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CHARTER SCHOOL APPLICATION RECOMMENDATION

SUBMITTED TO THE PUBLIC EDUCATION COMMISSION

Dr. Don Duran, Assistant Secretary of Education

CHARTER SCHOOLS DIVISION

	Name: Organ Mountain Community Charter School
	Projected Grades: K-8

	Projected Enrollment: 340
	Proposed location: Las Cruces

	Founder: Beatrice Jenkins and Mary Loveland

	Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Public Education Commission Deny the application.  


The mission of the Organ Mountain Community Charter School (OMCCS) is so comprehensive and broad that it is difficult to assess the focus for the school.  Although the application described a demographic of the community, it was difficult to assess how the school was proposing to meet the needs of the community.  The educational plan should be the foundation of any application as it addresses how the school will plan to meet the goals of the school.  The educational plan for OMCCS lacks meaningful details regarding how the school’s curriculum will be actualized.  The goals are incomplete and inadequate.  There are also financial concerns in the application specifically related to the school’s dependence on grants to meet the SEG shortfalls.  Depending on unknown revenue to provide an adequate program does raise serious concerns. The governance plan lacks specifics and raises issues on whether the founders understand the governance issues of a school.  Areas of particular concern are found in the education plan, budget, and governance.  The founders are encouraged to reapply during the next cycle provided they review the application and its alignment to public regulations and accountability standards.  The areas of concern are so significant that it would necessitate the rewriting of the entire application to insure that the educational plan is aligned and precise.
The specific rationale for my recommendation to deny is based upon the school’s application which was incomplete or inadequate in the mission and statement of need, the educational plan, the financial plan, and the governance/management plan submitted for review.  The most significant deficiencies are highlighted herein, however, additional details that support the reasons for my recommendation to deny can be found in the final evaluation that has been provided to the commissioners.  

MISSION 

The mission statement of the school is too wide-ranging. The applicant provides a series of questions and goals that lacks focus and the mission statement does not provide concise and measureable goals for the school.
EDUCATIONAL PLAN

The plan lacks meaningful detail to provide a comprehensive picture of what students will experience at the school. The application falls short in describing how the project-based approach will meet the needs of students in the primary and elementary grades with citing from undocumented references and from a manual designed for secondary teachers. The curriculum frameworks, alignment documents and curriculum for the Science, Social Studies, technology, stewardship, life-skills and project-based work are yet to be developed. Though the applicant addressed this concern in written response, the final description of what they might include is incomplete. The plans for implementing cross-grade ability grouping, project-based curriculum, a dual-language program, a choir, band, and folkloric group (all of which are mentioned in this section) are underdeveloped. 

The student-centered goals do not coherently state student performance expectations and, though the written responses elaborated on the goals, they are still incomplete and tend to emphasize student participation rather than student outcomes. How the various strategies and methods presented in the plan will combine to result in improved student performance is not clear. Overall, the education plan presents many good ideas but needs further development in order to provide a clear picture of what students will experience in this public charter school. 

FINANCIAL PLAN
The narrative in this section raises concerns about the soundness of the budget plan. The written response to explain how instructional materials expenditures were to be utilized suggests that an amount for the purchase of software was determined without careful consideration of need. Additionally, applicants suggest searching for mini-grants as means of making up SEG shortfall, this is not a viable means of financially supporting the implementation of the school.

GOVERNANCE / MANAGEMENT PLAN
A concern exists for the governing body’s relationship to school administration. The organizational chart includes a direct line from the both the governing body and the Head Administrator to the Chief Financial Officer, suggesting an inappropriate level of authority of the governing body with the Chief Financial Officer.  Another concern exists with the membership of the governing body. The application describes non-voting members of the governance council and suggests they would have the same rights as voting members. This suggests an ambiguous structure for the governing body authority.  Though some personnel and student discipline policies were presented, they both lack sufficient detail to be considered comprehensive. 
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