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ABOUT THE EVALUATION
PURPOSE AND PROCESS
This evaluation is designed to provide the authorizer with a reflective, formative analysis of its primary strengths,
priorities for improvement, and recommendations for moving forward. Through this evaluation, NACSA hopes to
provide the authorizer with critical feedback that will accelerate the adoption of practices that will lead to stronger
outcomes for students and communities.
This evaluation is based on NACSA’s Principles & Standards for Quality Charter School Authorizing (Principles &
Standards), which is recognized as the leading framework for authorizing best practices, having been written explicitly
and implicitly into numerous state charter school laws. Consistent with NACSA’s Principles & Standards for Quality
Charter School Authorizing, this evaluation assesses the authorizer’s core responsibilities in the following areas:
1.

Organizational Capacity and Commitment;

2.

Applications and School Openings;

3.

Monitoring and Intervention; and

4.

Renewal, Expansion, and Closure.

This evaluation is also guided by key findings from NACSA’s Quality Practice Project (QPP), an initiative that seeks to
build a stronger evidence base between authorizing practices and student outcomes. Through this research, NACSA
studied the practices of authorizers with a range of performance profiles and identified certain practices and
perspectives that correlate with strong student and public-interest outcomes. The key findings from this initiative,
which are incorporated into this evaluation, include:
•

Commitment. Great authorizers reflect their institution’s commitment to quality authorizing. Authorizing is
visible, championed, and adequately resourced, rather than buried in a bureaucracy. The people responsible
for day-to-day authorizing functions have influence over decision-making.

•

Leadership. Great authorizers are dedicated to a mission of giving more children access to better schools
through the proactive creation and replication of high-quality charter schools and the closure of academically
low-performing charter schools.

•

Judgment. Great authorizers make decisions based on what will drive student outcomes, not based on
checking boxes or on personal beliefs.

This evaluation is the culmination of a process, which included an extensive document review, data analysis, surveys,
multiple conversations and discussions with the authorizing staff, and a two-day site visit, during which the evaluation
team interviewed authorizing staff, leadership, board members, and charter school leaders.

ABOUT NACSA
NACSA believes that authorizers are responsible for ensuring that charter schools are good schools for children and the
public. As an independent voice for quality charter school authorizing, NACSA uses data and evidence to encourage
smart charter school growth. NACSA works with authorizers and partners to create the gold standard for authorizing
and build authorizers’ capacity to make informed decisions. NACSA also provides research and information that help
policymakers and advocates move past the rhetoric to make evidence-based policy decisions. More at
https://www.qualitycharters.org/.
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ABOUT IDAHO PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL COMMISSION (IDAHO PCSC)
IDAHO PCSC PORTFOLIO COMPARED TO STATE SCHOOLS (2017)
IDAHO PCSC SCHOOLS

STATE

No. of Schools
41
Student Enrollment
16,611
Percent of Students with Disabilities
8.9%
Percent of Students Qualifying for
26.7%
Free/Reduced Lunch
Percent of English Learners
1.5%
Source: Idaho Department of Education: http://www.sde.idaho.gov/finance/#attendance

706
280,413
9.6%
48.7%
5.6%

CHARTER SCHOOL OPENINGS AND CLOSINGS OVER TIME

Count of Openings & Closings

4

3

3

3

2

2

2

1

1

0

0
2013

2014
Charter Openings

0

2015

2016

0

0

2017

Charter Closings

Source: National Alliance for Public Charter School Database
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CHARTER SCHOOL PERFORMANCE
Number of Schools Meeting Student Growth Targets1 in English Language Arts and Math: 2017

Count of Schools

9

ELA

Math

2

2

5
4

4
3

2

2

1

<50%

50%-60%

60%-70%

70%-80%

>80%

Percent of Students Meeting Growth Targets

Source: Idaho State Department of Education (2018 Accountability Data: Academic Growth). Downloaded 11/9/2018
from http://www.sde.idaho.gov/assessment/accountability/index.html
Note: Data are only available for schools serving K-8 populations. ELA = English/Language Arts
How to Read This Figure: Each bar represents the number of K-8 schools meeting student growth targets on the Idaho Standards
Achievement Test (ISAT) as established by the Idaho State Department of Education. For example, in ELA, one school had 50
percent or fewer of its students meet growth targets and 5 schools had 50 percent or fewer meet targets in Math. On the other
end of the distribution, three schools had 80 percent or more of its students meet academic growth targets for ELA and two
schools had 80 percent or more meet targets for Math.

1

“To calculate a student’s academic growth target, a student’s scale score from the prior year will serve as a baseline. Next, the
score that the student needs to reach Level 3 (Proficient) on the statewide assessment three years in the future is identified and
called a target scale score. A simple subtraction of the baseline score from the target scale score results in the necessary growth
needed to meet proficiency in three years. That number is then divided by three, providing an annual growth target. The change
between a student’s 2017 and 2018 ISAT scale score is compared against his or her annual growth target. If the student’s actual
growth was greater than or equal to the annual growth target, the student is “on track.” (Idaho State Department of Education,
Academic Growth Description, 2018)
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Number of Schools

Number of Schools Above and Below the State Average in Proficiency (or Above) by Subject and Level: 2017

5
5

5

14

10

4

13
8
7

8
3

ELA (K-8)

Math (K-8)
Below 50%ile Rank

15

12

ELA (9-12)

6

2
4

10

Math (9-12)

ELA (All Schools)

Between 50%ile and 80%ile

12

Math (All Schools)

80%ile or Above

Source: Idaho State Department of Education (2018 Accountability Data: Academic Achievement). Downloaded
11/9/2018 from http://www.sde.idaho.gov/assessment/accountability/index.html
Note: For high schools, Idaho also includes a separate English/Language Arts and Math proficiency (or above)
percentile rank for alternative high schools. The data represent four such schools overseen by the Idaho PCSC and are
included in this analysis. ELA = English/Language Arts
How to Read This Figure: Each bar represents the number of schools having a proficiency percentage that ranks the
school below the 50th percentile, between the 50th percentile and 80th percentile, and above the 80th percentile. For
example, for schools serving grades K-8 in ELA, seven schools proficiency percentage ranked them below the 50th
percentile, five ranked between the 50th percentile and 80th percentile, and five ranked higher than the 80th
percentile. That also means that 10 schools (5+5) ranked above the 50th percentile.

