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Introduction
This Charter School Application Rubric provides the application reviewers and applicants a means of
assessing the quality of a charter school application. The rubric is intended to provide a common
language for the application review process.
Before being assigned to reviewers, proposals will have already been reviewed for completeness by the
authorizer. Incomplete applications (e.g., sections, questions, or appendices missing) will not be
reviewed. If an application is found to have deficiencies, the applicant will be notified and provided an
opportunity for revisions not to exceed ten (10) calendar days. The only sections that may be revised are
those that were identified as deficient. Any revisions beyond the identified deficiencies shall constitute
denial. Deficiencies are defined as an area of the application that is lacking or clearly mistaken based on
the requisite elements of the Kentucky application or information provided in the application to which
supplemental material will not make a substantive change to the content or understanding of the
application as submitted by the applicant. Substantive is defined as having real importance or value.
KRS 160.1594 states that the authorizer shall “grant charters only to applicants that possess competence
in all elements of the application requirements.” Applicants that do not meet requirements within the
scope of the Kentucky Charter School Law shall be deemed not ready for approval. An application that
merits a recommendation for approval should present a clear, realistic picture of how the school expects
to operate; be detailed in how this school will raise student achievement; and inspire confidence in the
applicant’s capacity to successfully implement the proposed plans. Each component/section of the
application should align with and support the mission and vision of the school, including the budget and
operational plans.
Recommendations for approval or denial will be based on the written application, independent due
diligence, applicant interviews, a public forum, and community feedback.
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Application Content Requirements
This Charter School Application review process is heavily modeled after state and federal grant
processes, including those utilized by the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) and the United
States Department of Education. Those processes are instructive to the Charter School Application
process because charter schools will likely be reliant on those same grant processes (federal and state)
to secure funding sources. Additionally, it provides a common language of expectations for all
applicants, the authorizer, and KDE.
The following standards are applicable across this rubric and are the minimum standard for each
“Meets” category:
Meets
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Clear, focused, and detailed response to all aspects of the question;
Demonstrates competency and capacity to implement the proposal;
Coherence of thought, mission, and action throughout the proposal;
Approach is reasonable and likely to be successful;
Incorporation of the defined levels of evidence (see KDE ESSA Evidence Levels below);
Data accuracy; and
Compliance with state and federal law.

Clarity, Focus and Detail
Applicants are expected to exercise great care in their responses to ensure application reviewers will
understand the proposal. Application reviewers will not make inferences, or manufacture logic models
or other structures, where information is not clearly provided by the applicant. Reviewers will not jump
to conclusions and will carefully evaluate the specific language provided by the applicant in the
proposal. It is therefore incumbent upon the applicant to make certain that the copy of the proposal
meets with precision their vision for their school.

Competency, Capacity, and Coherence
All application reviewers are tasked with considering the following three elements:
(1) applicant competency in crafting the submitted proposal;
(2) applicant capacity to implement the proposal; and
(3) coherence in thought, mission, and action throughout the proposal
Applicants are responsible for providing adequate evidence throughout the application so that
reviewers see those three elements embedded. Additionally, applicants are required to not just explain
WHAT they will do, but also the WHY and HOW. Application reviewers must clearly understand the WHY
in order to consider any “Meets” designation. Applicants must be explicit about these elements and
cannot assume application reviewers will simply read between the lines. Failure to address these
elements will result in poor performance in the review process.

4

Reasonable and Likely to be Successful
Charter application reviewers will use a reasonableness standard in the review of each indicator
throughout this rubric. Charter applicants are expected to present a proposal that has a high likelihood
of success and is rooted in practices, assumptions, and analysis that are reasonable to an average person
with knowledge and experience with the community to be served. Additionally, in each area, the
applicant must provide a proposal that is reasonable for the area discussed. For example, an applicant’s
answer regarding transportation must reflect what would be reasonable in that area of work. Similarly,
hiring and recruitment plans must be reasonable given the market and current employment trends.

ESSA Evidence Levels
It is expected that applicants will explain WHAT they will do in their plan as well as WHY. The Every
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) establishes a framework with tiers of evidence for consideration and for
use by school districts when selecting evidence-based activities, strategies, and interventions—
especially related to school improvement. KDE defines “evidence based” as an activity, strategy, or
intervention that was evaluated and proven to improve student outcomes. While the term evidencebased was used in prior federal legislation, ESSA is the first federal statute to provide a definition for
educational purposes.
The use of the ESSA Evidence Levels provided by KDE is to provide a common language for applicants,
the authorizer, and KDE in the application’s explanation of WHY the proposed plan will be successful.
When “evidence-based”, “evidence”, and “research” are referenced in this rubric, the authorizer is
directing the applicant’s attention to the ESSA Evidence Levels. Additionally, application reviewers will
carefully review all evidence and research referenced in the proposal. Inaccuracies or intentional
misrepresentations will be identified and questioned. Please ensure the appropriate citation of any
evidence or research utilized in the required bibliography.
You can find more information regarding the levels of evidence below:
Evidence Based Frequently Asked Questions
ESSA Evidence Levels

Data Accuracy
It is expected that the data used in the creation of the charter school application is timely, accurate, and
valid. An applicant can expect that application reviewers will carefully scrutinize data cited in the
proposal and inaccuracies or intentional misrepresentations will be identified and questioned. Please
ensure the appropriate citation of sources used in the application.

Compliance with State and Federal Law
It is expected that all applicants have a working knowledge of state and federal law as it impacts
education including, but not limited to, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act as reauthorized under the Every Student Succeeds Act; Kentucky health, safety, civil rights and
disability rights law; and Kentucky Charter School law. As such, the authorizer encourages all applicants
to consult with independent legal counsel with regard to all legal requirements for Kentucky charter
schools.
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Completeness
Applicants are expected to submit applications that meet completeness expectations. Applicants should
consider the completion of the application with the seriousness of a grant submission. Failure to abide
by technical requirements is one element of the capacity review.
Applications that are not complete shall be returned to the applicant.
Applications with identified deficiencies or small errors that may be corrected by the applicant without
substantive revision to the application itself will be returned to the applicant for amendment to be
completed in 10 (ten) calendar days.
An answer is expected for all questions required on the Kentucky Charter School Application and
Addendum. If a specific question does not apply to the proposed school, please respond “Not
Applicable,” with a rationale explaining why that particular question does not apply to your
organization.

