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REPORT INTRODUCTION

This report is the primary means by which the SUNY Charter Schools Institute (the “Institute”)
transmits to the Board of Trustees of the State University of New York (the “SUNY Trustees”) its
findings and recommendations regarding a school’s Application for Charter Renewal, and more
broadly, details the merits of a school’s case for renewal. This report has been created and issued
pursuant to the Practices, Policies and Procedures for the Renewal of Charter Schools Authorized by
the Board of Trustees of the State University of New York (the “SUNY Renewal PoIicies”).1

Information about the SUNY renewal process and an overview of the requirements for renewal
under the New York Charter Schools Act of 1998 (as amended) (the “Act”) are available on the
Institute’s website at: www.newyorkcharters.org/schoolsRenewQOverview.htm.

RECOMMENDATION

Recommendation Initial Full-Term Renewal

The Institute recommends that the SUNY Trustees approve the
Application for Charter Renewal of the Success Academy Charter
School — Harlem 2 and renew Success Academy Charter Schools —
NYC's authority to operate the school for a period of five years with
authority to provide instruction to students in Kindergarten through
gt grade in such configuration as set forth in its Application for
Charter Renewal, with a projected total enrollment of 879 students.

Background and Required Findings

In initial renewal reviews, the SUNY Trustees evaluate the strength and effectiveness of a school’s
academic program by the degree to which the school has succeeded in meeting its academic
Accountability Plan goals during the Accountability Period’ and the quality of the instructional
program in place at the school at the time of the renewal review, as assessed using the Qualitative
Education Benchmarks (a subset of the SUNY Charter Renewal Benchmarks (the “SUNY Renewal
Benchmarks”) available on the Institute’s website at:
http://www.newyorkcharters.org/schoolsRenewQverview.htm). In giving weight to both student
achievement and the emergent program, this approach provides a balance between an outcomes-
based system of accountability that holds schools accountable for meeting measurable student
achievement results and a determination of the likelihood that the educational program will
improve student learning and achievement going forward.

! The Practices, Policies and Procedures for the Renewal of Charter Schools Authorized by the Board of Trustees of the State
University of New York (revised June 25, 2012) are available at:
http://newyorkcharters.org/documents/SUNYRenewalPolicies.pdf.

% In the case of an initial renewal, the SUNY Trustees consider student achievement data from only the first four years of a
school’s operation as evidence of the school’s progress toward achieving its Accountability Plan goals.
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The not-for-profit charter school education corporation, Success Academy Charter Schools — NYC,
applied for an Initial Full-Term Renewal of its authority to operate Success Academy Charter School
— Harlem 2 (“Harlem 2”), one of the five schools it currently operates. The SUNY Renewal Policies
provide three possible renewal outcomes for Harlem 2: Full-Term Renewal, Short-Term Renewal or
Non-Renewal. To earn a Full-Term Renewal, Harlem 2 must demonstrate that it has either (a)
compiled a strong and compelling record of meeting or coming close to meeting its academic
Accountability Plan goals, and has a generally effective educational program in place; or (b) made
progress toward meeting its academic Accountability Plan goals and has a particularly strong and
effective educational program in place.

The SUNY Trustees voted to grant Harlem Success Academy Charter School 2 (later renamed
Success Academy Charter School - Harlem 2) a first charter in October of 2007. Based on the
Institute’s review of the evidence that it gathered and that the education corporation has provided
including, but not limited to, the education corporation’s Application for Charter Renewal,
evaluation visits conducted during the charter term, a renewal evaluation visit conducted in the last
year of the current charter term, and the school’s record of academic performance determined by
the extent to which it has met its academic Accountability Plan goals, the Institute finds that the
school has met the criteria for a Full-Term Renewal by compiling a strong and compelling record of
meeting its academic Accountability Plan goals, and having in place at the time of the renewal
review an educational program that is generally effective.

As part of the renewal process, the Institute reviewed evidence submitted during the Accountability
Period, the Application for Charter Renewal and supplemental information requested or provided.
Based on the foregoing, the Institute makes the following findings required by the Act:

e the school, as described in the Application for Charter Renewal, meets the requirements of
the Act and all other applicable laws, rules and regulations;

e Success Academy Charter Schools - NYC can demonstrate the ability to operate the school
in an educationally and fiscally sound manner in the school’s next term of authority to
operate; and,

e given the programs it will offer, its structure and its purpose, granting the education
corporation authority to operate the school for another five years is likely to improve
student learning and achievement and materially further the purposes of the Act.?

As required by Education Law subdivision 2851(4)(e), the Institute, acting on behalf of the SUNY
Trustees, considered the means by which Harlem 2 would meet or exceed SUNY’s enrollment and
retention targets for students with disabilities, English language learners (“ELLs"), and students who
are eligible applicants for the federal Free and Reduced Price Lunch (“FRPL”) program. SUNY” and
the Board of Regents have finalized the methodology for setting targets but the Institute has not
yet set final targets for individual schools. The Institute, for this purpose, used district enroliment
averages, and will assign final targets by the end of February 2013. Success Academy Charter
Schools — NYC will agree to substitute the final school targets for the district average targets as part
of its renewal charter agreement. In accordance with the Act, the Institute, acting on behalf of the

3 New York Education Law § 2850(2).
* SUNY Trustees’ Charter Schools Committee resolution dated October 2,2012.
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SUNY Trustees, considered the education corporation’s plans for meeting the school’s enrollment
and retention targets prior to recommending the renewal application for approval.

On April 24, 2012, pursuant to the Act, the SUNY Trustees approved the merger of Harlem 2’s
predecessor education corporation, Harlem Success Academy Charter School 2, with the education
corporations of four other existing education corporations.” The sole entity created under the
merger, Success Academy Charter Schools — NYC (the “education corporation”), now has authority
to oversee the operations and finances of the five existing schools as well as six additional schools
approved by the SUNY Trustees to open during the next charter term. The education corporation
would continue to contract with Success Academy Charter Schools, Inc., the school’s not-for-profit
charter management organization, for comprehensive management services. The education
corporation intends to site the new schools in New York City Department of Education (“NYCDOE")
space.

In accordance with the standard for Initial Renewal found in the SUNY Renewal Policies, the
Institute recommends that the SUNY Trustees approve the education corporation’s Application for
Charter Renewal and renew Success Academy Charter Schools — NYC’s authority to operate Harlem
2 for a full term of five years.

Consideration of School District Comments

In accordance with the Act, the Institute notified the school district in which the charter school is
located regarding the education corporation’s application for renewal of Harlem 2. As of the date of
this report, the Institute has received no district comments in response.

Summary Discussion

Academic Success

Academic Accountability Plan Goals

In 2011-12, the first year during which all five measure in its Accountability Plan were applicable,
Harlem 2 is meeting its key Accountability Plan goals in English language arts (“ELA”) and math.
Having administered the state exams for the first time in 2010-11, the school has met its goals in
both years for which the school has state testing results. Based on limited data, the school is also
meeting its science goal during the Accountability Period. According to the state’s No Child Left
Behind (“NCLB”) accountability system, the school is in good standing.

The Institute presents Harlem 2’s attainment of its accountability plan goals below under Academic
Attainment and Improvement. Specific results for the key academic Accountability Plan goals in ELA
and math appear on pages 20 and 21.

® Success Academy Charter School — Harlem 1, Harlem 2, Success Academy Charter School - Harlem 4 and Success Academy
Charter School — Harlem 5 all merged into Success Academy Charter School — Harlem 3, which was renamed Success Academy
Charter Schools - NYC. A summary of the merger and other merger information is available at:

http://www.suny.edu/Board of Trustees/webcastdocs/MergerBriefingDocs-Binder.pdf.
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Based on the results of the five measures in its Accountability Plan, Harlem 2 has met its ELA goal.
In the first year that this measure was applicable, 97 percent of students enrolled in at least their
second year scored proficient on the state test, ® well exceeding the target of 75 percent. Harlem 2
has again exceeded the Annual Measurable Objective (“AMO”), which is a standard set each year by
the New York State Education Department (“SED”) to monitor progress toward the NCLB goal of
having all students proficient in ELA and math. The school outperformed its local school district by
over 50 percentage points. In comparison to demographically similar schools statewide, the school
met its target, scoring better than expected to a large degree each year and among the highest of
all SUNY-authorized schools. Harlem 2 also met its growth target in ELA, with the school’s 4"
graders exceeding the target by 13 percentage points.