Number of Schools

Number of Schools with Larger and Smaller Gaps in Proficiency Compared to the State for Economically
Disadvantaged and Non-Economically Disadvantaged Students: 2017

22

19

1

2

English/Language Arts

Math
Larger Gap

Smaller Gap

Source: Idaho State Department of Education (2018 Accountability Data: Academic Achievement). Downloaded
11/9/2018 from http://www.sde.idaho.gov/assessment/accountability/index.html
How to Read This Figure: The proficiency gap is the difference between the percent of economically disadvantaged and
non-economic disadvantaged students scoring proficient (or above) on the state accountability assessment. For 2017
for the state of Idaho, that gap in ELA was 25 percentage points (65 percent proficient for non-economically
disadvantaged students and 41 percent for disadvantaged students), and in Math was 24 percentage points (55.3
percent and 31.4 percent, respectively). For example, in Math there were two Idaho PCSC schools with a proficiency
gap larger than the state’s (i.e. 24 percentage points) and 19 schools with a gap smaller than the state’s.
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Count of Schools at Multiple Graduation Rate Percentages: 2017
8

Count of Schools

6

3
2

Less than 50%

50%-80%

80%-85%

1

1

85%-90%

90%-95%

Above 95%

High School 4-Year Graduation Rate

Source: Idaho State Department of Education (2018 Accountability Data: Graduation Rate). Downloaded 11/9/2018
from http://www.sde.idaho.gov/assessment/accountability/index.html
How to Read This Figure: Each bar represents the number of high schools within a graduation rate band. For example, eight high
schools had less than a 50 percent 4-year adjusted graduation rate as defined by the Idaho State Department of Education. For
context, a 4-year adjusted graduation rate of 89.0 percent would be considered at the 50th percentile (i.e. state average). The
greater of the typical and alternative high school graduate rate was used in this analysis.

Percentage Points from State
Average

Idaho PCSC’s Analyses2 of Schools Above and Below the State Average in Proficiency in ELA: 2017

Idaho PCSC Schools

2

Idaho PCSC uses stricter inclusion criteria compared to Idaho State Department of Education when analyzing student
performance. In contrast to the state, Idaho PCSC excludes alternate ISAT data, only includes students who were
continuously enrolled from early in the school year through the test window, and conducts state comparisons at the
grade level rather than at the school level. For this reason, we have included both the state’s and the authorizer’s
reports of Idaho PCSC’s portfolio performance.
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Percentage Points from State
Average

Idaho PCSC’s Analyses of Schools Above and Below the State Average in Proficiency in Math: 2017

Idaho PCSC Schools
Source: Idaho Public Charter School Commission (2017 Annual Report). Downloaded 2/13/2019 from
https://chartercommission.idaho.gov/pcsc-schools/pcsc-annual-report/
Note: Alternative schools are not included in this analysis.
How to Read This Figure: Each bar represents one school’s difference in performance compared to the state average for the
enrolled. Positive (blue) bars indicate higher performance than the state; negative (gray) bars indicate lower performance than
the state.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Idaho Public Charter School Commission (Idaho PCSC) oversees a portfolio of 41 charter schools, including four schools that
opened in the 2018-19 school year. The Idaho PCSC is an independent statewide commission composed of seven members
appointed by the governor, speaker, or pro tempore. There are four full-time staff members focused on the charter authorizing
work of the commission; these staff members serve within the Idaho State Board of Education office. Idaho PCSC shows diligence
and intentionality in its academic analyses (e.g., conducting grade-by-grade comparisons; only including in the analyses students
enrolled the entire year) to gather an accurate representation of portfolio performance, even though this results in lower
proficiency rates than the state reports Idaho PCSC has earned. Based on Idaho PCSC’s analyses, in 2017, just over half of its
charter schools (54 percent) were meeting or exceeding performance expectations on the academic performance framework
revised in 2016. While all four of Idaho PCSC’s alternative schools posted performance that trended above state averages for
alternative school performance, most of its virtual schools underperformed the state average.
Since NACSA’s 2014 Authorizer Evaluation, Idaho PCSC has made several commendable improvements to its policies and
practices that should continue to manifest in better charter school outcomes and portfolio performance in the coming years.
Idaho PCSC has improved its performance frameworks, designed and implemented a charter renewal process, overhauled its new
school application process, and revised its policies and procedures manual substantially. Idaho PCSC issues thorough annual
reports to each school in the portfolio that summarize their performance against all three (academic, financial, and
organizational) performance frameworks. These reports help schools understand how they are performing and form the basis for
a body of evidence to consider in charter renewal. While there are opportunities to further improve Idaho PCSC practices
discussed below, NACSA commends the authorizer for a clear commitment to continuous improvement, transparency, and strong
support for charter schools in the state.
Interviews with school leaders and education stakeholders make evident that the staff at Idaho PCSC are well-respected and work
hard to communicate clear expectations. The staff support schools that are struggling by working to ensure that schools
understand expectations, laws, and regulations through meetings and written correspondence. Staff sometimes suggest
resources or support organizations but do not overstep appropriate school autonomies. The strong positive relationship between
Idaho PCSC and the schools it authorizes is further evidenced by the fact that several charter schools have sought to transfer into
the Idaho PCSC portfolio over the past few years.
To improve portfolio performance over time, Idaho PCSC should apply rigorous quality standards in its new school application
process. Having approved 100 percent of the new school applications that made their way through the process in the last two
years, the Idaho PCSC’s approval rate is much higher than the national average of 35 percent. NACSA encourages commissioners
and staff to rigorously evaluate new school applicants and only approve those applicants that are fully credentialed, qualified,
and prepared to open high-quality schools.
Almost half of schools in Idaho PCSC’s portfolio have failed to meet overall performance expectations on the 2017 academic
performance framework, suggesting that overall portfolio performance still needs improvement. Idaho PCSC has adopted clear
policy language that schools should be renewed based on past performance, not promises of future improvement; the next step
for Idaho PCSC is to implement this policy consistently in its recommendations and decision-making. Charter renewals should not
be offered to schools repeatedly falling far below academic performance expectations. When offering conditional renewals,
Idaho PCSC should evaluate the conditions in a timely manner (e.g., after one or two years of the new charter contract) and only
utilize conditions in cases in which schools are reasonably close to meeting performance expectations.
Finally, the Idaho PCSC should develop a clear revocation policy and set of procedures to ensure that students do not languish in
low-performing schools. Statute indicates that each authorizer should articulate a clear revocation process. Given that all charter
contracts must be for a full five years in Idaho, it is important for Idaho PCSC to articulate and implement revocation processes
that protect the interests of students.
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS
Section 1: Organizational Commitment and Capacity
1.1. Demonstrate a commitment to high-quality authorizing by implementing adopted policies with fidelity and holding schools
to rigorous performance expectations.
1.2. Clarify and expand the current annual planning and goal-setting process to ensure that Idaho PCSC staff and
commissioners are setting specific, measurable, attainable, relevant, and time-bound (SMART) goals each year as part of its
commitment to continuous improvement.
Section 2: Application and School Opening
2.1. Enforce high expectations by only approving petitions from boards, school leaders, and founding teams that have
sufficient capacity to oversee and run high-quality schools.
2.2. Apply clear quality criteria to evaluate new school petitions.
2.3. Include external evaluators in the application review process.
Section 3: School Monitoring and Intervention
3.1. Develop and implement a systematic process to evaluate schools on the operational framework that also leverages the
renewal site visit.
3.2. Clarify intervention processes to stipulate triggers for intervention, Idaho PCSC procedural steps, and expectations for
school responses.
Section 4: Renewal, Expansion, and Closure
4.1. Renew only schools that have met the standards for academic performance laid out in the accountability frameworks and
embedded in the charter performance certificates.
4.2. Clarify and consistently enforce financial accountability policies.
4.3. Apply renewal conditions in a timely manner and amend Idaho PCSC policies and procedures to ensure that performance
expectations are enforced for each year of the charter term.
4.4. Establish a clear revocation policy and process to ensure that schools can be held accountable to performance
expectations in a timely manner.
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STRENGTHS AND SPOTLIGHTS
Organizational Capacity and Commitment
A quality authorizer engages in chartering as a means to foster excellent schools that meet identified needs, clearly
prioritizes a commitment to excellence in education and in authorizing practices, and creates organizational structures and
commits the human and financial resources necessary to conduct its authorizing duties effectively and efficiently.
Reference: NACSA’s Principles & Standards for Quality Charter School Authorizing, Standard 1: Agency Commitment and
Capacity; and Leadership, Commitment, Judgment: Elements of Successful Charter School Authorizing: Findings from the
Quality Practice Project, pgs. 10 – 15.
•