Plagiarism
As each school and community is unique in its needs and challenges, the reproduction of content from
other charter applications or sources without citation or where an original narrative is required (e.g.,
information about student's specific needs, the application of a proposal to meet the needs of students)
will result in lower overall score as plagiarism is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity, which, demonstration thereof, is required for approval in
accordance with KRS 160.1594 (4)(a) and (7).
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I. Cover Sheet and Enrollment Projection
Note: A rubric is not provided for the Cover Sheet and Enrollment Projection.
It is expected that the applicant completes the required questions within this section and provide the
appropriate information. Failure to complete this section may result in denial based on incompletion.
This portion of the application is not scored based on Meets, but rather, because the questions are less
about content and rather about concise but accurate labeling, it is scored based on level of
completeness.
Section I: Cover Sheet and Enrollment Projection
☐ Complete

☐ Partially Complete

☐ Incomplete

Comments
Section A. The name of the school is provided. Complete
Section B. The focus of the school is provided, constructivism, but it is not clear in this section what exactly
“constructivism” is intended to mean. Partially Complete
Section C. The proposed location of the school, Newport, is provided as well as an overview of the River
Cities area. There is concern about the statement “Demographics from each of the six districts are
similar…” however, that concern is discussed later in this rubric. For purposes of the question asked in this
section, Complete.
Section D. Information is provided. Complete

Page

Sections E.- G. Contact information is provided, but it is important to note, as part of a consistent theme
throughout the application, various typos (e.g. email address on page 5) demonstrate a lack of attention to
detail and raise concern. While this section is Complete based on the alignment with the question asked, it,
a well as other concerns about attention to detail, are raised to point out a question of capacity on the part
of the applicant and proposed Board. This concern is further discussed later in the rubric.
Sections H and I. Board information and is provided and is aligned with the question. Complete
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Sections J. - S. The questions are accurately answered with appropriate check-boxes marked. Complete
Section T. It is unclear based on the information provided whether or not parents or guardians of schoolaged children that represent the diversity of the six districts, including families of students with disabilities,
English Learners, students identified as gifted, or other special populations relevant to the six districts
identified, were included in the input gathering phase of the proposal’s development. This raises concerns
because these stakeholders’ needs are a significant component to a charter school application and a
proposed school’s buy-in. The applicant recognizes this in stating that “The RCA Board believed that “buyin” from the community was a crucial component of culture.” The answer, however, raises concern that
this was not, in fact done because mention of that buy-in is noticeably absent. Partially Complete.
Section U. The question is accurately answered with the appropriate check-box marked. Complete

7-9

2
2
3

5-6

6-7
9-10
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II. School Overview
School Overview
The applicant provided the following:
● A detailed proposed plan for the charter school
● A detailed overview of the geographic and population considerations;
● A detailed description of potential challenges associated with those considerations; and
● A demonstration of the applicant’s capacity and strength of the plan to successfully open and operate a highquality charter school given the above considerations.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page

8

The applicant provides a general overview of the proposed plan for the charter school. Meets.

12-17

The applicant indicates that the geographic area the school seeks to serve includes the residents of the 6
River Cities (Ft. Thomas, Dayton, Bellevue, Newport, Covington and Ludlow).Further in the response, the
applicant states that ”RCA will target a student population with the same socioeconomic status, racial and
ethnic backgrounds and learning abilities as the local communities, and expects to achieve a diverse
student body enrollment.” This is the first of many generalizations regarding the River Cities region and the
diversity of students served by each district. It is not clear, based on the information provided that the
applicant has a clear sense the complexity of the student body in the targeted region. Partially Meets
In describing potential challenges associated with the geographic and population considerations, the
applicant states, “One challenge the Core Team has considered is that by providing a different approach,
the School will not be for everyone.” The applicant does not clarify what is meant by this. Based on
Capacity Interview (December 17, 2019) it appears the applicant wishes the authorizer to assume what is
meant is that this model of instruction will not be personally preferable to all students and families. But
why that is the case requires speculation because applicant does not provide enough information to
readily determine who, of the residents of the River Cities area will be most attracted to this type of model.
Additionally, there is no evidence in this part of the response that appropriate systems and structures have
been considered to address the diverse needs of the students the applicant seeks to serve. This is primarily
evident in the lack of reference to special populations (students with disabilities, English Language
Learners, students who are identified as gifted) in demographics analysis as well as in specific educational
objectives with aligned performance metrics. In addition, the populations left out of this statement
include students with disabilities, students who are English Learners and students identified as gifted.
Additionally, the applicant contends RCA will be different than the existing districts “by providing a model
that addresses the individual needs of students.'' The applicant does not directly indicate what precisely is
different from what is already provided with clear examples and direct comparison. As is later provided in
this analysis, the applicant plans to utilize materials and instructional practices that are already used by
many of the six districts it targets in its plan. Does not Meet.
With regards to the applicant’s capacity to open a high quality charter school, the leaps in logic, the
imprecise nature of the description of the population to be served, and the vast generalities utilized leaves
a general sense that the applicant, while not short of heart and dedication to the school model, leaves
much speculation about their understanding about not only the children they seek to serve but also the
needs that will accompany those children. Similarly, because much is left to question regarding
competency surrounding the context of this plan and its application, capacity suffers significantly because
the applicant must have a strong understanding of their context in order to successfully implement the
intended plan. Does not Meet.
Note. The citations and research provided here are not peer-reviewed resources.
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A. Mission and Vision and General School Overview
1. Mission and Vision of the Proposed Charter School (KCSA Page 6)
The applicant provided the following:
● A mission statement that expresses a focused purpose for the school that is measurable and aligned with KRS
160.1591(2).
● A vision statement that explains how the charter will operate and achieve its goals long term to fulfill the
purpose.
● Educational objectives that are aligned with the mission and vision, identify performance metrics, are likely to
result in increased student achievement, and are aligned with the purposes of KRS 160.1591(2).
● Research provided to support identified educational objectives.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The mission of RCA, while focused, is not directly measurable. The mission statement aligns with KRS
160.1591(2). The mission statement utilizes general statements such as “high expectation approach,” “full
potential,” and “quality level of education,” which are vague and subjective. Partially Meets.

Page
17-19

The vision statement provides how the school will operate and achieve its goals. Meets.
The applicant does not clearly specify the educational objectives of RCA but instead relies on generalized
notions like “strong and capable well-rounded global citizens”. No research is provided to support
identified educational objectives, so no grounded evidence is stated for the educational objectives the
mission and vision alluded to in the section. Without evidence tied to performance metrics, the applicant
demonstrates a lack of theory for student learning. Therefore, it is unclear as to whether or not the
educational objectives of RCA will likely result in increased student achievement. Does not Meet.
The category of Does not Meet was selected as the overall score for this section because of the significant
lack of clarity regarding the measurability of the mission and educational objectives. These are the key
pieces in a school’s North Star and the specificity of these elements is essential to the viability of the
school. Without clear guideposts, the school could be rudderless and subject to whims.

2. a-d. General School Overview with Required Elements (KCSA page 6)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the students, grade levels and school levels upon opening, a growth
plan, and the community to be served along with evidence to support the need for the proposed school at this
grade/school level to target this student population and community. The description also includes the following:
● What success looks like in the school.
● Direct alignment with the stated purposes in Kentucky charter school law and the Board’s stated priorities for
charter schools.
● Whether or not the school intends to provide comprehensive learning experiences or expanded learning
opportunities to students identified as at-risk of academic failure and students with special needs.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard
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Comments
2a. The applicant listed demographics for Newport Independent School District; however, did not list
demographics for Bellevue, Ludlow, Covington, Dayton and Ft. Thomas even though the application states
that RCA intends to accept students from these districts. Additionally, demographic data for Newport is
general and does not capture the complexity of that school community alone. Furthermore, it is
questionable as to why the applicant utilized SchoolDigger as its primary source for student data when
other, more reliable sources are readily available. The Census data link (footnotes 11 and 12) is not valid.
As this data is cited when identifying the target student population, incorrect or dated information show a
lack of clarity in determining the need for a charter school in the identified area. Does not Meet.

