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In September 2012, the Delaware Department of Education (Department)  in conjunction with the State Board of Education released 
the Performance Framework which outlines clear academic, organizational and fiscal standards by which all Delaware public charter 
schools will be evaluated. The Performance Framework was developed to ensure that each and every Delaware charter school is 
serving students with a high-quality public education. The Performance Framework focuses on outcome measures that align with 
the Department’s major goal of providing a high quality education for all students. The evaluation of a school’s performance as 
measured by the Performance Framework will be a major component in making the high-stakes decision to renew or not renew a 
charter school in Delaware. 
 
As stated in 14 Del. C.  §514A(g), in making charter renewal decisions every approving authority shall: 

(1) Ground its decisions in evidence of the school's performance over the term of the charter contract in accordance with the 
performance agreement set forth in the charter contract; 
(2) Ensure that data used in making renewal decisions are available to the school and the public; and 
(3) Provide a public report summarizing the evidence basis for each decision. 

 
The renewal application has been aligned with the measures and targets within the Performance Framework. The decision to renew 
a charter will be based on a comprehensive review, guided in part, by the following three questions:  
 

1. Is the academic program a success? 
2. Is the school financially viable? 
3. Is the school organizationally sound? 

 
A successful application will provide a well-conceived plan for the next five years and a compelling rationale and clear evidence for 
renewing the school’s charter. Successful applications will include an analysis of the school’s performance review and provide 
additional evidence, beyond the data contained in the renewal report, supporting its case for charter renewal. The renewal 
application also gives a school the opportunity to examine its progress towards meeting its mission, goals and objectives, assess its 
strengths and needs, and plan its course for the future.   
 
 On November4, 2013, the Department's Charter School Accountability Committee (CSAC) held a public meeting to finalize its 
process and make an overall recommendation on the renewal application.   
This summary report relies on and incorporates the information in the initial report of the CSAC as well as information gathered  
from the initial CSAC meeting, the renewal application, the performance review reports, information received during the Public 
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Hearing and public comment period, the applicant’s response to the initial report, complaints as posted on the Department's Charter 
School Office (CSO) website, the charter school's Annual Reports, and the results of any relevant curriculum reviews.  
 
The following were in attendance at the Final Meeting of the CSAC on 11/04/2013: 
 
Voting Committee Members of the Charter School Accountability Committee  

• Mary Kate McLaughlin, Chief of Staff, Delaware Department of Education (DDOE), Chair of the Committee 
• Karen Field Rogers, Associate Secretary, Financial Reform & Resource Management, DDOE 
• Rich Heffron, Senior Vice President Government Affairs, Delaware State Chamber of Commerce 
• Paul Harrell, Director, Public & Private Partnerships, DDOE 
• April McCrae, Education Associate, Education Associate, Science Assessment and STEM, DDOE 
• Barbara Mazza, Education Associate, Exceptional Children Resources, DDOE 
• Tasha Cannon, Deputy Officer Talent Recruitment, Selection and Strategy, Teacher & Leader Effectiveness Unit (TLEU), DDOE 

 
Staff to the Committee (Non-voting) 

• Chantel Janiszewski, Education Associate, Charter School Office, DDOE 
• Catherine Hickey, Deputy Attorney General, Counsel to the Committee 

 
Ex-officio Members (Non-voting) 

• Kendall Massett, Executive Director, Delaware Charter School Network  
 

Representatives of Reach Academy for Girls  
• Tara Allen, School Leader 
• Lloyd Casson, Board President 
• Maureen Thomas, Business Manager 
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Summary of the charter school’s performance as measured by the Performance Framework (please refer to the Performance 
Review Reports posted on the  Department's  Charter School Office website to view the multiple measures used to calculate these 
overall ratings as well as comprehensive performance trends over the past three years): 
 
 
Academic Performance (Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard, Does Not Meet Standard, or Falls Far Below Standard) 
 

2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 
Falls Far Below Standard Falls Far Below Standard Falls Far Below Standard 

 
Financial Performance (Meets Standard, Does Not Meet Standard, or Falls Far Below Standard) 
 