Idaho Public Charter School Commission (Idaho PCSC) maintains policies that are well-aligned to
NACSA’s Principles & Standards for Quality Charter School Authorizing. Specifically, Idaho PCSC has a
policies and procedures manual covering topics, such as new school petitioning processes, contract
amendments, ongoing monitoring, and charter renewal. Idaho PCSC posts the manual publicly, which
transparently articulates Idaho PCSC’s roles and duties. The policies regularly cite state statute and
Idaho PCSC updates them in a timely manner to reflect changes in statute.

•

The commissioners on Idaho PCSC bring diverse skills and expertise, including a number who have been
directly involved in charter school start-up. Many of the commissioners have direct professional
experience in K-12 or higher education and several have served on local school boards or in elected
roles within the state legislature. The commissioners adhere to a conflict of interest policy that applies
to state employees and elected officials, as evidenced by meeting minutes that denote when
commissioners have recused themselves from specific votes due to conflicts with applicant or renewal
schools.

•

Professional development is a priority for both staff and commissioners at Idaho PCSC, reflecting a
commitment to continuous improvement in policy and practice. The director of the office, Tamara
Baysinger, recently completed NACSA’s Leaders’ Program and has been a regular attendee at
professional conferences related to charter authorizing and education reform for many years. Idaho
PCSC’s budget includes dedicated funds for professional development and memberships, and these
funds are utilized appropriately as evidenced by the commissioner reports at the December 2018
regular meeting. At this meeting, several commissioners reported key takeaways and learnings from
attending recent NACSA- and ExcelinEd-hosted conferences.

•

Idaho PCSC has expanded its staff in recent years to provide oversight to its 41 charter schools. In
addition to the director, there are two full-time program managers and a full-time administrative
assistant, which represents a 1.5x full-time equivalent increase since the 2014 Authorizer Evaluation.
While there is no specific recommended staffing ratio for authorizers, the current ratio of
approximately one full-time equivalent per 10 schools is close to some other statewide authorizers; for
example, the Massachusetts Board of Elementary and Secondary Education employs a staff of one fulltime equivalent per eight schools authorized as of 2015-16. Idaho PCSC also contracts with education
practitioners and experts to conduct site visits as part of the charter renewal process. The funding to
cover this contracted support was a recent addition to the Idaho PCSC budget from the Idaho
legislature. The seven appointed commissioners of the Idaho PCSC make all formal decisions on behalf
of the Idaho PCSC.
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Applications and School Opening
A quality authorizer implements a comprehensive application process that includes clear application questions and
guidance; follows fair, transparent procedures and rigorous criteria; includes an interview of all qualified applicants; and
grants charters only to applications that demonstrate strong capacity to establish and operate quality schools.
A quality authorizer uses the pre-opening process to build relationships, set expectations, and provide technical assistance
to schools, and does not let schools open that have not demonstrated their readiness to serve students.
Reference: NACSA’s Principles & Standards for Quality Charter School Authorizing, Standard 2: Application Process &
Decision Making; and Leadership, Commitment, Judgment: Elements of Successful Charter School Authorizing: Findings
from the Quality Practice Project, pgs. 16 – 20.
•

Idaho PCSC supports schools through the new school petition process by providing applicants with
written feedback and then allowing applicants to submit revisions to their petitions. In the Spring 2018
petition cycle, Idaho PCSC provided clear written feedback to three schools; all three schools exercised
their option to revise their petitions, resubmitted within the evaluation window, and Idaho PCSC
ultimately approved each petition. This feedback-and-revision process is consistent with recommended
practices identified in NACSA’s Quality Practices Project, which states that high-quality authorizers have
“a multi-stage process in which applicants are provided feedback and are permitted to respond to
feedback during the process.”

•

To further support applicants in developing their new school applications, Idaho PCSC provides helpful
guidance in their new school petition process that goes beyond a simple checklist of required items.
Rather than formalizing a long list of questions to which an applicant must respond, the guidance
document explains statutory requirements and provides suggested considerations in developing a new
school petition. The guidance document provides tips on how best to form a good mission statement,
how to describe the educational program, the importance of boards, and the need to keep in mind
“Founders Syndrome” (in which a founder does not want to relinquish the day-to-day work of operating
the school to staff, resulting in micromanaging the administrator or even teachers), etc. The guidance
document suggests that the applicant consider enlisting the help of qualified individuals who
understand Idaho public school funding in creating a balanced budget for the new school. Helping
applicants locate support resources and critical information is an important best practice highlighted in
NACSA’s Quality Practices Project.