Page
19-22

2b. The applicant relies on generalized notions of student success and systems that support student
success. For example, the application states it will “narrow the gap both academically and socially between
high-achieving and at-risk learners”, however, it doesn’t define these terms, give any current baseline data
nor does it state how it will measure the success of narrowing of the gap, ensuring 8th grade graduates are
prepared for high school or how students will work collaboratively, think critically and be lifelong learners.
No differentiation was indicated regarding how RCA would fulfill its vision to meet the specific needs of
students with disabilities, English Learners, students who qualify as twice exceptional or English Learners
with disabilities specific to their IEPs, 504 plans, English Learner plans, or Individual Learning Plans. Does
not Meet.
2c. The applicant aligns the proposal with the purposes of the Kentucky charter school law as provided in
KRS 160.1591(2). Meets.
2d. The applicant states that the school will provide both comprehensive learning experiences as well as
expanded learning opportunities but does not specify, as asked by the question, what those will be.
Additionally, the applicant utilizes generalized notions of what may be beneficial or appropriate supports
for “those who are at-risk of academic failure and those with special education needs” but does not
provide a level of specificity in what those types of supports may look like for those populations.
The applicant states that RCA will recruit students from a variety of backgrounds and “those at risk of
academic failure”. The applicant suggests RCA will need one special education teacher to meet the various
learning needs, teacher support, and state/federal mandates for services as explicitly stated in law, thus
underestimating the capacity to successfully achieve this goal. Students at-risk of academic failure
sometimes qualify for special education services for academic and/or behavioral needs. And even if they
do not qualify, these at-risk students require constant progress monitoring of their Response to
Intervention (RTI)/Multi-Tiered Systems of Supports (MTSS) progress as they work toward meeting
academic/behavioral goals. This documentation process, the in-class supports needed by each student in
this category of learning, as well as the out-of-class demands of completing the legal special education
paperwork processes/conducting official Admissions and Release Committee (ARC) meetings with
parents/guardians and school administrators exceeds what one special education teacher could
successfully address. Does not Meet.
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B. Pre-Opening Planning and Activities
Pre-Opening Roles, Responsibilities, and Timelines (KCSA page 7)
The applicant provides a detailed pre-opening plan that includes:
● A timeline that is realistic, reasonable, and aligned with the programs and plans described in the application.
● A well-defined and sound way to evaluate progress toward its goals and timelines.
● Responsibilities that are realistic, reasonable, and aligned with the programs and plans described in the
application.
● Objective, verifiable evidence that the responsible parties have the capacity to successfully implement the plan
and address any potential challenges that may occur.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Attachment 24 presents an unrealistic timeline that is outdated, lacks clarity and alignment with required
needs throughout the application and in compliance with state and federal law. For example, 704 KAR
7:160. Use of physical restraint and seclusion in public schools, requires the training of all school staff in
the regulation and school policy regarding restraint and seclusion, yet, the pre-opening plan does not
provide the necessary specificity to ensure the assertion by the applicant that the school will comply with
the regulation is supported by demonstrable evidence. Another example from Attachment 24 is the
sequence of responsibilities for the Dean of Students on November 1 and March 2, yet the same document
has the Dean of Students beginning work on April 6.
Additionally, the lack of specificity in each task described in Attachment 24 restricts the ability to
successfully measure and evaluate progress towards goals, especially since dates are not aligned with the
submission of this application. For example, in the mention of “adopt policies and procedures for serving
special populations” there is no mention of when this will be put in place (when equipment will be
purchased, enter into an agreement with third party vendors, contract with related service providers, plans
for trainings for assessments of special populations, etc). Further, there is no mention of how IEPs will be
implemented starting Day 1 of school.
The description provided on page 22 of the application falls significantly short of the detail requested by
the question. The plan provided is not actionable as is and leaves significant doubt that it can be used as a
functional road map for the proposed opening, as described by the applicant, in essentially six months.
While a timeline exists for activities, there is no evidence of an evaluation plan to assess progress toward
goals and the associated timeline. While role groups are stated, role responsibilities do no exist in the
attachment nor is there evidence that the assigned role groups have the capacity to complete the tasks.
Some groups are not part of the existing organization and therefore this plan may not be carried out based
on personnel issues. Lack of evidence and evaluation plan is problematic given a short turn-around time for
the start of school.
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Page
22
Att. 24

C. Educational Need and Anticipated Student Population
Anticipated and Targeted Student Population (KCSA page 7)
The applicant provided an accurate description of the anticipated and targeted student population, including:
● Educational, behavioral, and mental health needs of the student population.
● Nonacademic challenges that are likely to be encountered by the school.
● Community-based or other relevant data or research to support the description.
Additionally, the applicant provided a rationale for the selection of the location, the student body, and community that
is supported by relevant evidence and aligned with the mission and vision of the proposed school.
If an enrollment preference is included, the enrollment preference is aligned with the stated mission and vision of the
proposed charter school and is in compliance with the law. Additionally, the applicant provided a detailed description
and appropriate evidence of student and community need for the proposed school and for any enrollment preferences
identified.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant ignores the entire first, and arguably the most important, element of the question - a
detailed description of the anticipated and targeted student population including educational, behavioral,
and mental health needs, etc. The response relies on overly generalized notions of “students who are not
thriving in their current public-school environment” or “FRL” which falls considerably short of a robust
demonstration of understanding of their targeted student population required for this question. Does not
Meet.

Page
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The applicant provides an overview of the rationale for the selection of the location as being
predominantly geographic, as Newport sits in the middle of the six targeted districts. Meet.
The applicant provides some rationale for the selection of the student body, occasionally referencing the
need for alternative options based on school performance in the districts described. The rationale is
somewhat misleading as it relies on SchoolDigger data as a primary source of school performance.
SchoolDigger is a third-party, private company that provides comparison data and ranking of schools based
on internal methodologies. The Kentucky Department of Education School Report Card provides accurate
accountability data directly reported by the districts It is unclear why the applicant relied on the third-party
as opposed to the direct source of relevant data, KDE. Does not Meet
The survey provided as evidence of demand for RCA is problematic because the applicant provides only
their assessment and description of the survey procedures without evidence of the instrument, the details
of the sample, methods, analytical techniques used, etc., in the implementation of this survey. During the
Capacity Interview (December 17, 2019) the applicant indicated that they were told by someone in
Kroger’s research department that a 101-person response rate for community survey was a legitimate
sample size. This is questionable because while the population of the six rivers cities is approximately
94,000, the applicant surveyed 101 residents (.001%) to inform their objectives. The legitimacy of the
survey from a research standpoint, is speculative and it can be assumed, without this information that the
applicant did not conduct the survey with research legitimacy because the reasonable researcher would
add more context to validate the survey results and ground the questions in evidence. Does not Meet
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The applicant provides a description of preferences that will be utilized, in compliance with the law. Meets
The selection of Does not Meet for this section is meant to specifically refer back to the significance in
which those areas that were not met by the applicant greatly outweigh those in which the applicant did
meet. The areas met were largely superficial. Those not met pose significant challenges for the applicant
and proposed school.