2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 
Does Not Standard Does Not Meet Standard Meets Standard 

 
Organizational Performance (Meets Standard or Does Not Meet Standard) 
 

2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 
Not calculated during this year Meets Standard Meets Standard 
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Recommendation of the CSAC: 
 
Ms. McLaughlin reviewed the results of the Initial Meeting of the CSAC. She noted that Ms. Johnson, Ex-Officio Member of the CSAC, 
submitted comments electronically as she was unable to attend the final meeting. Printed copies of these comments were provided 
to the CSAC prior to this meeting for review. Members of the CSAC were invited to engage in dialogue to discuss the additional 
information provided to it for review since the initial meeting on October 7, 2013.  
 
Ms. McLaughlin asked if there is anything in the additional information submitted either by the applicant through its response to the 
initial report or by public comment that requires further discussion or clarification prior to making a final recommendation. Ms. 
McCrae noted that the data presented in the professional development log of the response to the Initial Report was indicative of the 
school’s inaccurate use of data to inform decisions and to drive instruction.  The data shared for use in professional development 
states that there are “point” differences between the state and Reach Academy for Girls’ students.  For instance, in Reading for 
2012-2013 for grade 5, the chart says that “Reach lags behind the state by 61 points.”  This is inaccurate.  The scores posted for the 
state and for Reach Academy for Girls are scale scores, not raw scores and can therefore not be compared as ‘point’ values.   
 
Ms. McCrae added that to get a clear perspective of student performance in comparison with the state performance, it is important 
to recognize that the percent proficient across the state in grade 5 was 76.65% while the percentage at grade 5 in Reach was 
28.57%.  To make this even clearer—of the 27 students in grade 5 at Reach academy, only 6 met the reading standard last year.  In 
mathematics the state average proficient was 70.52% while Reach was 14.29%--again, to put this into clear perspective, of the 27 
students in grade 5, only 3 met the standard in mathematics.   
 
With regard to Reach Academy’s clarification of the achievement data presented in Section 2, Ms. McCrae noted that the data 
presented by Reach Academy was counter to her request.  Instead of being less complicated, it was more complicated and therefore 
less beneficial.  She did state that she appreciated that the group included comparisons between the school and African American 
females instead of the full African American population throughout the state.  However, instead of removing the overall African 
American population, it was left in the data representation.  In this case, the inclusion of so many data points presents a problem 
because the overall question (How are Reach students doing in comparison with comparable students outside of the school?) is lost 
in the business of the lines and colors.  The number of students in the original Reach student population is still missing, and so the 
information provided still does not let  the Committee  know whether improvement is due to increased scores overall or if a 
particularly poor performing student left the population.  The question initially posed by Ms. Johnson during the initial CSAC meeting 



6 
 

regarding the performance of students who have entered the school and who have been there for one, two or three years was also 
not presented.  Mr. Harrell also noted that these data were not provided by the applicant as requested.  
Ms. McCrae also noted that the charts presented represent data that is taken from a fall score compared to the following spring 
score and then includes only subsequent years’ spring scores for the rest of the data.  This is an inconsistent comparison of data and 
is problematic when looking for trends over time.   
 
Ms. McLaughlin asked if any Committee member had any other comments about this application. Mr. Heffron noted that it was 
unclear to him if the academic goals as presented in the applicant’s response to the Initial Report were appropriate as there is no 
baseline data upon which to place these goals in context. Ms. Cannon stated that the academic goals appeared to be ambitious 
especially given the decline in proficiency so it was unclear to her how these goals were set. Mr. Harrell added that school leadership 
and faculty have been consistent over the past two years, yet no improvement in academic performance has been seen.   
 
Conclusion: 
 
At the conclusion of the meeting, Ms. McLaughlin noted that from the discussion, the CSAC did not determine that Reach Academy 
had met the criteria for renewal and called for a motion that based on the evidence reviewed, Reach Academy for Girls has not met 
the approval criteria and is therefore not recommended for charter renewal approval. Mr. Harrell made the motion and Ms. Field-
Rogers seconded the motion. A vote was taken:  all ayes; none opposed or abstained. 
 
 
 
 