In the first year that all five measures in the Accountability plan apply, Harlem 2 has met its math
goal. The school far exceeded it absolute goal of 75 percent proficiency on the state math test,’
with 100 percent of students scoring proficient. The school exceeded the state’s AMO in both
2010-11 and 2011-12 and outperformed its local school district by over 57 percentage points in
2011-12, the first time the comparative measure was applicable. In comparison to demographically
similar schools throughout the state, Harlem 2 far exceeded its target in both of the last two years.
The school also met its cohort growth targets in math.

Qualitative Education Benchmarks

Instructional Leadership. Harlem 2 demonstrated notably strong instructional leadership. The
school’s new elementary grade principal has maintained an environment of high expectations for
both student and teacher performance, as has his counterpart at the middle school level. Harlem
2’s school-based leadership team comprises the principals, deans, grade team leaders and the
student achievement manager. Teacher effectiveness, which continues to be a priority for the
school, is evident in Success Academy Charter Schools, Inc.’s and school leaders’ systemic real-time
coaching, focused walkthroughs, peer reviews, modeling, inter-visitations and ‘teach backs.” All
coaching, classroom observations and teacher evaluations derive from the Qualities of Excellent
Teaching (“QET”) rubric used network-wide for all schools managed by Success Academy Charter
Schools, Inc.

With two common prep periods each day, teachers have ample time to plan instruction and
improve their practice. Harlem 2’s teachers participate in a three-week “T-School” at the start of
each school year as well as weekly half-day professional development sessions. All professional
development activities provided by the network and by the school focus on improving instructional
effectiveness. Instructional leaders regularly conduct teacher evaluations by assessing teachers in
classroom observations using the QET rubric. In addition to the observations, teachers are held
accountable for meeting their personal development plans and for student achievement results.

® For the purpose of evaluating the goal’s absolute measure, the Institute has again adapted the New York State Education
Department’s (“SED’s”) “time-adjusted” ELA cut score for 2011-12 as it had in 2010-11. The other four measures utilize the
current, revised ELA cut scores. As such, the cut scores for the NCLB Annual Measurable Objective (“AMO”) and cohort growth
are different from 2009-10 when the “time-adjusted cut score” was used instead.

’ For the purpose of evaluating the goal’s absolute measure, the Institute has again adapted SED’s “time-adjusted” math cut
score for 2011-12 as it had in 2010-11. The other four measures utilize the current, revised math cut scores. As such, the cut
scores for the AMO and cohort growth are different from 2009-10 when the “time-adjusted cut score” was used instead.
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School leaders put ineffective teachers on performance improvement plans for targeted
improvement using contract-like agreements with time limits as well as specified expectations and
outcomes. Teachers may be demoted from a lead teacher position, depending on how they
respond to their improvement plan.

Use of Assessment Data. Harlem 2 has a comprehensive and rigorous assessment system that
improves instructional effectiveness and student learning. The school regularly administers
assessments aligned to the school’s curriculum and state performance standards. Across all grades,
the school administers Fountas and Pinnell reading assessments, network developed math interim
assessments, and network developed writing prompts. In addition, at the middle school (currently
consisting of only 5t grade), students receive regular grades for their work based on a middle
school course grading system. Network staff and the school’s student achievement manager and
coordinators provide extensive training and support to teachers on scoring assessments and
analyzing data, ensuring that the school has a valid and reliable process for evaluating assessment
results. Lead teachers report that by spending a lot of time using rubrics for grading and norming
the grades at network-wide professional development sessions, they develop clear grade level
expectations for student performance.

The network provides comprehensive and timely student achievement data reports to the
education corporation’s board and school leaders and teachers, which allow network and school
staff to compare the performance of students within the school to that of students at other schools
within the network; comparisons also occur across grade levels and across classrooms within the
school. In addition, the student achievement team provides teachers with item analyses to enable
them to adjust classroom instruction and to identify individual students for intervention. School
leaders use assessment results to evaluate teacher effectiveness and to develop professional
development and coaching strategies. The school regularly distributes student progress reports to
parents and families.

Teachers report that data is ubiquitous at the school and at the network level. They regularly
access student achievement data on the network’s dedicated electronic data systems and compare
their results to those of other teachers network-wide. School leaders encourage teachers to
identify and observe peers whose data suggest they can be a resource for effective instructional
strategies.

Curriculum. Harlem 2’s curriculum aligns to the Common Core State Standards® and supports
teachers in their instructional planning. The network develops a curriculum framework that
articulates the essential knowledge and skills that students will learn from a curriculum that is both
vertically and horizontally integrated. The network provides teachers with a set of supporting tools
for instructional planning including scope and sequences, unit plans, and lesson plans (at the
elementary level). At the middle school, the principal is responsible for developing the ELA
curriculum in collaboration with other Success Academy Charter Schools — NYC middle school

& The Common Core State Standards initiative is a state-led effort coordinated by the National Governors Association Center for
Best Practices and the Council of Chief State School Officers. They developed in collaboration with teachers, school
administrators, and experts, a clear and consistent framework to prepare students for college training and the workforce. New
York State adopted the Common Core State Standards in 2011 and began assessing student achievement toward meeting the
standards in 2012.
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leaders and teachers develop lesson plans with oversight from the school and network instructional
leaders.

The school has a process for reviewing and improving its curriculum based on student achievement
results. Specifically, school leaders work together over the summer to refine curriculum
documents. During the school year, teachers work together within grade level study groups to
refine instructional plans and the delivery of the curriculum, as well as to identify strategies for
addressing specific student learning issues. Teachers report that the network subject team designs
lessons as a blueprint; the grade team determines how to deliver the lesson, the class team adapts
it to the specific needs of the class and the leadership resident reviews the lesson to ensure grade-
wide consistency.

Pedagogy. The Institute found high quality instruction prevalent at Harlem 2. Teachers
demonstrate strong content knowledge while delivering purposeful lessons. Teachers
communicate lesson objectives explicitly; students are aware of what they will know and be able to
do at the end of each lesson. They regularly and effectively check for student understanding
through the use of hand signals, student-to-student interaction, teacher questioning and ongoing
informal assessments which maximize individual learning. With two teachers in every elementary
class, Harlem 2 teachers are able to differentiate instruction to a large extent with targeted

grouping.

Teachers use probing questions to develop students’ higher-order thinking skills. During the
renewal visit, observers frequently heard teachers asking students, “What do you mean by that?”
and, “What is your evidence?” as well as other questions requiring students to explain their
answers. Teachers encourage students to challenge each other in a respectful manner. In one
classroom, a student stated, “I disagree with what you said because | read....”

Teachers maximize learning time by providing students with clear instructions and effective
routines. In particular, teachers provide students with both oral and written directions, and ask
students to repeat the directions precisely in order to eliminate any potential confusion about what
the teacher expects them to do. Teachers also intervene quickly when students move off-task.
Lastly, teachers have effective classroom management techniques and routines that create an
unrelenting focus on academic achievement. Teachers throughout the school use timers to keep
the pace of instruction moving and to instill a sense of urgency in students in completing their tasks
and moving about the classroom.

At-Risk Students. Harlem 2 meets the educational needs of at-risk students. The school has clear
procedures for identifying at-risk students including students with disabilities, ELLs and those
struggling academically. The student achievement coordinator oversees the school’s Response to
Intervention program and monitors the performance of individual students. Using an inclusive
approach, the student achievement coordinator identifies all struggling students at the school
(including students with disabilities and ELLs), and supports teachers in meeting the needs of each
of these students.
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Through the network, the school has implemented a comprehensive English language immersion
program to meet the needs of ELLs. The network tracks ELLs’ performance and implements
changes to the delivery of the English language immersion program at the network level.

On the most recent state exams, 80 percent of ELLs at Harlem 2 scored proficient in both ELA and
math.