D. Education Plan/School Design
1. Overview of School Program (KCSA page 7)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for the school program model and demonstrated alignment of the program to
the academic standards, implementation of one or more purposes outlined in KRS 160.1591(2), selected grade levels,
major instructional methods selected, assessment strategies, and non-negotiables of the school model. The plan is
grounded in evidence-based practices and demonstrates a high likelihood for success.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
School Program Model. The applicant indicates that Case-Based Learning (CBL) method will be the main
instructional strategy utilized strategically at varied levels throughout the grades (K-5th). The CBL method
will make up approximately 5-40% of the curriculum depending on the grade level, in earlier grades fewer
cases will be implemented.

Page
26-27

The applicant indicated that additional instructional strategies will be employed to increase academic
performance. They did not indicate the specific additional instructional strategies that would be utilized
for 60% or more of the curriculum. Based on this lack of clarity, there is no evidence that the additional
instructional strategies will be narrowly tailored to the needs of the population to be served.

29

30

The applicant stated: ”Pioneered at Harvard University, the case-based learning method is the primary
mode of instruction at medical, law, business and engineering schools.” This is problematic because the
applicant provides no evidence that this method is proven to be successful with the population to be
served.
The applicant cited, “Research specific to case-based learning for K-12 populations is growing. Partnership
for Innovation in Education (PIE) has communicated significant gains in performance at partner schools.
the following is an example of their success. Using case studies, Rockdale Academy in Cincinnati designed a
new health and nutrition awareness program with Cincinnati’s Health and Medical Center.” The applicant
didn’t reference how the CBL instructional strategy will improve academic achievement for the targeted
group.
The case study cited by PIE as an exemplar of the case-based learning model, utilizes Cincinnati’s Rockdale
Academy Elementary. The referenced school while it resembles, in the part of the FRL, 96% of the
applicant’s targeted districts, it does not show remarkable gains with regards to the Ohio Accountability
System. According to the Ohio Department of Education School Report Cards, Rockdale Academy
Elementary School scored a D on the Achievement Component which represents whether student
performance on state tests met established thresholds and how well students performed on tests overall.
https://reportcard.education.ohio.gov/school/achievement/032177

30

31

26-34
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Finally, the lack of direct reference to the needs of special populations including students with disabilities
and English Learners is evidence of a lack of understanding of the need to specifically include planning for
special populations as an embedded element of the school design. Does not Meet.
Alignment to Kentucky Academic Standards. The applicant references alignment to the Kentucky Academic
Standards. Meets.
Implementation of Purposes in KRS 160.1591(2). The applicant provides a statement of alignment with KRS
160.1591(2). Meets.
Major Instructional Methods. The applicant stated that experiential learning, as emphasized by case-based
learning, has shown value in placement with at-risk populations. In a study by Amy Long, youth-at-risk
have responded positively to the "learning-by-doing" activities incorporated within experiential education.
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.893.2645&rep=rep1&type=pdf Fall 2001.
However, the applicant did not include the entire overview of the study that states:
“Youth-at-risk have responded positively to the "learning-by-doing" activities incorporated within
experiential education. Little has been provided about the meanings these activities have for the
participants. The purpose of this interpretive study was to examine the influence experiential
education had upon a group of girls with emotional and behavioral disorders who resided in a longterm wilderness camp. The three themes that emerged from the perceptions the girls voiced
evolved as a progression of attitudes, success, trust, and the incorporation of treatment into the
experiential activities. This progression, referred to in this paper as the ropes course process, is
discussed along with implications for practice.”
This research findings pertained to adventure programming not academic achievement. According to the
article:
The findings from this study may assist practitioners in the field of adventure programming. The
meanings communicated by the girls may help programmers understand the significance a ropes
course has on lives of young individuals. Although this research cannot be generalized, support is
given to the fact that the ropes course was beneficial and meaningful for the girls who participated
in the study.
The applicant did not provide a comprehensive view of the research cited and in reality, that research does
not exactly align as definitive evidence of the prospects of the case-based model with “at-risk students” in
the way stated by the applicant. According to the article, Learning the Ropes: Exploring the Meaning and
Value of Experiential Education for Girls at Risk, “The purpose of this study was to examine the influence
that experiential education had upon a group of girls with emotional and behavioral disorders who resided
in a long-term residential wilderness camp” (pg. 100). Additionally, the research cited from the Journal of
Experiential Education is dated Fall of 2001 which is 19 years old. The use of such old research is
questionable given that experiential learning is very much enjoying a heyday in educational research and
practice. This raises questions as to the level of detailed research the applicant conducted in this area.
Does not Meet.
Assessment Strategies. The applicant stated that RCA will rely heavily on the use of ongoing authentic and
performance-based assessment to monitor student progress and inform lesson planning. The applicant
also stated that other actionable data will be used to support learning and student knowledge will be
15

assessed regularly in all courses with items aligned to Kentucky Academic Standards by utilizing Unit-Level
Pretests, quizzes, short constructed responses, and summative assessments. The response provides little
evidence of a Balanced Assessment Plan that includes an intentional process of gathering information,
both formal and informal, to understand a student’s learning and performance in order to facilitate and
communicate achievement and levels of proficiency.
Grade Levels. The applicant describes the instructional methods, which grade levels will be served, and
some assessment strategies. However, grade-specific information is missing and without this, the applicant
fails to demonstrate the appropriate knowledge of meeting the academic needs of students in each grade
from Kindergarten through 8th grade. The generalized nature of the description seems to indicate that the
approach will be irrespective of age and level. Partially Meets.
Non-negotiables of School Model. The applicant does not explicitly reference non-negotiables of the
model. Does not Meet.

2. Unique Features of the Charter School (KCSA page 7)
The applicant provided a detailed description of any unique program features within the education plan. The plan
includes demonstrated alignment of those features with the mission and vision and/or education, behavioral, and
mental needs of the anticipated and targeted student population. The plan is grounded in evidence-based practices
and demonstrates a high likelihood for success.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
In the description of the school day and ear, the application states that they will have a longer school day
and a longer school year, which will result in a significant increase in overall instructional time and
therefore additional academic gains. While the applicant claims that students will be receiving much more
instructional time than what is provided by other public schools, the applicant does not actually define
what within that longer day is actual instructional time nor does the applicant describe why the increased
instructional time (if that is actually the case) is beneficial to students. Part of the day includes a
Homework Cafe, but it is unclear based on the description if this would meet the standard for instructional
time as defined by the Kentucky Department of Education. Additionally, there appears to be an assumption
not supported by clear evidence on the part of the applicant that the more time a student spends in
school, the stronger the educational outcomes.
The applicant stated that they envision a school that provides a “Homework Cafe” where students can do
their homework during school hours. Staff will encourage parents and guardians to engage in the
“Homework Cafe”. The applicant does not cite evidence for the effectiveness of this programmatic
decision or detail why this is an important structure given the needs of the population to be served.
The description of the Homework Cafe and longer day raises additional concerns. There is no reference to
how teachers would provide student accommodations and specially designed instruction during this time.
There is no specific plan mentioned to accept/alter instruction for students who qualify for shortened
school day or have different Least Restrictive Environment requirements for the setting in which they will
16

Page
34-35

learn. There is no plan in the application for how one special education teacher would be able to be part of
the “rotation of teachers” in light of her or his duties to meet students with disabilities’ required specially
designed instruction.
While the applicant generally describes unique features of the school, the applicant does not provide
reasoning for the decisions beyond speculative associations with increased student achievement. Does not
Meet.