PRACTICE SPOTLIGHT
Idaho PCSC’s pre-opening process supports schools significantly. The process aligns to statutory expectations for
standard conditions that a school must satisfy prior to opening. It creates a transparent mechanism for Idaho
PCSC to track items, such as securing the facility, obtaining a certificate of occupancy, conducting fair and
transparent enrollment lotteries, and establishing health and safety protocols. In interviews, school leaders
reported that the pre-opening support was very helpful, especially regarding the availability of Idaho PCSC staff
members to meet regularly with school staff and focus the meetings on the particular needs of individual
schools.
The robust pre-opening process provides support to schools and establishes accountability around the standard
pre-opening conditions. Central to Idaho PCSC’s pre-opening support is a detailed spreadsheet of tasks for a
board and school leadership to complete during the planning year. The spreadsheet organizes tasks into
categories, such as finance, governance, facility, technology, and transportation. Additionally, over the course of
the pre-opening year, Idaho PCSC staff members conduct at least five meetings and one on-site school visit to
determine the extent to which the school is on track to open successfully.
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School Monitoring and Intervention
A quality authorizer defines and incorporates into the charter contract, clear, measurable, and attainable academic,
financial, and organizational performance standards and targets that the school must meet as a condition of renewal.
A quality authorizer conducts contract oversight that competently evaluates performance and monitors compliance;
ensures schools’ legally entitled autonomy; protects student rights; informs intervention, revocation, and renewal decisions;
and provides annual public reports on school performance.
Reference: NACSA’s Principles & Standards for Quality Charter School Authorizing, Standard 3: Performance Contracting
and Standard 4: Ongoing Oversight and Evaluation; and Leadership, Commitment, Judgment: Elements of Successful
Charter School Authorizing: Findings from the Quality Practice Project, pgs. 13 – 15.
•

Idaho PCSC provides helpful support to charter leaders who join their schools after a petition has been
granted or after a school has opened. The school leader guidance document contains succinct and clear
information to help new school leaders understand the landscape of regulatory entities involved with
charters, as well as various ongoing monitoring processes and performance expectations. The
document explains how Idaho PCSC will notify schools of academic, operational, and financial concerns.
It provides a helpful summary of the responsibilities of the State Board of Education, the State
Department of Education, and the Public Charter School Commission, and includes a timeline of reports
that schools must submit. The document also includes a summary of what Idaho PCSC measures and
includes in the Annual Performance Reports, with helpful examples of how to interpret academic
performance measures. Idaho PCSC makes this document available on its website and shares it with
newly hired principals joining schools in the portfolio.

•

The charter contract, called the performance certificate, contains many components that make for a
clear relationship and understanding between Idaho PCSC and the charter school. The performance
certificate template includes language regarding Idaho PCSC’s ability to non-renew or revoke a charter
if the school does not meet academic, organizational, or financial performance expectations. The
performance certificate does not contain any provisions or unusual language that infringe on school
autonomy. While the performance certificate is strong overall, Idaho PCSC could further strengthen it
by specifying what kinds of programmatic or operational changes rise to the level of being “material”
and thus requiring authorizer approval.

•

Idaho PCSC creates annual reports that provide consistent and actionable information to schools. The
annual report explicitly summarizes the school’s annual performance against the three key
performance frameworks: academic, operational, and financial. The annual report contains indicators,
measures, and metrics for student academic proficiency, student academic growth, post-secondary
readiness (for high schools), and board performance and stewardship. In interviews, school leaders
expressed that information in the report is helpful and informs their practices, especially regarding
school operations, finances, and board practices. In a recent survey of school leaders, 88 percent of
respondents (15 of 17) agreed that Idaho PCSC evaluates schools regularly. Notably, at the time of
NACSA’s previous evaluation in 2014, Idaho PCSC had planned – but had not yet developed – the
current annual report format aligned to recent statutory requirements.
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PRACTICE SPOTLIGHT
School closure is one of the more difficult but also impactful parts of charter authorizing. Ideally, the closure process
proceeds respectfully and collaboratively between the school’s staff, board of directors, and the authorizer. In practice,
tense conversations and conflict can inhibit an orderly closure process. For this reason, NACSA recommends that
authorizers maintain a “detailed closure protocol that ensures timely notification to parents; orderly transition of students
and student records to new schools; and disposition of school funds, property, and assets in accordance with law”
(Principles and Standards, pg. 21).
Idaho PCSC has developed a detailed closure protocol that supports these critical steps and could serve as a model to other
authorizers. The protocol was developed in careful consideration of best practice guidance from NACSA and exemplar
materials from other authorizers, such as the State University of New York and the Colorado Charter School Institute. There
is a clear conceptual timeline that identifies student, parent, and staff notification as a first step in the process. A detailed
table outlines specific tasks and assigns responsible parties to ensure that tasks are carried out. The table maintains space
to note deadlines and status throughout the process as a tracking and documentation tool. The level of detail and clarity in
the document is exemplary for structuring a transparent and orderly closure process.

Renewal, Expansion, and Closure
A quality authorizer designs and implements a transparent and rigorous process that uses comprehensive academic,
financial, and operational performance data to make merit-based renewal decisions and revokes charters when necessary
to protect student and public interests.
A quality authorizer encourages high-performing charter schools to expand through a transparent process based on clear
eligibility standards and historical performance records.
Reference: NACSA’s Principles & Standards for Quality Charter School Authorizing, Standard 5: Revocation and Renewal
Decision Making; and Leadership, Commitment, Judgment: Elements of Successful Charter School Authorizing: Findings
from the Quality Practice Project, pgs. 16 – 17.
•

As part of its commitment to transparency, Idaho PCSC provides strong guidance and support to schools
throughout the renewal process. The “Performance Certificate Renewal Process” guidance document
outlines a multi-year timeline connecting annual performance reports to the renewal process occurring
in the final year of charter contract. The “Reporting Auxiliary Data at Renewal” guidance document
explains how schools can submit additional academic performance data as part of the renewal process
and provides guidance about what types of data are most helpful. To ensure that schools understand
their prospects for renewal, as well as the process in general, Idaho PCSC staff meet with each charter
school personally in the year prior to its renewal to review school performance and discuss the process.

•

The adopted policies and procedures for charter renewal demonstrate Idaho PCSC’s intention to make
outcomes-based renewal decisions. For example, the policies indicate that “renewal decisions shall be
based on past outcomes, not on the promise of future improvement.” This language is consistent with
NACSA’s Principles & Standards for charter authorizing and makes clear the expectation that school
outcomes are central to renewal decision-making. While the articulated policies are strong, the
recommendations that follow in this document highlight opportunities to implement the policies with
fidelity.
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RECOMMENDATIONS | ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY AND COMMITMENT
A quality authorizer engages in chartering as a means to foster excellent schools that meet identified needs, prioritizes a
commitment to excellence in education and in authorizing practices, and creates organizational structures and commits human
and financial resources necessary to conduct its authorizing duties effectively and efficiently.