The school’s Special Education Teacher Support Services (“SETSS”) teachers provide additional
support to both students with identified disabilities and those who struggle academically. In
addition, Collaborative Team Teaching teachers collaborate with general education colleagues in
one class in each grade to serve students, as required by students’ Individualized Education
Programs (“IEPs”). The school provides opportunities for general education teachers and at-risk
staff (including SETSS teachers) to collaborate during grade level meetings. Given the mainstream
nature of the program, and the outstanding achievement results, there is strong evidence that
general education teachers utilize effective strategies to support students within the general
education program. Over 90 percent of Harlem 2 students with disabilities scored proficient in both
ELA and math on the most recent state exams.

Harlem 2 had sufficient staff and resources available to meet the needs of students with disabilities,
including those students requiring a more restrictive educational setting. In addition as part of the
merger of education corporations that created Success Academy Charter Schools — NYC, Harlem 2
together with Success Academy Charter Schools — Harlem 3 and 4, created a joint restricted setting
classroom at Harlem 2 to serve students with disabilities. In an education corporation with just one
school, the traditional model of charter schools in New York, the number of students enrolled
requiring this setting is usually low and does not allow a single school the ability to create a joint
restricted setting. In such a situation, the NYCDOE district Committee on Special Education, the
entity under state law that makes all decisions regarding placement of students with special needs
regardless of their enrollment in a district or charter public school, would require the student’s
placement change to a district school offering the proper educational setting. The NYCDOE makes
these placement decisions even though the charter enrolls the students through the lottery
process. Harlem 2, 3 and 4’s work to create this setting allows the NYCDOE’s Committee on Special
Education to keep the students’ placements at a Success Academy Charter Schools — NYC charter
school.

Organizational Effectiveness and Viability

Mission. Harlem 2 has put its mission “to provide children in New York City with an exceptionally
high-quality education” into action throughout the charter term. The school’s high student
achievement results reflect Harlem 2’s successful implementation of its key design elements. For
example, the school ensures it retains highly trained staff focused on student achievement with its
comprehensive summer “T-School” and ongoing professional development activities for both
teachers and leaders.

Parent Satisfaction. Parents continue to be satisfied with Harlem 2. Families consistently opt to
enroll students year after year; according to the education corporation’s renewal application, over
90 percent of eligible students returned to the school for the 2011-12 school year. The application
further notes demand for seats in the school far exceeds capacity with 3,152 students on the
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waiting list for the 2011-12 school year. The school earned an “A” on the school environment
portion of the most recent NYCDOE school survey, indicating that parents, students and teachers
rate the school’s academic expectations, safety and respect, communication and engagement as
strong.

Organizational Capacity. Success Academy Charter Schools — NYC, Success Academy Charter
Schools, Inc. and Harlem 2 have established a well-functioning organizational structure with staff,
systems, and procedures that allow the school to carry out its academic program. Harlem 2
maintains an elementary campus with five primary leadership positions responsible for the day-to-
day operation of the school including the principal, leadership residents, deans, a student
achievement manager, and a business operations manager. Various network representatives
support the school leadership team; school leaders report increased school autonomy
corresponding to increases in the size of the network. At the time of the renewal visit, the Harlem 2
principals oversaw a well-functioning organizational structure, and the school’s staff was clearly
aware of their respective roles and responsibilities.

By designing and revising, when necessary, the school program, the network enables the school
leadership team to focus on instruction, school culture and teacher practice. Coordination of school
operations and the educational program across the elementary and secondary school is left to the
network, as is the task of ensuring that policies remain consistent from school to school within the
education corporation. The network provides frequent opportunity for school leaders to conduct
comparative analyses of each Success network schools relative test performance in order to identify
best practices network-wide. The Harlem 2 school leaders parallel this brainstorming activity
among themselves to identify effective in-house grades and classes. The priorities of the school’s
leadership team clearly align to the school’s mission.

The principals focus on the implementation of the academic program, while leadership residents
coordinate the delivery of the program at specific grade levels; in addition, deans ensure the
consistent implementation of its discipline system across grade levels. Grade level team leaders
facilitate grade level team meetings and provide mentoring and support for their grade-level peers.
The school has begun to establish career paths to support the ongoing development of teachers to
become master teachers and school leaders to and ultimately to retain quality staff.

Harlem 2 has adopted a clear student discipline policy. School leaders report that the professional
development programs at the school are front-loaded with instruction on student discipline and
school culture, which allows them to empower all teachers and staff to implement the academic
program as designed.

Throughout the charter term, Harlem 2 has maintained full enrollment with a sizable waitlist of
students seeking entry each year. Harlem 2 admits students in grades K-3 via lottery. The school’s
admissions policy also has a variable at-risk set-aside for students classified as ELL and for incoming
Kindergarteners who have not been classified, but are likely to be identified following post-
admission testing.

The network handles almost exclusively student recruitment and outreach. Network
representatives report canvassing the New York City Community School Districts (“CSDs”) where
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Success Academy schools are located in multilingual advertisements, and targeting particular
neighborhoods known to have a high concentration of ELLs and FRPL students. Harlem 2 also has in
place an admissions preference for ELLs. Based on these factors and the academic program in place
at Harlem 2, the school is likely to meet or exceed the enrolilment and retention targets set by the
SUNY Trustees.

Board Oversight. The composition of the board of Success Academy Charter Schools — NYC includes
members with a diverse set of skills, with particular expertise in finance, general education, and
special education. The board also has a non-voting parent representative. Each school within the
merged education corporation also has an informal advisory committee composed of former school
board members. The advisory committees meet thrice-yearly and are tasked with assessing school
and leadership quality, as well as with actively engaging parents.

The education corporation board fulfills its responsibilities primarily as a committee of the whole
with no formal, active committee structure. The board has generally avoided creating conflicts of
interest, and where conflicts of interest exist, managed them in a clear and transparent manner
through recusal. In all material respects, the education corporation board has implemented
adequate board policies and procedures to ensure the effective governance and oversight of the
school.

The board regularly requests, and the network supplies, regular reports and statements related to
the academic performance and fiscal status of the school, as well as student attendance. The
education corporation board generally meets six times per year, timed to follow academic testing
cycles, though school leaders are generally present between two and four times per year. The
board is formally involved in personnel decisions only at the school leader level, acting on the
recommendations of network representatives. All other personnel decisions are delegated to
school leaders and the network. The board does not have a formal self-assessment in place.

Board Governance. The composition of the board of Success Academy Charter School — NYC
includes individuals with a diverse set of skills. At the time of the renewal visit, the board did not
have immediate plans to add new trustees, though they were considering seeking out an individual
with more high school experience. (Subsequent to the renewal visit, the education corporation
sought a charter revision to implement a high school program at another school within the
corporation). The board holds the network accountable for measurable student performance
results and for maintaining a fiscally strong and legally compliant organization. During the previous
charter term, the education corporation board has generally abided by its by-laws and held
meetings generally in compliance with the New York Open Meetings Law. The board has effectively
delegated the development and revision of school policies to the network. The network revises
policies after consultation between the school principals, deans and appropriate network
representatives. However, as the network has grown, the trend has been to increase the autonomy
and flexibility at the school level. The education corporation board reported that the school
leadership has clear expectations, and demonstrated a thorough understanding of its role in holding
school leadership and the management partner accountable for academic results, fiscal soundness,
and legal compliance.

Charter Schools Institute B Renewal Recommendation Report 9



Legal Requirements. Based on the evidence available at the time of the renewal inspection visit and
throughout the current charter term, in material respect, Success Academy Charter Schools — NYC’s
operation of Harlem 2 has been in general and substantial compliance with the terms of the
provisional charter, charter agreement, bylaws, applicable state and federal law, rules and
regulations.

The school’s ELL program produces strong results for ELL students. In 2012, 85 percent of ELL
students enrolled across all Success affiliated schools passed the New York State ELA assessment.
In mathematics, 96 percent of ELL students passed the state assessment. These outcomes indicate
the program is strong. The school needs to align the monitoring of their ELL program to match the
manner in which it is being implemented. The Institute indicated this need to the school and will
follow-up during future monitoring activities to ensure it is in place.