3. External, Internal, and State-Required Assessments (KCSA page 7)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for all intended external, internal, and state-required assessment components
of the system, including:
● A plan to use multiple types of assessments to measure the academic growth and needs of students aligned
with the expectations of the performance framework.
● A plan to assess student performance through formative and summative assessments.
● An explanation of how the school will use data to inform instruction and evaluate academic progress for at-risk
students, students with disabilities, and English Learners (EL).
● Evidence demonstrating the validity and reliability of any intended assessments and their alignment with the
curriculum, intended instructional practices, high academic standards, and state-mandated testing using sound
alignment methodology.
The applicant described how the school will use various data and indicators to determine actions and establish a
culture of continuous improvement and accountability for student learning.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant stated that they would have two testing approaches, standardized state required testing and
supplemental testing to monitor interim progress. The applicant provided a definition and generic ways to
use the individual assessments. The applicant did not provide a description of how the assessment data
analysis would be utilized to measure individual student progress to inform instruction and student
achievement. Additionally, there is only cursory mention to the assessment implications for special
populations. For example, there is no mention of accommodations for K-PREP for students with disabilities,
the applicant states it will use aimsweb to “screen and monitor students with one assessment system” but
does not address how it will assess students who are not able to be assessed using aimsweb including
students who are English Learners, students with augmentative communication system, and applicant does
not address any plan to implement required IEP progress monitoring or implement the instructional cycle
of assessment and instruction based on progress monitoring data and required specially designed
instruction.
In the application, the applicant references using Mindprint assessments and specifically states it will use
this for identifying “areas of giftedness, learning challenges, and cognitive strengths” but does not
specifically reference how they will assess students with disabilities, including students who are nonverbal,
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have autism, or have mobility or communication differences. There is no discussion of testing for students
who qualify as English Learners.
On page 35, the applicant stated ‘will use supplemental testing to monitor interim progress to guide and
adjust as necessary’. The applicant did not give any further information of how they would use this
supplemental testing data to monitor progress and drive instruction in their school. The applicant also
does not explain how these assessments will be used for continuous improvement processes.
Furthermore, on page 32 of the application the applicant failed to mention this additional testing required
to be implemented by teachers to their students under categories of assessments. Adding additional
assessments throughout the application creates overtesting and defeats the purpose of having a balanced
assessment system in the school. Lack of alignment of assessments to curriculum is concerning and may
be misaligned or misused if not planned carefully. Does not Meet.

35-37

4. Specifically identify comprehensive learning experiences or expanded learning opportunities. (KCSA page 7)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for specific, comprehensive learning experiences or expanded learning
opportunities that may be provided to students identified as at risk of academic failure and students with special
needs. The plan included evidence supporting the value of the opportunities, their effectiveness, and that the
experiences are aligned with the mission and vision and/or educational, behavioral, and mental needs of the
anticipated and targeted population.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
It is unclear why the applicant provides information about Response to Intervention as a response to this
question. Comprehensive learning experiences and expanded learning opportunities are defined in 701
KAR 8:020 and do not align with the definition of Response to Intervention as defined in this answer.

Page
37

Since the applicant refers to RTI, a review of the program will be included in this comment section. The
application indicates Response to Intervention programming will address the needs of all students,
including those who need special accommodations and those who are at risk of academic failure. There is
little evidence to indicate the applicant has a clear understanding of evidence based instructional practices
nor regulations required for personnel serving in this role. Example, “and parent” does not meet the
statutory or regulatory qualifications for each respective profession in this state.
The applicant states “RCA will provide a special education teacher,” This statement demonstrates a lack of
understanding that there are multiple special education teacher certifications that address specific areas of
eligibility and that the school must have certified teachers for the specific areas of eligibility of their
students. Further, as student population changes within the course of a school year, the certification needs
can change, but there is not discussion of how RCA would address these different requirements. In this
section of the application, only one category of IDEA eligibility is mentioned, but in section A of the
application, it states all students would be part of the RCA student body. This inconsistency demonstrates a
lack of understanding of special populations.
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This section of the application mentions IEP goals but does not provide evidence of a plan to support all
required areas of the IEP including providing specially designed instruction and accommodations. Further,
there is no demonstration of a plan to provide required related services as stated on students’ IEPs as
required to assist the child with a disability to benefit from special education. In the discussion of services
that include availability after school hours, there is no demonstration of an understanding that these times
do not count for specially designed instruction for students with disabilities. Further, there is no
demonstration that RCA understands that they must provide accommodations for students with disabilities
during after school hours that are part of the school program.
The application states they will use third party vendors to provide mental health services, but the vendor
listed specifically to provide mental health and trauma informed care services does not provide these
services, indicating a lack of understanding of these required mental health services.
The application does not demonstrate a plan to monitor special education services nor how they will
address the current national, state, and regional shortage of multiple special education service providers.
There is no mention of how they would address extended school year services or compensatory services if
they are unable to provide required IEP special education and related services.
This section of the application references an “Individualized Education Plan,” which demonstrates a lack of
understanding of IDEA regulations and KARs which note that students with disabilities can qualify for
“Individualized Education Programs.”

