	Project
	2
	
	
	2
	
	

	2.c.

After each NAP meeting during year 1, at least 75% of the responding participants report their knowledge, understanding and support of the PMRC was increased.
	Project
	
	32/42
	76%
	
	36/36
	100%

	2.d.

In year 2, NACSA in consultation with the NAP, develops 3 sets of integrated materials on PMRC policies and practices addressing: performance management, replication and closure.
	Project
	3
	
	
	3
	
	

	2.e.

In year 2, NACSA in consultation with the NAP, develops 6 sets of educational and information materials that in sum address 2 audiences: policy-makers and authorizers in each of the 3 core areas of PMRC: performance management, replication and closure.
	Project
	6
	
	
	6
	
	


Project Objective 3: Pilot the framework at four demonstration sites, document implementation achievements and challenges, and refine framework as needed.

	Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	
	
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	3.a.

In year 1, a minimum of 4 authorizing entities, which represent diversity in the types of authorizing institutions and contexts, agree to serve as demonstration sites to pilot the implementation of model policies and practices and intervention process.
	Project
	4
	
	
	4
	
	

	3.b.

In year 2, implementation and monitoring plans are developed for 100% of sites with specific goals, timelines and responsible parties.
	Project
	
	4/4
	100%
	
	4/4
	100%

	3c. 

In year 3, 75% of the demonstration sites have satisfactory progress implementing their plans as shown by monitoring.
	Project
	
	3/4
	75%
	
	4/4
	100%

	3.d.

In year 2, 80% of identified target audiences for professional learning/technical assistance in the demonstration sites have received professional learning/technical assistance related to PMRC.
	Project
	
	66/82
	80%
	
	71/82
	87%

	3.e.

In year 2, 80% of the responding targeted audience for professional learning/technical assistance in demonstration sites that have received professional learning/technical assistance report improved understanding of PMRC.
	Project
	
	53/66
	80%
	
	49/49
	100%

	3.f.

In year 2, implementation achievements and challenges are identified in 100% of the demonstration sites.
	Project
	
	4/4
	100%
	
	4/4
	100%

	3.g.

In year 2, recommended policies and practices are revised for the 3 core components of PMRC (performance management, replication and closure), based on challenges identified in the demonstration sites.
	Project
	3
	
	
	3
	
	


Project Objective 4: Disseminate promising practices to audiences with direct authority to influence change in charter school authorizing.

	Performance Measure
	Measure Type
	Quantitative Data

	
	
	Target
	Actual Performance Data

	
	
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%
	Raw Number
	Ratio
	%

	4a. 

In year 3, at least 100 people who serve in authorizing organizations participate in webinars.
	Project
	100
	
	
	21
	
	

	4b. 

In year 3, 80% of responding webinar participants report improved understanding of PMRC.
	Project
	
	80/100
	80%
	
	77/82
	94%

	4c. 

In year 3, at least 75 people who serve in authorizing organizations attend a PMRC session at NACSA’s annual conference or other forums that gather authorizers and other appropriate stakeholders
	Project
	75
	
	
	452 in year 2

470 in year 3

(total of 922)
	
	

	4d. 

In year 3, at least 80% of attendees in PMRC sessions report improved understanding of PMRC.
	Project
	
	60/75
	80%
	
	
	90%

	4e. 

In year 3, CCSSO disseminates model state statutes and policies to 100% of state chiefs.
	Project
	
	50/50
	100%
	
	50/50
	100%

	4f. 

By year 3, at least three states introduce law or proposed regulation that, if enacted, would move their policy closer to PMRC.  
	Project
	3
	
	
	
	13
	


Outcomes/Resources          
NACSA has developed a number of resources related to the PMRC grant, and is in the process of developing more by the end of the project, including additional policy and practice resources and case studies on PMRC implementation.  The additional resources will be completed by September 30, 2014.  The current available resources include:

1. Core Performance Framework and Guidance
2. Accountability in Action: A Comprehensive Guide to Charter School Closure (revised)

3. Replication Application Addendum and Criteria
4. Resources on NACSA’s Policy Agenda, including policy recommendations and case studies

5. Model Legislative Language (not currently available online but frequently provided to stakeholders, as appropriate)

6. New Demands Shape a Field in Transition (publication on PMRC model sites)

7. Replicating Quality
8. One Million Lives in Action pieces on NJDOE and BSU
Dissemination is a core activity of this grant.  Resources are disseminated through partnerships with organizations like CCSSO, NCSL, ECS, USDOE, and the National Charter School Resource Center; NACSA’s Knowledge Core; NACSA’s conference; presenting at other organizations’ conferences; trainings for NACSA Fellows and Leaders Programs; convening of authorizers, including PMRC Summits, the statewide charter school board meeting, and upcoming workshops; webinars; NACSA’s website; and publications.

For additional information, contact Whitney Spalding Spencer, Director of Authorizer Development, whitneys@qualitycharters.org.