Harlem 2 has the required student discipline policy in place but the implementation of the policy
relating to expulsion does not align with stated policy language. During renewal interviews, Harlem
2 school leaders reported the Network implements the expulsion policy. The stated policy language
does not closely track with the actual expulsion steps implemented. While the policy indicates each
school leader may initiate an expulsion, the Success Network handles expulsion situations when
they arise. While such an arrangement could be permissible under applicable law, the school has
not implemented the discipline policy as drafted. As such, procedures should be modified to
properly implement the policy or the policy itself should be amended by the education corporation
board to prevent the potential for due process violations. The Institute will follow-up with the
education corporation to resolve this and the other compliance issues. Finally, pertaining to
student discipline, alternative instruction for suspended students was not consistently presented to
parents as mandatory. It was unclear that live instruction was consistently provided in accordance
with New York’s compulsory education law.

In terms of academic program issues, Harlem 2 had six uncertified teachers, and the school did not
maintain adequate documentation to verify that such teachers were “highly qualified” as required
by the federal NCLB legislation. Education Law § 2854(3)(a-1) requires that uncertified teachers,
who must otherwise be Highly Qualified as defined by the NCLB Act, shall not in total comprise
more than 30 percent of the teaching staff of the school, or five teachers, whichever is less.
Therefore, the Institute will issue the school a violation letter and follow-up with the education
corporation to resolve this issue. The education corporation must demonstrate that Harlem 2 is in
compliance with the Education Law and federal law regarding certification and/or qualification of
teachers.

While the education corporation laudably arranged for a joint program between schools to serve
special education students requiring a more restrictive setting, the Institute was clear that the
students were to remain on the enrollment rosters in their original schools and, therefore, remain
on each school’s Accountability Plan. Without notice to SUNY, some of those students were
transferred, with the permission of the local Committee on Special Education, to Harlem 2, which
houses the specialized program. The other schools no longer report that such transferred students
attend those schools as had been originally contemplated when the schools merged. The Institute
notified the school that going forward, such students must remain on the sending school’s
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Accountability Plan so as not to impact the school’s performance towards meeting enrollment and
retention targets, and disrupt the schools’ accountability reporting.

At the time of the renewal visit, Success Academy Charter Schools - NYC was involved in litigation
with respect to the co-location of Harlem 2’s middle school program in a NYCDOE facility. A petition
challenging the co-location was filed in April 2012 to the New York State Commissioner of
Education. School representatives reported that the petition was not expedited due to improper
notice. The co-location was in effect during the renewal visit. The education corporation maintains
a relationship with outside counsel to assist with school issues, where necessary, and has generally
followed the terms of its monitoring plan for Harlem 2.

Fiscal Soundness

Budgeting and Long Range Planning. Over the course of the charter term, the education
corporation created realistic budgets for Harlem 2 (as a separate education corporation) and
routinely monitored and adjusted budgets when appropriate. The network’s finance and
operations teams, the school-based operations team, the school principals and the education
corporation board collaborate on developing annual budgets. The network and the education
corporation approach the budgeting process under the assumption that the school should be able
to sustain its program on per-pupil funding alone. The network presents monthly budget variance
reports to the school’s operations team and principal, and quarterly to the education corporation’s
board. They collectively discuss material variances and make adjustments or revisions when
necessary. Both the education corporation and network evaluate spending trends and staffing
needs strategically when developing and monitoring the budgets. Over the course of the charter
term, operating results have been positive.

Internal Controls. The education corporation has adopted the network’s written fiscal policies and
procedures related to cash management, cash receipts and disbursements, personnel and payroll,
fixed assets, grants/contributions, and the preparation of financial statements. The school-based
operations team accurately records transactions in accordance with the network’s directives. The
network’s staff works with the school principals, school leadership team and board of trustees to
ensure that school staff document and follow the written policies and procedures. The school’s
annual audit reports on internal controls over financial reporting and compliance with laws,
regulations and grants (last conducted when it was a separate education corporation), did not
disclose any reportable conditions, material weaknesses, or instances of non-compliance. The
absence of other deficiencies in the reports provides some, but not absolute, assurance that the
education corporation has maintained adequate internal controls and procedures at the school.

Financial Reporting. The education corporation has complied with financial reporting requirements
for Harlem 2 during the charter term. Though at times filing Institute required financial reports late,
the education corporation filed its budget, quarterly and annual financial statement audit reports in
an accurate and complete manner. Each of the education corporation’s annual financial audits
indicate that school staff followed and conducted reports in accordance with generally accepted
accounting principles and received an unqualified opinion, indicating that in the auditor’s opinion,
the education corporation’s financial statements and notes fairly represent, in all material respects,
the its financial position, changes in net assets, and cash flows including those for Harlem 2. The
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education corporation board has reviewed and approved various quarterly financial reports along
with the annual financial audit reports.

Financial Condition. As a component of the education corporation, Harlem 2’s financial condition is
good. The education corporation has successfully managed cash flow and has adequate financial
resources to ensure stable operations at Harlem 2. At fiscal year-end June 30, 2012, Harlem 2 (as
an independent education corporation) pre-merger had approximately $3.0 million in cash, $2.0
million in long-term investments (invested in certificate of deposits) and unrestricted net assets of
$5.6 million.

The SUNY Fiscal Dashboard, a multi-year financial data and analysis for SUNY authorized charter
schools, is an appendix to this report. As illustrated in the school analysis section, Harlem 2 as an
independent education corporation had a “fiscally strong” financial responsibility composite score
rating over the current charter term that includes fiscal year 2012, indicating a consistent level of
fiscal stability. The composite score assists in measuring the financial health of a school using a
blended score that measures the school’s performances on key financial indicators. The blended
score offsets the school’s financial strengths against areas where there are financial weaknesses.
Over the years, the school has averaged a “low risk/excellent” rating in its working capital ratio and
quick ratio, indicating that the school has had sufficient short-term assets to cover liabilities due in
the near to medium term. The school has averaged a “low risk/excellent” rating debt-to-asset ratio,
indicating the school’s low proportion of debt relative to its assets. The school has no long-term
debt; it operates in a NYCDOE facility that is cost-free. The school’s months of cash ratio averaged
three montbhs, it is compliant with the Institute’s minimum three months cash guideline, which is
the length of time the school could continue its operations without tapping into other non-cash
forms of financing in the event that state revenues were to cease flowing to the school. The school
averaged 83 percent of all expenses being allocated to program services over the current charter
term. The school also showed revenues exceeding expenses per student on an average of 32
percent.

Based on all of the foregoing, Harlem 2 has demonstrated fiscal soundness over the course of its
charter term.

Plans for the Next Charter Term

The education corporation plans few changes to Harlem 2’s current educational program; it will
continue to implement the key design elements that have supported the success of the educational
program during the current charter term. The school plans to expand to serve students in 6"
through g™ grade and the education corporation will hire additional teachers and administrative
staff to support this expansion. The school will undertake the expansion following the design of the
network’s existing middle school organizational structure.

Renewal Charter Exhibits. The education corporation has provided all of the key structural
elements for a renewal of its authority to operate Harlem 2 for a period of five years and those
elements are reasonable, feasible and achievable. The education corporation does not plan to
make changes to Harlem 2’s mission or key design elements.
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The mission of Harlem 2 will continue to be that of all network schools:

Each Success Academy school is dedicated to the mission of providing New York City
students with an exceptionally high-quality education that gives them the knowledge, skills,
character, and disposition to meet and exceed Common Core State Standards and give them
the resources to lead and succeed in school, college, and a competitive global economy.

Plans for the Educational Program. Harlem 2 will continue to provide instruction to students in
Kindergarten through 5t grade, while expanding to provide instruction to 6" through g™ grade
students. Harlem 2 would operate with a total projected enrollment of 879 students. To
compensate for the grade expansion and increased student enrollment, Harlem 2 would hire 11-12
additional staff members over the course of the charter term.