37-38

The applicant described services rendered to students at risk of failing and students with disabilities, yet
did not provide evidence that shows the effectiveness of these strategies nor the value to the student.
Understanding the research for these two vulnerable populations and aligning it to services is critical and
without it, the applicant may not adequately serve these students.
The applicant stated that they would implement a Response to Intervention (RtI) program to address the
needs of all students, including those who need special accommodations, including at risk students and
struggling readers. The applicant fails to include a comprehensive description of the RtI program, only
stating that interventions will include: small group interventions; reteaching of lessons; before-and-after
school tutoring; and 1-1 interventions.
The applicant identified that RCA will be using the supplementary resource Wilson Reading System (WRS)
curriculum to assist struggling readers.
● According to the Wilson Language Training site
(https://www.wilsonlanguage.com/programs/wilson-reading-system/) the Wilson Reading
System® (WRS) is the flagship program of Wilson Language Training® and the foundation of all
other Wilson programs. WRS is an intensive Tier 3 program for students in grades 2-12 and adults
with word-level deficits who are not making sufficient progress through their current intervention;
have been unable to learn with other teaching strategies and require multisensory language
instruction; or who require more intensive structured literacy instruction due to a language-based
learning disability, such as dyslexia.
● No supplementary program identified for K and first grade.
● No supplementary program identified for Tier I and II for Reading.
● No supplementary program identified for other core contents; mathematics, science, or social
studies.
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The applicant does not provide sufficient information which shows the process to develop a complete
Response to Intervention system in their school. As stated above there is no mention of a Tier 2 reading
step in their explanation of how they will address students at risk of academic failure. Response to
Intervention has 3 tiers of intervention a student must be taken through before that student may or may
not be screened for special education services. The applicant also does not list any procedures for
screening students in order to identify those students who need RTI services.
The applicant fails to provide an explanation of how they will monitor their Response to Intervention
system by using data to drive instruction. There is no mention of progress monitoring data and how
students progress in RTI will be monitored at the school level. There is no timeline identified in the plan
which tells when or how often the students will be monitored in order to accurately identify student
progress in the interventions or lack of progress. There is no mention of decision rules in place which
would identify when students would need interventions, an increase in the intensity of interventions or
exit from interventions due to progress.
They state on page 37 that any potential gaps in the commercial curriculum will be amended, but are
vague in how and when these gaps will be addressed and also do not explain any process at the school
level that will be in place to identify these gaps. Core programs for the school have been identified in
attachment 2. There is no plan in place to individually identify gaps in each of these commercial products
scope and sequence.
Per attachment O (Professional Development Plan)- The applicant does not provide information on how
teachers will be trained on how to identify students who need RTI services, monitoring RTI programs and
data and also does not specify training on research-based interventions for students needing intensive
academic interventions.
The applicant stated that RCA will provide a qualified Special Education Teacher to meet the needs of
students requiring an individualized education plan and that all students with disabilities, regardless of the
disability, will be served.
● Charter schools are responsible for hiring licensed and endorsed special educators pursuant to
federal and Kentucky Law. Accepting all special needs students may require hiring more than one
Special Education Teacher to ensure certification requirements are in compliance with the law.
On page 31 of the plan, under the section Qualified Staff, the applicant states that they will hire a ‘special
education teacher’. This is also noted in attachment 15 under RCA’s Organizational Charts. In Covington
Independent Schools alone special education students make up 19% of the student population. Newport
Independent Schools special ed population makes up 15% of its total student population. This percentage
would indicate that one special education teacher in RCA may have to serve approximately 30-40 students
based on its projected population of 201 students. The applicant states on p. 22 that in addition to hiring
a special education teacher they will “utilize an experienced third-party vendor, like PSI, to offer services to
assure the needs of all students are being met,” yet there is little to no evidence provided to support PSI
meeting the diverse needs of RCA students, nor any corresponding research of PSI’s success anywhere else
in the country/world to achieve this task. yet does not define what/who PSI is, the terms by which student
information and data will be shared with this company, or how this company and their service will ensure
student success.

20

E. Community Engagement
1. Plan to Reach Community Stakeholders (KCSA page 8)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for specific, proven methods to inform the proposed charter school’s intended
community stakeholders about the proposed charter school, how those methods are built with the community’s needs
in mind, and flexibilities in those methods designed to continuously meet those needs.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
While a plan is provided, lack of detail in the marketing plan is insufficient to understand how community
stakeholders will be sought. Methods are not described for the target population. There is no evidence
that families of students with disabilities or English Learners were intentionally included as part of the
development and feedback process for this application.

Page
38-39

2. Strategies to Solicit Community Input (KSCA page 8)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for specific strategies to solicit community input regarding the educational and
programmatic needs of students. The plan is built with the community’s needs in mind and is flexible to continuously
meet those needs.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
There is not a detailed plan for strategies to solicit community input. Although the applicant states they
“will continue to survey community members” and provide forums, the plan is not designed to incorporate
various family schedules and fails to mention how a representative sample will be obtained.

Page
40

3. Form and Nature of Feedback and Process for Incorporation of Feedback (KCSA page 8)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for the specific form and nature of feedback to be received from community
stakeholders, and the process described for incorporating that feedback is supported by evidence demonstrating
effective community engagement strategies.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant included a draft communication plan to share feedback.

Page
40-41
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4. Process to Incorporate Community Input (KCSA page 8)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for valid and reliable methods and criteria for incorporating feedback from
community stakeholders on the educational and programmatic needs of students.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does not clearly address the question of incorporating feedback from stakeholders. The first
sentence discusses “an open communication system and a shared gradebook” which does not clearly
connect to the question posed and raises questions about guardrails for student privacy.

Page
41-42

The applicant primarily describes a plan for internal staff to provide feedback on educational and
programmatic needs of students. A plan for valid and reliable methods and criteria to include community
feedback is not described and is problematic to the implementation of reliable programming.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.

F. Leadership and Governance
Attachment 1—Review of Members of the Applicant, Proposed Leadership, Board of Directors (KCSA page 8)
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The applicant provided the following:
● A list of all eligible applicants, including any teachers, parents, school administrators, community residents,
public organizations, nonprofit organizations, or a combination thereof.
● Evidence that the Board of Directors consists of a minimum of two parents of students who plan to attend the
proposed public charter school operating under the direction of the Board of Directors and that no member of
the Board of Directors is an employee of the proposed school or of an education service provider that will
provide services to the school.
● Each member of the Board of Directors filed a complete disclosure report that has identified any conflicts of
interests and includes remedies for the identified conflicts.
● Evidence demonstrating that, collectively, members of the Board of Directors possess expertise in leadership,
curriculum and instruction, law, and finance, and how the proposed charter school will ensure members of the
Board of Directors maintain their expertise in those areas.
● Evidence the proposed school is nonsectarian in all areas of operation and evidence to support that
designation where religious groups may be involved in the proposed school’s application or operations
● Confirmation that the proposed charter school does not have entrance requirements.
● Confirmation that the proposed charter school does not charge tuition or fees, except as permitted on the
same basis as other public schools.
● Bylaws that contain a description of the qualifications, terms, and methods of appointment or election of the
directors and a description of the organizational structure of the school that presents lines of authority and
reporting between the Board of Directors, school administrators, staff, and related bodies (advisory, external).
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant meets the statutory eligibility of KRS 160.1593(1) but does not specifically describe how they
meet the requirements as asked by the application question.

Page
43-44

The applicant states that five of the seven members of the Board have school-aged children, but does not
specify that those children may seek to attend RCA or if they will seek to recruit other potential parents.
Each member of the Board filed a disclosure report as part of Attachment 16. That, however, is not
referenced in this answer.

Att. 16

While a review of the resumes included in Attachment 1 indicates expertise amongst the Board in the
areas of finance, leadership, curriculum and instruction, there does not appear to be a direct expertise in
law.

Att. 1

The applicant fails to answer the remainder of the question which includes how the Board fulfills the
requirements of KRS 160.1592(7)(b) and (c), (8) and (14).
The selection of Does not Meet for this section is meant to specifically refer back to the significance of the
applicant’s failure to answer a substantial portion of the question outlined on the application.
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G. Enrollment Summary
1. Table—Enrollment Summary (KCSA page 8)
The applicant provided the enrollment summary table with student numbers, appropriate years indicated, and grade
levels represented in each year of the proposed charter contract term. The table demonstrates a plan to recruit 100
students unless the school will focus on serving at risk or special needs students.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provides an enrollment summary table.