Recommendation 1.1: Demonstrate a commitment
to high-quality authorizing by implementing
adopted policies with fidelity and holding schools
to rigorous performance expectations.
While Idaho PCSC has made great strides in revising and
improving the policies that guide its work in recent years,
the authorizer does not consistently hold schools
accountable to meeting expectations. Idaho PCSC has made
revisions both in response to statutory changes and as part
of the organization’s continuous improvement efforts. One
significant statutory change was the introduction of a
charter renewal process; prior to 2014 legislation, charter
contracts were issued for an indefinite time period and
there was no explicit renewal process. From 2014 through
2016, Idaho PCSC designed a new performance framework,
created a renewal process, and updated its policies and
procedures to outline roles and expectations. The first two
rounds of charter renewal occurred in 2017 and 2018.
Simultaneously, Idaho PCSC has been working to
continuously improve its new school process.
While Idaho PCSC has dedicated time and expertise to
developing high-quality policies and practices, there are
recent instances in which staff recommendations and/or
commissioner decisions have not upheld the adopted
performance standards. For example, consistent with
language from NACSA’s Principles & Standards, Idaho PCSC
has adopted a policy that renewal decisions shall be “based
on documented outcomes” and “past outcomes, not on
promises of future improvement” (Idaho PCSC policies
Section V). However, Idaho PCSC has renewed 25 out of 25
schools in the first two years of charter renewal, 14 of which
had received the academic designation of “remediation” or
worse in the year preceding their renewal. In these same
two years, the commission approved eight out of eight new
school applications, including one application in which the
commission overruled a staff recommendation to deny.
These decisions do not fully align to performance
frameworks and adopted policies. In interviews, staff noted
that several aspects of school accountability changed
simultaneously; namely, Idaho PCSC adopted a new
performance framework, the state adopted a new
standardized assessment, and schools were subject to new
contract terms that had not existed previously. In this
context, Idaho PCSC staff and commissioners felt a potential
non-renewal decision would have been indefensible on
appeal. Additionally, commissioners noted that strong procharter groups have created political pressure to renew

charter schools across the state. This practice does not align
with NACSA Principles & Standards, which states that a highquality authorizer does not make renewal decisions,
including granting probationary or short-term renewals, on
the basis of political or community pressure or solely on
promises of future improvement (page 20). In the coming
years, Idaho PCSC should ensure that decisions align with its
stated commitment to high-quality authorizing by nonrenewing charter schools that receive low accountability
ratings for consecutive years and only approving new school
applicants that fully meet rigorous quality criteria.

Recommendation 1.2: Clarify and expand the
current annual planning and goal-setting process
to ensure that Idaho PCSC staff and
commissioners are setting specific, measurable,
attainable, relevant, and time-bound (SMART)
goals each year as part of its commitment to
continuous improvement.
As noted in the Strengths section, Idaho PCSC evidences a
commitment to continuous improvement through ongoing
professional development and specific improvement efforts,
such as the development of clear policies and procedures.
However, Idaho PCSC does not have an explicit goal-setting
process conducted among commissioners and staff. At
present, the staff evidence strong knowledge of state
statute and national best practice, and can clearly articulate
specific steps Idaho PCSC has taken to improve authorizing
policy and practice. However, there is not a clear process or
document to identify SMART goals for the commission each
year. SMART goals would ensure alignment between
commissioners and staff, and provide an opportunity to
articulate goals in terms of school performance and
measure progress toward those goals. In interviews,
commissioners noted that they generally do not provide
direct input into annual planning processes for the staff. At
the observed December 2018 commission meeting,
commissioners exemplified their commitment to continuous
improvement as they discussed takeaways from recent
conferences. For example, commissioners noted a desire to
learn more about states, such as Colorado, in which districtissued tax-exempt bond dollars are accessible to charter
schools for facilities. Idaho PCSC will better leverage staff
and commissioner expertise and commitment if it conducts
an explicit annual goal-setting process and then ties its goals
back to opportunities to improve the overall performance of
charter schools in its portfolio.
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RECOMMENDATIONS | APPLICATIONS AND SCHOOL OPENING
A quality authorizer implements a comprehensive application process that includes clear application questions and
guidance; follows fair, transparent procedures and rigorous criteria; includes an interview of all qualified applicants;
and grants charters only to applications that demonstrate strong capacity to establish and operate quality schools.
A quality authorizer uses the pre-opening process to build relationships, set expectations, and provide technical assistance to
schools, and does not let schools open that have not demonstrated their readiness to serve students.

Recommendation 2.1: Enforce high expectations
by only approving petitions from boards, school
leaders, and founding teams that have sufficient
capacity to oversee and run high-quality schools.
While Idaho PCSC staff members thoroughly review each
petition and make deliberate and thoughtful approval or
denial recommendations, there remains some
misalignment between staff recommendations and
commissioners’ decisions. Idaho PCSC’s executive director
and both program managers read each application in full,
write individual analyses, and discuss those analyses. The
staff recommendations to the commissioners note areas of
weakness and often propose conditions as part of the
approval recommendations. However, commissioners have
occasionally removed suggested conditions or gone against
staff recommendations altogether, which has on occasion
resulted in failed or troubled schools. For example, a school
that commissioners approved against staff’s
recommendation has failed to meet several basic terms of
its contract, has faced high staff and board turnover, and
has garnered community complaints and compliance
violations.
Additionally, Idaho PCSC placed conditions on more than a
third of approved petitions in the past two years,
suggesting that several approved applicants were not yet
ready to open schools. Overall, Idaho PCSC has approved
100 percent of the charter petitions that have come before
the commission in the past two years. In interviews,
commissioners acknowledge that, in retrospect, they
should not have approved some of the recent applications
or at least required some applicants to undergo an
additional planning year in order to open successfully. This
is a continuation of a trend that NACSA identified in 2014,
when Idaho PCSC was approving the great majority of
petitions despite significant shortcomings. Given the
recently awarded federal CSP grant and expected influx of
charter applications, it is particularly important to ensure
alignment among staff members and commissioners now
to enforce high expectations for new applications.
As part of enforcing high expectations for new school
applicants, commissioners should take note when staff point
out weaknesses in the founding board and/or school
leadership teams as part of their due diligence and analysis.
In interviews, commissioners recognize the need to improve

screening and expectations for the capacity of board
members. To support commissioners in better
understanding how staff are evaluating the capacity of
founding teams, Idaho PCSC should consider more detailed
training for commissioners in both nationally accepted best
practices and the details of the current evaluation process,
such as the capacity interview that the staff conducts.
Idaho PCSC’s new petition committee is an encouraging
development in this regard. In 2018, Idaho PCSC established
a petition committee composed of commissioners and staff
members to support a more thorough analysis of incoming
applications and create the space for detailed reflection on
past application cycles. In interviews, commissioners and
staff members assert that the newly established committee
enables them to focus on particular issues and better
understand the rationale behind staff members’
recommendations. The petition committee is a positive step
toward improving alignment between staff
recommendations and commissioner decision-making in an
effort to enforce rigorous standards.