The same core elements that have led Harlem 2 to meet its Accountability Plan goals during the
initial charter term would drive the 6™ to 8" grade program. The elementary school curriculum, as
well as that of the middle school curriculum going forward, is redesigned to align to the Common
Core Standards. In the next charter term, students in 5th_gth grade will attend classes at a
consolidated middle school operated in conjunction with Harlem 3.

Plans for Board Oversight and Governance. Education corporation trustees express interest in
continuing to serve on the education corporation board, which may recruit additional members in
the future.

Fiscal and Facility Plans. The education corporation has presented a reasonable and appropriate
fiscal plan for the next term of authority to operate Harlem 2 that is feasible and achievable. The
fiscal plan includes the addition of 6" through gth grade with the school’s enrollment reaching 879
students in fiscal year 2018, the end of the next term of authority to operate the school. The plan
presents balanced budgets that will need to be closely monitored and adjusted when appropriate to
ensure fiscal stability. The education corporation has taken a strategic approach to budgeting and
planning for the next charter term. The operating plan uses the current per pupil allowance
throughout the next charter term. Expenses are increased at reasonable rates and include a four
percent annual increase in salaries. The budget assumes the middle school will be co-located in a
NYCDOE public school building; the budget includes expenses related to the staffing increase.
Operational balance is contingent upon the school meeting enrollment goals, which the school has
generally met in the past.

The education corporation and its management partner continually develop budget outcomes to
ensure the school has adequate funds to cover organizational priorities and planned initiatives as
well as a contingency plan should unexpected funding challenges arise. Projections are subject to
revision due to changes in local conditions, objectives, laws and state funding. The education
corporation will be required to continually develop and adopt annual budgets based on known per-
pupil amounts for the districts from which it draws enrollment. Critical financial needs of the school
will also be tied to the addition of the proposed grade expansion going forward and will also be
dependent on student enrollment as noted above.

Harlem 2 plans to continue to share its NYCDOE facility enabling the school to continue to provide
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instruction to students in Kindergarten to 4™ grade at its current elementary school location. A
permanent location for the middle school program has not yet been determined, but the education
corporation’s plan is for it to be co-located in a NYCDOE facility.

The Application for Charter Renewal contained all necessary elements as required by the Act. The
proposed school calendar allots an appropriate amount of instructional time to comply with all
necessary requirements, and taken together with other academic and key design elements, should
be sufficient to allow the school to meet its proposed Accountability Plan goals. The education
corporation has amended other key aspects of the renewal application, to include the proposed
bylaws and code of ethics to comply with various provisions of the Education Law, Not-for-Profit
Corporation Law, Public Officers Law and the General Municipal Law, as appropriate.
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SCHOOL OVERVIEW

Opening Information

Date Initial Charter Approved by SUNY Trustees October 26, 2007

Date Initial Charter Approved by Operation of Law March 11, 2008

School Opening Date August 25, 2008

Location
School Year(s) Location(s) Grades At Location District

2008-09 to 2009-10 301 West 140" Street New York, NY K-2 NYCCSD 5
2010-11 to Present 144 East 128" Street New York, NY K-4 NYCCSD 5
2012-13 21 West 111" Street New York, NY 5 NYC CSD 3

Partner Organizations

Partner Name Partner Type Dates of Service
Charter
Current Partner Success Academy Charter Schools, Inc. Management 2007 to Present
Organization

Current Mission Statement

The mission for each school operated by SA-NYC is to provide children in New York City with an exceptionally high-
quality education that gives them the knowledge, skills, character, and disposition to meet and exceed NY State
Common Core Learning Standards and the resources to lead and succeed in school, college, and a competitive
global economy.

The schools seek to provide this exceptionally high-quality education to all students residing within the
Community School District (“CSD”) of the school location, including English language learners and students with
special education needs, irrespective of socioeconomic, racial, ethnic, and/or other status.

Current Key Design Elements

e A focus on student achievement;

e Research-based, results-driven curriculum;

e Frequent assessments produced and analyzed in real time;

e Extended school day;

e School leaders with the power to lead;

e Highly-qualified, highly-trained staff; and

e Strong school culture, including reinforcement of ACTION principles (Agency, Curiosity, Try and Try,
Integrity, Others, and No Shortcuts).
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School Characteristics’

Original Revised Actual Original
School Year Chartered Charter Chartered Actual Grades
Enrolliment
Enrollment Enroliment Grades

2008-09 155 - 179 K-1 K-1

2009-10 245 361 355 K-2 K-2

2010-11 363 476 471 K-3 K-3

2011-12 473 580 620 K-4 K-4

2012-13 702 - 6567 K-5 K-5

Student Demographics
2008-09"! 2009-10 2010-11
Percent of | Percent of | Percent of | Percent of Pesr:;:;lof :Ii':ir;t;;
School NYCCSD 5 School NYCCSD 5 Enroliment | Enrollment
Enrollment | Enrollment | Enroliment | Enroliment 12 13

Race/Ethnicity
Am?rlcan Indian or Alaska 0 0 0 0 0 0
Native
Black or African American 80 58 77 57 74 56
Hispanic 17 37 21 38 22 38
A5|an,.l\!at|ve Hawaiian, 1 ) 1 ) 1 )
or Pacific Islander
White 1 2 1 2 0 3
Multiracial 1 0 0 3 0
Special Populations
Students with Disabilities N/A N/A N/A N/A 9 N/A
English Language 5 11 3 11 9 11
Learners
Free/Reduced Lunch
Eligible for Free Lunch 53 74 66 72 65 74
Ellglble for Reduced- 18 6 12 6 10 5
Price Lunch

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

Y source: 1% Quarter Financial Report, 2012-13.
2 source: 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 School Report Cards, SED.
12 Source: The 2010-11 Students with Disabilities statistic is derived from the school’s October 2010 student enroliment report

to SED (2010-11 BEDS Report).

B Source: District-level Students with Disabilities enrollment data are not available for 2010-11. SED released these district
data for the first time in spring 2012. Based on the state’s Empirical Analysis of Enrollment Targets, the CSD’s 2011-12 Students
with Disabilities enrollment is 20 percent compared to 12 percent for the school.
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Current Board of Trustees™

Board Member Name Term Position/Committees
Sam Cole February 2015 Chair
Bryan Binder February 2015 Vice Chair
Greg Sawers February 2015 Secretary
Jay Bryant February 2015 Trustee
Sam Chainani February 2015 Trustee
Donna Kennedy February 2015 Trustee
Lance Rosen February 2015 Trustee
Khadijah Pickel February 2015 Parent Representative

School Leader(s)

School Year

School Leader(s) Name and Title

2008-09 to 2011-12

Jim Manly, Principal

August 2012 to Present

Noah Green,K-4 Principal and Jim Manley, 5-8 Principal

School Visit History

. . Evaluator
School Year Visit Type (Institute/External) Date
2008-09 First-Year Visit Institute February 24, 2009
2009-10 Routine Visit External (Class Measures) | April 5-6, 2010
2012-13 Initial Renewal Visit Institute November 27-28, 2012

1 Source: Institute Board Records.
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ACADEMIC ATTAINMENT AND IMPROVEMENT

Background

At the beginning of the charter term, the school developed and adopted an Accountability Plan that
set academic goals in the key subjects of ELA and math. The Accountability Plan also includes
science and NCLB goals. For each goal in the Accountability Plan, specific outcome measures define
the level of performance necessary to meet that goal. The required subject-area outcome
measures include the following three types: 1) the absolute level of student performance on state
examinations; 2) the comparative level of student performance on state examinations; and 3) the
growth in student learning according to year-to-year comparisons of grade level cohorts. The
following table shows the outcome measures currently required by the Institute in each subject
area goal, as well as for the NCLB goal. The schools may have also elected to include optional goals
and measures in the Accountability Plan.