Page
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2. Rationale for Enrollment Summary (KCSA page 8)
The applicant provided a detailed rationale and evidence to support the number of students and grade levels served in
the proposed charter school in Year One and for a reasonable growth plan identified in the enrollment summary table.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comment
The rationale is not detailed enough to describe enrollment changes at the elementary level. It assumes a
reduction in students from one year to the next and appears as an exit strategy instead of a retention
strategy.

Page
45

The application does not outline class size requirements for the number of children with disabilities
assigned to a teacher of exceptional children per period, block, or plans to meet individual students’ IEP
requirements for special education and related services.
There is no discussion of plans to provide a required special education continuum of alternative services
requirements for students who might qualify for special classrooms, home/hospital, etc.
Generally, the applicant does not appear to have an understanding of what projections for special
populations may appear to be for their school which is problematic and raises significant concerns
regarding the competency and capacity of the applicant to implement a high-quality charter school that is
able to serve all students.
3. Total Enrollment Capacity (KCSA page 9)
The applicant provided a detailed description regarding total enrollment, including a rationale for whether the
enrollment capacity is determined by grade level or by school capacity and whether the school can adjust specific
grade level capacities within the stated total enrollment capacity.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The response is mostly sufficient, however, more evidence and rationale of enrollment capacity at the
elementary level is needed to ensure the entire school does not become only an elementary or a middle
school.

Page
45
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The application does not outline class size requirements for the number of children with disabilities
assigned to a teacher of exceptional children per period, block, or plans to meet individual students’ IEP
requirements for special education and related services.
4. Exceeding Enrollment Capacity (KCSA page 9)
The applicant provided detailed information and a rationale regarding the number of students by which the proposed
charter school may be able to exceed the stated total enrollment capacity, and the applicant described whether the
number is by grade level or total number of students.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant misunderstands this question and therefore does not provide an appropriate response.
Capacity as referenced here does not reference facilities, but rather the school’s potential for exceeding
preliminary projections.

Page
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5. Minimum Number of Students Enrolled (KCSA page 9)
The applicant provided a minimum number of students needed for financial solvency and sustainability with a
rationale and reasonable evidence to support the identified minimum number.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Although a minimum number of students for financial solvency is stated, no reasonable evidence or
financial figures is in place to suggest this number is accurate.

Page
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6. Description of Plan to Fill Enrollment Vacancies (KCSA page 9)
The applicant provided a detailed plan and accompanying rationale for filling student enrollment vacancies after the
first year as a result of attrition, including required actions, responsible parties, and elements of community
engagement.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page
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Some evidence of a plan is provided; however, no substantive evidence of required actions or community
engagement is provided outside of a statement on a recruitment plan. More detail is needed to fully
understand the reasonableness of the applicant’s plan.
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There is no demonstration of plans to meet Child Find requirements or address needs of transfer students
with an IEP from in state or out of state. Generally, reference to special populations as a specific element
of the plan to fill enrollment vacancies demonstrates lack of knowledge-base with regards to the specific
requirements of state and federal law.

7. Enrollment Plan—Growth (KCSA page 8)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for growth over the term of the charter contract that addresses the pattern of
growth, anticipated student attrition, the rationale for the attrition rate, and plans to replace or limit the intake of
students, including required actions, responsible parties, and elements of community engagement.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Evidence is provided from research on anticipated rates for general education enrollment. However, there
is no mention of plans to meet special education ratios. There is no discussion to demonstrate an
understanding of the IDEA funding mechanism and the requirement to comply with all elements of any
enrolled student with disabilities’ IEP, which can include additional staffing, building modifications,
equipment, and supplies. There is no discussion of plans to provide a required special education
continuum of alternative services requirements for students who might qualify for special classrooms,
home/hospital, etc. This could change the ratios/ number of classes required and could include several
special education classrooms. There is no demonstration of understanding of the special education
requirements for caseload, class size, and/or grade range requirements which can alter number of
required classrooms.

Page
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Att. C

There is no demonstration of plans to meet Child Find requirements or address needs of transfer students
with an IEP from in state or out of state.

7. Enrollment Plan—Future Growth Renewal (KCSA page 8)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for possible school growth in the future with a reasonable rationale for pursuing
that growth.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
While a plan is provided, no details of how growth determinations will be made or the criteria used for
determinations are stated in the application.

Page
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Att. C
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There is no statement (or detailed plan) of how the applicant will measure the growth of students who
qualify in special populations or how they will measure if RCA is appropriately meeting IDEA federal and
state regulations, including Child Find, FAPE, and LRE requirements.
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III. Educational Program Design and Capacity
A. Program Overview
1. Summary of Essential Elements of School Model (KCSA page 9)
The applicant provided a detailed description and rationale for the essential design elements of the school model,
primary instructional methods, assessment strategies, and other non negotiable elements of the school model that
includes:
● An emphasis on high expectations for all students.
● Student achievement goals that are rigorous.
● Any identified challenges and plans to meet them.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Education Program. The applicant intends to utilize a constructivist approach to offer an educational
program that combines experiential learning and standards based academic approaches but does not
provide a detailed description of a constructivist approach nor a rationale for selecting this approach.

Page
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The applicant states the intention to present an alternative education model for diverse learners but fails
to provide a detailed description or rationale of said alternative education model.
Primary Instructional Models. The applicant states the intent to use Case-Based Learning (CBL) and
Project-Based Instruction (PBL) supplemented by Formative Instructional Practices (FIP) then proceeds to
state that the primary instructional model will be Understanding by Design (UbD). It is unclear the
rationale for selecting these approaches and models nor how these variety of methods and models will
interconnect.
The applicant states PBL is “uniquely suited to our population of students” whom we are educating in the
21st Century. The applicant states RCA will recruit from six districts in the regional achievement zone with
one district having 11% free/ reduced lunch and one being 90% free/reduced lunch. It is unclear how PBL
is “uniquely suited” to the population of students from the vast differences from the six districts.
The Understanding by Design section is a cut and paste from the following website below. Besides the cut
and paste from the website the applicant gives no further information on how they will utilize this design
in their school or how it may look different for their students. The applicant, in failing to provide original
thought to the application of Understanding by Design, has not demonstrated competency in
Understanding by Design methodology nor as the applicant given evidence as to capacity to implement the
system.
Special Populations. There is no demonstration of understanding of (or planning for) the requirements for
scaffolding instruction and social/emotional/behavioral/communication supports required by many
students with disabilities. There is no mention of implementing students’ IEP accommodations, Behavior
Intervention Plans, Health Plans, Communication Plans, etc. during the teaching, learning, and assessment
cycle. There is no demonstration of planning or modified instruction and modifications for students on
alternate assessment.
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The in-text references chosen in this section are not evidence-based, peer-reviewed sources specific to the
grade level and learning needs of the target population. There is no demonstration of understanding of the
evidence-based practices for students with disabilities and how instruction would be accommodated to
meet the unique learning needs of students with disabilities.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.