Recommendation 2.2: Apply clear quality criteria
to evaluate new school petitions.
Idaho PCSC currently uses its guidance documents for new
school applicants and for outlining standards of quality to
establish and apply quality criteria for new school
applicants. However, the documents do not fully align and
do not clearly present quality criteria for new school
applicants. There are elements of Idaho PCSC’s new school
evaluation process that reflect best practices outlined in
NACSA’s Principles & Standards, including substantive inperson interviews with each qualified applicant (pg. 13). Yet
in interviews, staff explained that the standards of quality
were developed after the guidance document and that the
two documents present a few inconsistencies; for example,
the guidance document suggests applicants include their
rationale for selecting an Educational Service Provider (ESP)
but the standards of quality do not clarify selection criteria
for an ESP beyond evidence that an ESP “provides highquality service to similar schools.” (Standards of Quality
Appendix E sub-bullet d.) While staff attempt to use the
standards of quality to review each application, the
document is general enough such that reviewers can
interpret and apply expectations differently. For example,
one part of the document reads, “The special services plan is
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complete and addresses the needs of special populations,
including, but not limited to: special education, at-risk,
gifted, and English Language Learners.” While this statement
identifies general content that should be included in an
application, it does not describe the details that a quality
response should include. For instance, it does not instruct
the reviewer that schools must have processes in place to
identify students with special needs or that once an
Individualized Education Plan has been established, it must
be updated regularly and discussed with parents. In
interviews, Idaho PCSC staff indicate that they used to
employ a more detailed rubric as part of the application
review process but ultimately discontinued use of that rubric
because it seemed to provide too much guidance to
applicants and not enough space for staff to exercise
professional judgment. While NACSA acknowledges that
authorizers should use professional judgment when
evaluating applications, it is still important that “evaluation
criteria describe both the rigorous standard and the specific
information required to meet the standard” (Quality
Practices Project, pg. 18). Idaho PCSC should ensure full
alignment between the guidance document and the
standards of quality document, and further, provide
sufficient detail to apply quality criteria objectively.

Per NACSA’s Principles & Standards (pg. 13), incorporating
external evaluators with educational, organizational,
financial, and legal expertise will provide important
perspectives to commissioners and highlight relevant best
practices. External reviewers often have experiences
working with other authorizers and in other states, and thus
can bring additional perspectives and expertise to the
petition review process. This added capacity ultimately
benefits Idaho PCSC staff members and commissioners by
increasing breadth of expertise and by limiting the burden of
all Idaho PCSC staff reading every petition. Additionally, in
cases of application denial, the inclusion of external
evaluators helps legitimize such decisions to the public.

Recommendation 2.3: Include external evaluators
in the application review process.
While Idaho PCSC staff members collaborate internally to
evaluate new school applications, Idaho PCSC does not
currently employ external reviewers. External reviewers
would strengthen the process and help substantiate staff
recommendations to commissioners. Idaho PCSC staff
members should train each external reviewer on Idaho
PCSC’s most updated petition review process. Every external
reviewer should provide a thorough written analysis of the
petition and participate in the related capacity interview.
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RECOMMENDATIONS | SCHOOL MONITORING AND INTERVENTION
A quality authorizer defines and incorporates into the charter contract clear, measurable, and attainable academic, financial, and
organizational performance standards and targets that the school must meet as a condition of renewal.
A quality authorizer conducts contract oversight that competently evaluates performance and monitors compliance; ensures
schools’ legally entitled autonomy; protects student rights; informs intervention, revocation, and renewal decisions; and provides
annual public reports on school performance.

Recommendation 3.1: Develop and implement a
systematic process to evaluate schools on the
operational framework that also leverages the
renewal site visit.
Though the operational performance framework measures
are strong, Idaho PCSC has not fully codified how it tracks
submissions and how each submission maps to an indicator
on the framework. To evaluate a school against the
framework, Idaho PCSC currently collects some information
from schools and other state agencies, including the
Department of Education. However, Idaho PCSC does not
efficiently collect all requisite information or appropriately
categorize that information. For example, the Department of
Education oversees charter school compliance with special
education law and maintains all the information regarding
compliance with the law. Special education compliance also
appears on Idaho PCSC’s operational framework but Idaho
PCSC does not have a defined procedure to obtain specific
compliance information from the Department of Education
on a set timeline. With multiple sources of information, it is
especially critical that Idaho PCSC codify the process to
obtain data on each operational framework indicator to
consistently hold all schools accountable for their
performance.
To improve operational oversight, Idaho PCSC should
continue the work it has started to map the various
documents and data submissions to the indicators on the
operational framework. This map should align to the
submissions calendar that Idaho PCSC already supplies to
schools and the map should articulate the specific evidence
used to evaluate each indicator. The mapping process itself
will help staff identify areas of the framework in which Idaho
PCSC may not be presently collecting sufficient data or
information. For example, in interviews staff mentioned that
they do not pro-actively collect information about school
enrollment practices each year and instead rely on
community members or school staff members to raise any
enrollment concerns directly to Idaho PCSC. Instead, Idaho
PCSC could review enrollment forms and/or lottery
documents or even use a “mystery caller” strategy to
confirm that schools are adhering to open enrollment rules.
In addition to the map, Idaho PCSC should continue its work
to develop a data system or tracking tool that confirms
whether a school has submitted each item in a timely
manner and whether the item met expectations.

Finally, Idaho PCSC should embed operational framework
components into the pre-renewal site visit rubric to
capitalize on the opportunity to confirm previously
submitted information. The pre-renewal site visit is the only
site visit during which Idaho PCSC uses pre-established
criteria to evaluate a school; other site visits are primarily for
relationship-building visits and occur in an ad hoc manner.
Currently, site visit evaluators collect some qualitative
information pertinent to Idaho PCSC’s operational
framework, such as whether the school is faithful to its
mission and is implementing the key design elements
outlined in the performance certificate. However, the site
visit rubric does not address the organizational framework
and does not include important components of the
framework, such as employee credentialing, background
checks, and information handling, among other items. Idaho
PCSC could verify, or spot check, all these components
during the pre-renewal site visit.