Summary of Required Goals and Outcome Measures
in Elementary/Middle School (K-8) Accountability Plans

Required Outcome Measures
Absolute®™ Comparative Growth
Grade-level
School exceeds
Performance Percent . cohorts reduce by
75 percent _ predicted level of
Index (Pl) meets proficient half the gap
at or above performance )
Annual greater than . between prior
Level 3 on compared to similar ,
Measurable that of local . year’s percent at
state exam Objective (AMO) school district public schools by or above Level 3
GOAL ) small Effect Size
and 75 percent
English
& + + + + +
Language Arts
Math + + + + +
Science + +
NCLB School is deemed in “Good Standing” under state’s NCLB accountability system

The most important criterion for renewal is academic success, which the school demonstrates in
large part by meeting the goals in its Accountability Plan. The Institute determines the outcome of
a goal by evaluating the multiple measures associated with that goal.

The following presentation indicates the outcome of each of the school’s goals. A general analysis
of the key academic goals appears above under Academic Accountability Plan Goals in the summary
of the school’s academic success. The following presentation divides the data into two sections: 1)
the key goals of ELA, math; and 2) the additional goals of science and NCLB.

15 Note: In 2009-10, SED raised its achievement standard, by increasing the scaled score cutoff for proficiency or Level 3
performance on the ELA and math exams. In order to maintain a consistent standard for determining the absolute measure,
the Institute has adapted SED’s “time-adjusted” cutoffs. In the presentation below of ELA and math results, the Institute uses
the ‘time-adjusted” Level 3 cutoffs for 2009-10, 2010-11 and 2011-12.
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Aside from required Accountability Plan measures, the additional goals section below also presents
the results of optional academic measures, included in the school’s plan. Based on the Institute’s
analysis, numbers of students at times differ from those the school reported; these differences do
not affect the interpretation of results.
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SCHOOL PERFORMANCE SUMMARY': English Language Arts

Lhr:rlcr q!‘:r\l'.:lﬂllﬁ Imatilule

Success Academy Charter School- Harlem 2 uiy of Mo T
200910 201011 201112
Grades Served: MET Grades Served: K-2 MET Grades Served: K4 MET
All 2+ Years Al 2+ Years All 2+ Years
Students  Students Students  Students Students  Students
Grades % (M) S M) Grades % (M) % (M) Grades % (M) % (M)
3 {0y ] 3 831 (77) []] 3 956(135) 85T (117)
4 {0y 1] 4 0y o) 4 100.0(70) 100D (FO)
3 {0) 1] 3 o) o) 3 )] {d)
1. Each year 75 percent of students 3 {0 i]] [ (o) flif} [ {0 [}
who are enrolled in at least their T {0} oy T (o) o T (o) o
second year will perform at or above a 8 0 i) B oy i) g i) )
Lewel 3 on the New York State exam. Al I} ) _ Al B 7T o Na Al TT1[205) 9730187)! YES
2. Each year the school's aggregate
Performanice Index on the State exam Grades il AMO Grades il AMO  Grades Pl AMO |
will meet the Annual Measurable
Oibjective set forth in the State’s NCLS -1 @ 173 1z IVES| 34 181 138 | VES
accountability system.
COMPARATIVE MEASURES Comnparison: Manhattan District 5 Comparison: Manhattan District 5 Comparison: Manhattan Distict 5
3. Each year the percent of students
enrclled in at least their second year Grades  School District Grades  School District Grades School Disfrict
and performing at or above Level 3 will
be greater than that of students in the - 3 286 NA 4 B24 F=) YES
same grades in the local district.
4. Each year the school will exceed its
- Effect Effect Effect
predicted percent of students at or %FL Achal Predicted  Size %FL Actual Predicted Size %FL Actual Predicted  Size
above Level 3 on the state exam by at
least a small Effect Size (at least 0.3)
based on its Free Lunch [FL) rate. - | 848 758 487 181 | YES| 621 3820 420 219 | YES
GROWTH MEASURE
5. The year-to-year school-wide cohort | GF M Base Target Result Gr N Base Target Resuit Gr N Base Tarpet Result
of students will meet the target of 30 = EN WA T3 4 oo 750 | YES
reducing by one-sixth the difference 4 0 4 0 4 @8 B0 810 949 ¢
between the previous year's baseline 5 0 5 0 5
and 75 percent performing atorabove | § 0 B 0 B
Lewel 3 on the New York State exam. 7 0 F Fi
An asterisk indicates grade-level g 0O g 0 8
cohort met target Al D Al O M 72 T84 765 931
TAC 5 The Institube uses SED's time adpsted cut scores”, or "TACS", hrﬂduatrgaaedeslwadmamﬁ in the respective years. Although a lower standard than that used
before 2008-10, TACS provide confinuity with the standand used in previous years. Sources: SED data; school data workbooks; the Instifute's student test database.
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SCHOOL PERFORMANCE SUMMARY: Mathematics

Charter Schools Institute

Success Academy Charter School- Harlem 2 e
200910 | 201011 201112 |
Graties Served: | MET Grades Served: K-3 | MET Grades Served: K4 | MET
Al 2+Years | Al 2+Years | Al 2+Yeaws |
Students  Students | Students  Students | Students  Students |
Grades (N} wN | Grades % (N} %Ny Grades %[N} wiN |
3 [} W 3 1000(77) o | 3 00.0(136) 100.0(117) |
ABSOLUTE MEASURES 4 (0 o 4 o o 4  100.0{69) 100.069) |
1. Each year 75 percent of students : ﬂ fgjl : ﬂ fgi 2 Eg: {{g{
who are enrolled in at least their 7 s o i 7 o) o | 7 0 o
second year will perform at or abowve a b i | bl ; |
Lewel 3 on the New York State exam. a8 (0 {ﬂ}_| 8 {0 ] i a im {DJ_|
Al [} o — | A 1000(77) m  Ma| An 100.0(0K) 100.0(186) | YES
2. Each year the school's aggregate ! ! !
Performance Index on the State exam  |_Grades Pl AMD | Grades A AMO | Grades il AMO
will meet the Annual Measurable i i i
Ohbjective set forth in the State’s NCLB I - 3 186 7 YES) 24 17 HE | YES
accountability system. |

COMPARATIVE MEASURES

3. Each year the percent of students
enrolled in at least their second year
and performing at or abowe Level 3 will

Comparison: Manhattan Distnict 5
Grades School District

be greater than that of students in the | - 3 s MNA 34 973 Be | YES
same grades in the local district. ; ; :

4. Each year the school will exceed its Efbect | Effect | Effect |
Level 3 on the S exam by at least a % FL Actual Predicied Size % FL Actual Predicted Size %HL Actual Predicted Size
small Effect Size (at least 0.3) based i i i

on its Free Lunch [FL) rate. | - Me B72 514 193 ‘I"ES @21  DE6 LT | 227 ‘I’ES
GROWTH MEASURE i

5. The year-to-year school-wide cohort | Gr M Base Target Result Gr M Base Taget Resuli Gr N Base Tapet Result

of students will meet the target of 310 i~ 13 o [MA 13 4 =00 oo | YES
reducing by one—sixth the difference 410 4 0 4 @7 BRE 897 1000 ’
between the previous year's baseline 5 0 : 3 0 : 3 :

and 75 percent performing atorabove | g | 6 0 | [ !
Lewel 3 on the New York State exam. T 0 T 0 i 7

An asterisk indicates grade-level g 0 : g 0 i B H
cohort met target Al o i Al O f A 71 83 &4 1000

TAC 5 The Institube uses SEDFs “time adpsted cut scores”, or "TACS", fior eval
Ibefore 2008-10, TACS provide continuity with the standard used in previous
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ADDITIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY PLAN GOALS

Science

Accountability Plan Goal: Students will demonstrate competency in the understanding and
application of scientific reasoning.

Outcome: Harlem 2 has met its science goal.

Analysis of Accountability Plan Measures:

Absolute Measure: Each year, 75 percent of all tested students enrolled in at least
their second year will perform at or above Level 3 on the New York State science
examination.

Results (in percents)

School Year
Grade 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12
(Tested: ) (Tested: ) (Tested: 37) (Tested: 36)
4 - - - 100.0
8 - - - -

Harlem 2 has posted strong performance on the state’s 4" grade science exam and has exceeded its
absolute target during the one year for which data is available. Also notable, 99 percent of those
students who took the exam scored at Level 4.

Comparative Measure: Each year, the percent of all tested students enrolled in at
least their second year and performing at or above Level 3 on the state science exam
will be greater than that of all students in the same tested grades in the local school
district.
Results (in percents)
School Year
Comparison 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12
(Grade 4) (Grade 4) (Grade 4) (Grade 4)
School - - - 100.0
District 61.0 68.0 73.0 69.5

In the first year it administered the state science exam it outperformed its Manhattan CSD 5 by 30
percentage points.

NCLB

In addition to meeting its specific subject area goals, the Accountability Plan requires schools under
NCLB to make adequate yearly progress towards enabling all students to score at the proficient
level on the state ELA and math exams. In holding charter schools to the same standards as other
public schools, the state issues an annual school accountability report that indicates the school’s
status each year.

Accountability Plan Goal: The school will make adequate yearly progress.
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Outcome: The school met the goal. The state deemed that Harlem 2 was in good standing each
year that it administered the state tests.

Absolute Measure: Under the state’s NCLB accountability system, the school’s
Accountability Status will be “Good Standing” each year.

Results
Status School Year
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12
Good Standing - - Yes Yes

Analysis of Additional Evidence

Harlem 2 received a letter grade of “A” on its 2011-12 NYCDOE Progress Report. The NYCDOE bases
the overall grade on school performance in three categories: School Environment, Student
Performance and Student Progress, with the greatest emphasis placed on Student Progress. To
raise the bar for schools and increase stability in the letter grades, the city reports that it set overall
cut scores for 2010-11 based on a pre-determined scoring distribution. For elementary and middle
schools, the distribution is: 25 percent A, 35 percent B, 30 percent C, seven percent D, and three
percent F. For high schools, the distribution is: 33 percent A, 32 percent B, 24 percent C, eight
percent D, and four percent F.

Harlem 2 received the “A” based on the composite score of the three categories. The school
received an “A” in School Environment, which measures factors other than student achievement.
This category is largely based on parent and teacher satisfaction surveys, which measure the
conditions necessary for learning. In the category that measures student performance, the school
received an “A”, indicating that the school’s absolute performance was better on the whole than its
peer schools in New York City. As a result of Harlem 2’s strong year-to-year growth in both ELA and
math in comparison to its peer schools, it received an “A” in Student Progress. This result was
derived from the school’s one student cohort that had scores on state tests for two years.
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APPENDIX: FISCAL DASHBOARD

Charter Schools Institute

The State University of New York

Success Academy - Harlem 2

SCHOOL INFORMATION |

FINANCIAL POSITION [ 2007-08] 2008-09] 2009-10] 2010-11] 2011-12]
Assets
Cdrrent Assets
Cash and Cash Equivalents - GRAPH 2 - 809,180 832,947 645,378 2,971,852
Grants and Contracts Receivable - 349,976 121,858 283,906 207,642
Accounts Receivable - - - - -
Prepaid Expenses - 33,389 31,782 - -
Contributions and Other Receivables - - 13,709 - -
Total Current Assets - GRAPH 2 - 1,192,545 1,000,296 929,284 3,179,494
Property, Building and Equipment, net - 415,078 811,429 802,807 590,606
Other Assets - 19,147 1,050,469 2,079,764 2,086,415
Total Assets - GRAPH 2 = 1,626,770 2,862,194 3,811,855 5,856,515

Liabilities and Net Assets

Current Liabilities
Accounts Payable and Accrued Expenses - 56,488 66,602 119,061 33,203
Accrued Payroll and Benefits - 91,234 169,372 260,671 92,580
Deferred Revenue - - - -
Current Maturities of Long-Term Debt - - - - -
Short Term Debt - Bonds, Notes Payable - - - - -
Other - 104,438 174,269 45,841 167,888

Total Current Liabilities - GRAPH 2 s 252,160 410,243 425,573 293,671
L-T Debt and Notes Payable, net current maturities | - - - - -
Total Liabilities - GRAPH 2 | = 252,160 410,243 425,573 293,671
Neét Assets
Unrestricted - 1,374,610 2,451,951 3,386,282 5,562,844
Temporarily restricted - - - - -
Total Net Assets = 1,374,610 2,451,951 3,386,282 5,562,844
Total Liabilities and Net Assets - 1,626,770 | 2,862,194 | 3,811,855 | 5,856,515 |
ACTIVITIES
Operating Revenue
Resident Student Enrollment [ - 2,334,381 | 4,471,763 6,377,204 8,336,014
Students with Disabiliies [ - - 228,797 488,350 550,337
Grants and Contracts
State and local - 150,604 55,549 56,011 23,851
Federal - Title and IDEA - 490,640 295,278 376,014 193,196
Federal - Other - - 200,247 - 32,488
Other - - - - -
Food Service/Child Nutrition Program - - - - -
Total Operating Revenue = 2,975,625 5,251,634 7,297,579 9,135,886
Expenses
Regular Education - - 3,346,086 4,525,150 4,667,071
SPED - - 349,110 566,612 1,101,366
Regular Education & SPED (combined) - 2,235,237 - - -
Other - - - - -
Total Program Services - 2,235,237 3,695,196 5,091,762 5,768,437
Management and General - 421,991 722,463 1,282,269 1,202,786
Fundraising - - - - -
Total Expenses - GRAPH 1/ GRAPH 4 = 2,657,228 4,417,659 6,374,031 6,971,223
Surplus / (Deficit) From School Operations -l 318,397 | 833,975 | 923,548 | 2,164,6@
Support and Other Revenue
Contributions - 1,035,050 229,110 4,301 -
Fundraising - - - - -
Miscellaneous Income - 21,163 14,256 6,481 11,899
Net assets released from restriction - - - - -
Total Support and Other Revenue - 1,056,213 243,366 10,782 11,899
Total Unrestricted Revenue N 4,031,838 5,495,000 7,308,361 9,147,785
Total Temporally Restricted Revenue - - - - -
Total Revenue - GRAPH 1 - 4,031,838 5,495,000 7,308,361 9,147,785
Change in Net Assets - 1,374,610 1,077,341 934,330 2,176,562
Net Assets - Beginning of Year - GRAPH 1 - - 1,374,610 2,451,951 3,386,281
Prior Year Adjustment(s) - - - - -
Net Assets - End of Year - GRAPH 1 - 1,374,610 2,451,951 3,386,281 5,562,844

Functional Expense Breakdown
Personnel Service

Administrative Staff Personnel - - 173,962 385,536 765,187
Instructional Personnel - - 2,147,624 2,816,584 2,618,221
Non-Instructional Personnel - - - - -
Personnel Services (Combined) - 1,215,776 - - -
Total Salaries and Staff = 1,215,776 2,321,586 202,120 3,383,408
Fringe Benefits & Payroll Taxes - 257,040 461,532 638,173 668,203
Retirement - - 19,413 56,508 68,737
Management Company Fees - 227,294 447,064 637,561 833,393
Building and Land Rent / Lease - - - - -
Staff Development - 48,779 49,523 73,223 108,918
Professional Fees, Consultant & Purchased Services - 68,566 71,467 63,469 49,055
Marketing / Recruitment - 163,269 125,674 175,469 218,570
Student Supplies, Materials & Services - 344,597 437,685 533,516 678,229
Depreciation - 36,691 86,571 151,828 461,280
Other - 295,216 397,144 842,164 501,430
Total Expenses = 2,657,228 4,417,659 6,374,031 6,971,223
ENROLLMENT

Chartered Enroll - 155 245 363 473
Revised Enroll - - 361 476 -
Actual Enroll - GRAPH 4 - 155 361 476 580
Chartered Grades P-Year K-1 K-2 K-3 K-4

Revised Grades - - - - -
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SCHOOL ANALYSIS

Primary School District
Per Pupil Funding
Increase over prior year

PER STUDENTBREAKDOWN

Revenue

Cperating

Cther Revenue and Support

TOTAL - GRAPH 3

Expenses

Program Senices

Manacement and General. Fundraising
TOTAL - GRAPH 3

% of Program Senvices

% of Management and Other

% of Revenue Exceeding Expenses - GRAPH §

Student to Faculty Ratio
Faculty to Admin Ratio
Financial Responsibility Composite Scores - GRAPH 6

Score
Fiscally Strong 1.5 - 3.0/ Fiscaly Adequate 1.0- 1.4/

2007-08] 2008-09] 2009-10] 2010-11] 2011-12]
NYC
10,196 | 11,023 12,443 | 12,443 | 13,627
#DIV/O! 8 1% 12.8% 0 0%] 8 7%
Average - 5
¥Yrs. OR Charter
Term
- 19198 14 547 15331 16752 16,207
- 6814 674 23 21 1883
= 26,012 15222 15,354 15,772 18,090
] 14.421] 10.236] 10.697] 11,325 |
- 2723 2001 2694 22373

13,391

13.698

This chart illustrates total revenue and expenses each year and the relationship those
subsets have on the increase/decrease of net assets ona year to year basis. Ideally

subset 1, revenue, will be taller than subset 2, expenses, and as a result subset 3, net
assets - beginning, will increase each year building a more fiscally viable school.