Recommendation 3.2: Clarify intervention
processes to stipulate triggers for intervention,
Idaho PCSC procedural steps, and expectations for
school responses.
Though Idaho PCSC has several building blocks of a clear
intervention process in place, triggers, procedural steps, and
expected school responses are not codified fully. Idaho PCSC
provides courtesy letters to schools when concerns arise
regarding a school’s operations, legal compliance, or
academic status. For financially underperforming schools,
Idaho PCSC has the option to issue a notice of concern and
has, at times, requested more frequent financial reports
from a school. Idaho PCSC also notifies the Department of
Education, which may elect to modify the school’s payment
schedule to ensure that funds are not advanced to a
financially faltering school. However, the courtesy letters
and financial notices of concern do not consistently explain
what procedural steps Idaho PCSC will take to support
schools nor do they always identify clear time-bound
expectations for schools to rectify the issues. For example, in
a recently issued sample notice of concern, Idaho PCSC
notes that the school in question is likely to experience a
substantial budget shortfall based on low enrollment but
does not require a follow-up response from the school, such
as submitting a revised balanced budget on a specific
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timeline. Clearly documenting procedural steps and schools’
responses to notices of concern would enable Idaho PCSC to
address problematic practices consistently across its
portfolio and would also hold schools accountable to
meeting expectations.
Idaho PCSC has not clearly identified the levels of underperformance that trigger intervention or that could impact
renewal prospects. The 2017 portfolio annual report
identifies a number of schools that were underperforming in
the operational or financial frameworks. However, there
was not a clear paper trail of courtesy letters or notices of
concern for each of the impacted schools and it appeared
that some performance issues had persisted for multiple
years. For example, as of January 2018, there were at least
three schools that had not met expectations on the financial
performance framework for multiple consecutive years.
Furthermore, two of these schools were renewed in 2018
without specific financial conditions to their renewal. In
interviews, commissioners acknowledge that Idaho PCSC has
not placed suitable financial performance conditions on
schools demonstrating financial shortcomings. Additionally,
commissioners suggest in interviews that Idaho PCSC finds it
difficult to enforce interventions while still providing schools
the appropriate level of autonomy. To protect school
autonomy, Idaho PCSC should avoid prescriptive inputs that
change the school’s program and, instead, focus on
establishing clear expectations for outputs.

While preserving the existing policies regarding courtesy
letters and notices to entities responsible for enforcement,
Idaho PCSC should develop more detailed procedures to
guide intervention. Drawing from NACSA’s Principles &
Standards, Idaho PCSC should develop and publish
intervention procedures that state the conditions that may
trigger intervention and the types of actions that may result.
Clearly identifying the triggers for different tiers of
intervention would enable Idaho PCSC to provide consistent
support to schools in similar situations. The procedures
should include provisions such that, for a school rated as
"does not meet" on a specific indicator, Idaho PCSC codifies
the improvements necessary and the expected timeline,
based on the severity of the issue. The procedures should
also include descriptions of how non-compliance could
escalate to becoming a condition on renewal and/or a
possible component of a non-renewal or revocation
decision. Additionally, Idaho PCSC should issue and enforce
notices of financial concern that include specific time-bound
corrective action and, if a school is going through a renewal,
include the same types of specific and time-bound
corrective action steps as conditions to the renewal. Idaho
PCSC should consider conducting more regular site visits
using clear evaluative criteria, in addition to the pre-renewal
site visit, to schools with intervention plans. Specific, timebound, and published Idaho PCSC intervention procedures
would support the schools in greatest need of improvement.
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RECOMMENDATIONS | RENEWAL, EXPANSION, AND CLOSURE
A quality authorizer designs and implements a transparent and rigorous process that uses comprehensive academic, financial,
and operational performance data to make merit-based renewal decisions and revokes charters when necessary to protect
student and public interests. A quality authorizer encourages high-performing charter schools to expand while establishing
clear eligibility standards for school past performance and a clear process for considering expansion and replication requests.

Recommendation 4.1: Renew only schools that
have met the standards for academic performance
laid out in the accountability frameworks and
embedded in the charter performance certificates.
Though Idaho PCSC has strong stated policies and
procedures to hold schools accountable for performance,
decisions to renew schools do not consistently align to the
established performance expectations. In the spring of 2018,
Idaho PCSC renewed 13 charter schools, but only seven of
these schools met academic performance expectations in
the most recent year (i.e. 2016-17) and only four schools
met academic expectations in at least three of the four years
under review. Similarly, in 2017, Idaho PCSC renewed 12
charter schools but only four of the 12 schools had met
academic expectations in the most recent year (i.e. 201516). As noted in Recommendation 1.2, the renewal process
is still relatively new alongside new standardized
assessments and other accountability-related statutory
changes. While the nascency of the overall process and the
changes to the academic performance framework can
complicate the application of rigorous expectations in
renewal, the net effect of these two cycles of charter
renewal could be detrimental to students, as evident in the
assessment data. Ten of the recently renewed charter
schools have math proficiency rates more than 15 points
lower than the state average and two of these schools are
more than 30 points lower than the state average. Four of
the recently renewed charter schools have literacy
proficiency rates more than 15 points lower than the state
average. Furthermore, because Idaho statute only provides
for a five-year charter contract term, each renewed school
received five additional years to serve students.
Idaho PCSC policies indicate that “the [school’s] academic
accountability designation shall guide the PCSC’s renewal or
non-renewal decision-making” and further that “schools
achieving an academic accountability designation of critical
are likely to be recommended for non-renewal.” These
policies align to NACSA Principles & Standards, which state
that a quality authorizer “grants renewal only to schools that
have achieved the standards and targets stated in the
charter contract” and by extension, the performance
frameworks articulated in that contract. The established
policy aligns to both statute and NACSA recommendations
by creating a focus on academic achievement in renewal
decision-making. However, decision-making does not align
to the stated policy. If implemented as written, the renewal
policy could ensure that students are not continuing to

attend schools that significantly underperform state
averages.

Recommendation 4.2: Clarify and consistently
enforce financial accountability policies.
Idaho PCSC renewal decisions and conditions on applicable
renewals do not consistently reflect whether a charter
school has met expectations on the financial performance
framework. In the 2018 renewal cycle, Idaho PCSC
recommended four schools for renewal, inclusive of
evidence that the schools were not meeting financial
performance expectations. Two of these schools received
“critical” ratings on the financial performance framework
and yet the renewal recommendations did not include
specific financial targets for the schools to reach during their
renewed performance certificates. Idaho PCSC policies
indicate that “the academic accountability designation shall
guide Idaho PCSC’s renewal or non-renewal decisionmaking. Renewal or non-renewal decision-making shall also
be influenced by results on the financial, operational, and
mission-specific sections of the framework.” This policy
statement indicates that financial performance should factor
into renewal decisions but it does not clearly state that a
school could be non-renewed based solely on its financial
performance. To ensure that schools maintain appropriate
financial sustainability, Idaho PCSC should clarify in policy
and practice that schools could be non-renewed based on
their financial performance. Furthermore, when making
renewal decisions for schools with persistently poor financial
performance, Idaho PCSC should either non-renew the
school or establish specific, time-bound conditions for
improvement that will be applied promptly in the new
charter term, consistent with Recommendation 4.1 in this
section. It is important to enforce expectations for financial
performance and sustainability to ensure continuity of
service to students. If a school must close suddenly due to
financial concerns, students may not have sufficient time to
identify a new high-quality school to attend or that school
may already be full.

Recommendation 4.3: Apply renewal conditions in
a timely manner and amend Idaho PCSC policies
and procedures to ensure that performance
expectations are enforced for each year of the
charter term.
Idaho PCSC has offered conditional renewals to all schools
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that were not meeting performance expectations at the
time of their renewal, However, the conditions are not
evaluated until three years into the new performance
certificate and thus not soon enough to fully protect the
interest of students. In the past two years, Idaho PCSC has
offered conditional renewal to 14 out of 25 charter schools
that were not yet meeting academic performance
expectations as of their renewal. Idaho PCSC placed
performance conditions on these renewals designed to
facilitate progress monitoring during the term of the new
performance certificate. However, there is a time lag
between the start of the new contract and the effective
date for the performance conditions. For example, a school
that earned renewal in 2018 received academic conditions
to be evaluated after the conclusion of the 2020-21 school
year, more than three years after the renewal decision and
into the fourth year of the renewed charter term.
Conditions should be evaluated in a timely manner and in a
stepwise progression. For example, if Idaho PCSC provides
renewal conditions in the spring, a school would have
sufficient notice to plan and implement program
improvements that should produce results at the end of
the first year of the new contract. For conditions requiring
more time to address, Idaho PCSC should hold schools
accountable to implementing planned programmatic
changes that demonstrate gradual improvements and
culminate in the school meetings its conditions by an
appropriate timeline determined by Idaho PCSC.
Idaho PCSC should clarify language in its adopted policies to
ensure that schools understand that renewal decisions,
including conditional renewals, will be based on a
cumulative performance record. The policies currently state
that “schools achieving an academic accountability
designation of honor or good standing shall be
recommended for renewal” [emphasis added]. The use of
the article “an” in this part of the policies suggests that
renewals hinge primarily on the most recent year of
performance. Idaho PCSC should amend existing authorizing
policies and applied practices to ensure that the full
cumulative performance record factors into the renewal
decision, including whether the school receives a conditional
renewal.

Recommendation 4.4: Establish a clear revocation
policy and process to ensure that schools can be
held accountable to performance expectations in a
timely manner.
While Idaho PCSC maintains many clear policies and
processes in the areas of annual performance reviews and
charter school renewal, there is not an explicit policy nor
procedure for charter school revocation beyond what is
specifically articulated in statute, and the statute has some
ambiguity in this area. In interviews, staff indicated that
when the statute changed to require regular charter
renewals, the focus of the authorizing work shifted from
revocation to renewal as the primary mechanism to enforce
school accountability. However, in the process of rolling out
the new renewal policies and processes, Idaho PCSC has
sacrificed some clarity regarding the grounds for revocation.
At present, Idaho PCSC contends that charter revocation is
only possible in two situations. The first is revocation if the
school does not meet a specific written condition for school
improvement. The second is revocation in the event of an
imminent public safety issue. These two reasons are
articulated in Section 33-5209C(7) of the Idaho statute.
However, another portion of statute indicates that “an
authorized chartering entity must develop revocation and
non-renewal processes” and further that the prospect of
revocation or renewal “shall be limited to failure to meet the
terms of the performance certificate or the written
conditions established pursuant to the provisions of
subsection (1) of this section,” [emphasis added] Section 335209B(8). Considering the “or” component of this
statement, the statute suggests that non-renewal or
revocation can occur if a school fails to meet the terms of its
performance certificate (i.e. charter contract). Further, the
statute indicates that authorizers should develop articulated
processes to conduct such a revocation. NACSA
recommends that Idaho PCSC return to addressing
revocation clearly in its adopted policies. A clear revocation
policy should identify the performance levels over time that
would trigger revocation and reference back to the statutory
expectation that a school meet all the terms of its
performance certificate.
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LOOKING FORWARD
SHORT-TERM RECOMMENDATIONS
RECOMMENDATION
1.2. Clarify and expand the current annual planning and goal-setting process to ensure that Idaho PCSC staff
and commissioners are setting specific, measurable, attainable, relevant, and time-bound (SMART) goals each
year as part of its commitment to continuous improvement.
2.2 Apply clear quality criteria to evaluate new school petitions.

2.3 Include external evaluators in the application review process.

3.2. Clarify intervention processes to stipulate triggers for intervention, Idaho PCSC procedural steps, and
expectations for school responses.
4.3. Apply renewal conditions in a timely manner and amend Idaho PCSC policies and procedures to ensure
that performance expectations are enforced for each year of the charter term.
4.4. Establish a clear revocation policy and process to ensure that schools can be held accountable to
performance expectations in a timely manner.

LONG-TERM RECOMMENDATIONS
RECOMMENDATION
1.1. Demonstrate a commitment to high-quality authorizing by implementing adopted policies with fidelity
and holding schools to rigorous performance expectations.
2.1. Enforce high expectations by only approving petitions from boards, school leaders, and founding teams
that have sufficient capacity to oversee and run high-quality schools.
3.1. Develop and implement a systematic process to evaluate schools on the operational framework that also
leverages the renewal site visit.
4.1. Renew only schools that have met the standards for academic performance laid out in the accountability
frameworks and embedded in the charter performance certificates.

4.2. Clarify and consistently enforce financial accountability policies.

HELPFUL RESOURCES AND PROGRAMS
•

To support development of a rubric for the new school petition process, see NACSA’s guidance on Application
Process and Decision Making (https://www.qualitycharters.org/wpcontent/uploads/2018/11/NACSA_Core_Resources_Application_Process_and_Decision_Making.pdf)
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•

To improve ongoing monitoring work, Idaho PCSC could consult NACSA’s intervention protocol
(https://www.qualitycharters.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Intervention_Protocol.pdf)

•

To support the development of a revocation policy and process, Idaho PCSC could review NACSA’s guidance
on tiered intervention (https://www.qualitycharters.org/wpcontent/uploads/2019/01/Intervention_Protocol.pdf)
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