Fiscally Needs Monitoring -1.0 - 0.9 N/A A Fiscally Strong Fiscally Strong Fiscaly Strong Fiscally Strong
Working Capital - GRAPH 7
Net Working Capital - 940,385 590.053 503.711 2885823 1,229,993
As % of Unrestricted Revenue 0.0% 23.3% 10.7% 6.9% 31.5% 18.1%
Working Capital (Current) Ratio Score - 4.7 2.4 22 10.8 50
Risk (Low= 3.0/ Medium 1.4 - 2.9/ High < 1.4) NIA MEDIUM MEDIUM LOW LOW
Rating (Excellent > 3.0/ Good 1.4 -2.9/ Poor < 1.4) NIA Good Good Excelent Excellent
Quick (Acid Test) Ratio
Score - 4.6 2.4 22 10.8 5.0
Risk (Low= 2.5/ Medium 1.0 - 2.4/ High < 1.0) NIA MEDIUM MEDIUM LOW LOW
Rating (Excellent = 2.5/ Good 1.0 - 2.4 / Poor = 1.0) MN/A Good Good Excellent Excellent
Debt to Asset Ratio - GRAPH 7
Score -
Risk (Low = 0.50 / Medium0.51 - .95/ Hich > 1.0) NIA Low LowW LowW Low Low
Rating (Excellent < 0.50 / Good 0.51 - .95 / Poor > 1.0) N/A Excellent Excelent Excellent Excellent Excelent
Months of Cash - GRAPH 8
Scare - 37 2.3 12 5.1 3.1
Risk (Low= 6 mo. / Medium 3 - 8 mo. / High = 3 mo.) N/A MEDIUM HIGH HIGH MEDIUM MEDIUM
Rating (Excellent = 6 mo. / Good 3 - 6 mo. / Poor < 3 N/A Good Poor Poor Good Good
GRAPH 1 Revenue, Expenses and Net Assets GRAPH 2 Cash, Assets and Liabilities
10,000,000 6,000,000 =
9,000,000
8,000,000 5,000,000 1
7,000,000 400,000
" 6,000,000 ®
£ 5,000,000 = 3,000,000 -
S a
O 4000000
2,000,000
3,000,000
2,000,000 1,000,000
1,000,000
) 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12
Forthe Year Ended June 30 For the Year Ended June 30
ORevenue @Expenses ONet Assets -Beginning ONet Assets - Ending OCash ®@CurrentAssets O Current Liabilities OTotal Assets ®Total Liabilities

This chart illustrates the relationship between assets and liabilities and to
what extent cash reserves makes up current assets. |deally for each
subset, subsets 2thru 4, (i.e. current assets vs. current liabilties), the

column on the left is taller than the immediate column on the right; and,
generally speaking, the bigger that gap, the better.
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GRAPH 3

30,000

Revenue & Expenses Per Pupil

25,000

20,000

15,000

Dollars

10,000

5,000

2008 2009 2010 2011

For the Year Ending June 30

DRev. - Reg. & Special ED
OExp. - Reg. & Special ED

aRev. - Other Operating
®Exp.- Other Program

ORev. - Other Support
BEXp. - Mngmt. & Other

This chart illustrates the breakdown of revenue and expenses on a per pupil basis.
Caution should be exercised in making school-by-school comparisons since schools
serving different missions or student populations are likely to have substantially different
educational cost bases. Comparisons with similar schools with similar dynamics are
most valid.

romparable School, Region or Network
* Average = Average - 5 Yrs. OR Charter Term

GRAPH & % Breakdown of Expenses

100.0%

8
=)
E

Percentage

&
=)
B

0.0%

2008 2009 2010 20Mm 202 Average

Forthe Year Ended June 30
BProgram Services - School
BManagement & Other - School
BREV. Exceeding EXP. - School

BProgram Services - Comparable
@ianagement & Other - Comparable
BREV. Exceeding EXP. Comparable

This chart illustrates the percentage expense breakdown between program services and
management & others as well as the percentage of revenues exceeding expenses.
Ideally the percentage expense for program services will far exceed that of the
management & other expense. The percentage of revenues exceeding expenses
should not be negative. Similar caution, as mentioned on GRAPH 3, should be used in
comparing schools.

GRAPH 7 Working Capital & Debt to Asset Ratios

WORKING CAPITALRATIO - Risk=Low > 3.0/ Medium 1.4- 29/High< 1.4
DEBT TO ASSET RATIO - Risk=Low < 0.50 / Medium 0.51 - 95/ High=>1.0

018
016
0.14
012
0.10
0.08
0.06
0.04
0.02

Working Capital
Debt

(0.02)
(0.04)

2008

2009 2010 2011 2012 Average

Forthe Year Ended June 30

==Working Capital - School —=Working Capital - Comparable

=@—Debt Ratio - School =@=Debt Ratio - Comparable

This chart illustrates Working Capital and Debt to Asset Ratios. W/C indicates if a
school has enough short-term assets to cover its immediate liabilities/short term debt.
Debt to Asset indicates what proportion of debt a school has relative to its assets. The
measure gives an idea to the leverage of the school along with the potential risks the
school faces in terms of its debt-load.

GRAPH 4 Enrollment vs. Operating Expenses
8,000,000 700
7,000,000 1 600
@ 6,000,000
E 3 i — <+ 500
& 5.000,000 t
o T 400 £
2 4000000 - ?
= y + 300 5§
5 3,000,000
&
2,000,000 T 20
1,000,000 /‘ T 100
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11  2011-12

For the Year Ended June 30

C—Program Expenses ~ C—aManagement & Other ~ E&==Total Expenses
This chart illustrates to what extent the school's operating expenses
have followed its student enroliment pattern. A baseline assumption that
this data tests is that operating expenses increase with each additional
student served. This chart also compares and contrasts growth trends of
both, giving insight into what a reasonable expectation might be in terms
of economies of scale.

Success Academy - Harlem 2

GRAPH 6 Composite Score
2008 2000 2010 2011 2012 Average
3.0 L L ’ L - " - L
25
20 //
Il . * * * *
1.0 /
g 05 /
R S J
(0.5)
(1.0)
(1.5)
(2.0)

Forthe Year Ended June 30

=#=Composite Score - School ~ =@=Composite Score - Comparable

Fiscally Strong=1.5 - 3.0 / Fiscally Adequate = 1.0 - 1.4 / Fiscally Needs

This chart illustrates a school's composite score based onthe
methodology developed by the United States Department of Education
(USDOE) to determine whether private not-for-profit colleges and
universities are financially strong enough to participate in federal loan
programs. These scores can be valid for observing the fiscal trends of a
particular school and used as a tool to compare the results of different
schools.

GRAPH 8 Months of Cash

2008 2009 2010 2011
15.0 . . . "

2012 Average
L
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9.0

75

Months

6.0

45

30 A
15 A
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=8=Cash- School =@=Cash- Comparable ==Ideal Months of Cash
This chart illustrates how many months of cash the school has in
reserves. This metric is to measure solvency — the school's ability to pay
debts and claims as they come due. This gives some idea of how long a
school could continue its ongoing operating costs without tapping into
some other, non-cash form of financing in the event that revenues were
to cease flowing to the school.
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