2. Resources and Instructional Materials (KCSA page 9)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for resources/instructional material including:
● How the resources/instructional materials shall meet the needs of all learners.
● How and why the resources were selected for the target population.
● The evidence-based reasoning or rationale to support why the resources/instructional material will likely be
successful with the targeted population.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Target Population and Needs of All Learners. Applicant does not indicate how, nor why, resources
suggested were selected for the target population. The applicant relies on generalizations like “RCA firmly
believes that all students can learn, and that our proposed experiential learning approach is a perfect fit for
underperforming students in the local school district. Experiential learning will level the playing field for
socio-economically disadvantaged students, who often have fewer opportunities and experiences where
they can ‘apply’ the learnings at home.” The applicants’ statement does not provide evidence of the
assertions made.
Applicant states that all of their programs are widely implemented and boost knowledge and scores with
underperforming students locally at numerous schools. They do not provide any of the data which
supports this statement locally. The applicant only listed one of the six River City Schools as a school that
uses these programs. The rest of the schools listed are located in Ohio or other locations not in Kentucky.
The applicant also does not list which of the programs that this school uses from the programs they intend
to implement. They also state on page 62 that these programs have remarkable effect upon minorities
with achievement, career pathway and personal confidence in subject capabilities. The data that is
provided is limited and vague on the website.
There is no mention that the curriculums that were chosen are evidence-based to support students with
disabilities or how they will supplement/provide specially designed instruction or supplemental aids and
services for students with disabilities. There is no demonstration of understanding by the applicant that
“evidence-based” is specific to the age/grade/subject, etc. for which research was conducted and that the
applicant is applying curriculum decisions with this knowledge in mind.
In the curriculum chosen, there is no demonstration of understanding or planning to provide alternate
curriculums that are evidence-based for students with disabilities. There is no discussion or plans provided
to obtain alternate forms of curriculum for students with low vision/blindness and/or hard of hearing/
deafness. There is no discussion of plans to obtain alternate testing materials and required
29

Page
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accommodations for students who require communication supports, VI, DHH materials and other specially
provided academic resources. There is no evidence of community partners or state partnerships with
agencies to provide resources and required transition services for students in grade 8 or age 14.
In addition, there is no mention of how they will support students on alternate assessment and what
evidence- based curriculum they will use. In addition, there is no mention of evidence-based curriculum
for English Learners. Furthermore, there is no mention of any enrichment or acceleration activities to
extend, replace or supplement learning beyond the standard curriculum for students who are
gifted/talented.
Several choices in academic curricula are core programs currently used within the six river city districts
which contradicts the applicants’ assertion that the programming offered is unique. Furthermore, there is
limited evidence of reasoning for how the selected resources and materials, in combination with the casebased learning approach, will contribute to the success of the targeted population.
Alignment with Kentucky Academic Standards. Beginning the school year 2019-2020, Kentucky has
adopted the new Kentucky Academic Standards into law. The new standards include the following:
Reading and Writing, Mathematics, Health Education and Physical Education.
In Attachment 2, the applicant provided curricula for EL Education, Singapore Math, and TCI- Social Studies.
The EL Language Program curriculum map indicates its correlations to the Common Core State Standards
which are not congruent to the new Kentucky Academic Standards. In this Attachment, the Singapore
Math program also shows its alignment to the Common Core State Standards which are not congruent to
the new Kentucky State Standards. The applicant provides on page 48 that all of the above core courses
are, “aligned to the Kentucky Academic Standards’. It does not appear that the materials selected by RCA
are aligned with Kentucky standards and there is no evidence that the school will make appropriate
adjustments to meet the requirements of the Kentucky State Standards.
On page 61, the applicant provides that RCA will implement TCI for Social Studies grades K-12 curriculum,
lesson plans, and teaching resources. The website referenced below indicates state specific social studies
programs. Kentucky is not listed as one of the states on this page. The new Kentucky Social Studies
standards are not referenced which indicates the applicant does not likely understand the shift to the new
standards. https://www.teachtci.com/social-studies/elementary-school
On page 49, the applicant does state that they will use the Understanding by Design process to ensure the
school’s curriculum, but has no specific plan how the school will accomplish this task. The applicant cut
and pasted this section directly from the UbD website with no other mention of how this will be tailored to
their specific curricular programs mentioned.
On page 57 the applicant states that, “The Founding Principal, in partnership with RCA teachers, and using
the resources of Partnership for Innovation in Education (PIE), will be responsible for selecting the
resources/instructional materials that will be included in the RCA “Resource Bank”. Criteria will include: 1)
alignment with the school theme of experiential learning; 2) evidence of positive outcomes; and, 3)
positive reviews/references from organizations that have leveraged the selected resources/materials. All
Resource Bank materials will be aligned with Kentucky Academic Standards.” The applicant makes an
assumption that the resources in the ‘Resource Bank’ will be aligned with the Kentucky Academic
Standards with no proof or plan to do so. The applicant does not provide sufficient information or
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references in the application. There is no evidence of research referenced to in the application which
makes this resource effective for the school’s target population.
Accessibility. On page 61, the application mentions using Discovery Education’s Social Studies Techbook.
However, there is no mention that indicates that all students will have individual devices to access the
curriculum. In addition, there is no mention of how students with disabilities will have assistive technology
to access the curriculum.
3. If Resources and Materials Not Selected Yet (KCSA page 9)
The applicant provided a detailed plan and criteria for selecting resources/instructional materials which includes who is
responsible for creating and selecting resources.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
N/A was noted in the original application. The core curriculum resources and instructional materials have
already been determined.

Page
62

4. Evidence of Success (KCSA page 9)
The applicant provided an evidence-based rationale to support that this program will be successful with the identified
student population.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provided many different websites with research for its chosen programs, but the applicant
did not provide support as to why these programs were selected for the targeted student population.
Instead, the applicant provided generalized notions that the curriculum resources and instructional
materials selected “were rated as one of the top providers”. The connection to the population to be served
is cursory and does not extend beyond a citation to articles published by outside organizations.
Additionally, the applicant, in drawing comparisons to schools and districts utilizing the approach, the
applicant again relies on generalized notions of success rather than a deep analysis as to why the success in
one case means success in the case of RCA. This shows lack of capacity to explain or support choices
beyond a program being research based.
The applicant states that the principal and teachers will select curriculum however they have yet to be
hired. The applications does include selected curriculums including Singapore math, EL Language program,
and TCI- Social Studies therefore the yet to be hired principal and teachers will not be given an opportunity
to provide input. The applicant states the selected programs follow Common Core Standards however
Kentucky now follows the Kentucky Academic Standards.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.
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Page
62-65
Att. 2
Att. D

5. Improvement of Student Achievement (KCSA page 9)
The applicant provided a detailed, evidence-based rationale to support that the educational program described will
likely improve achievement of traditionally underperforming students.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Concerns/Questions
Applicant gives a very limited and vague response on page 65. The applicant provides “as outlined above
and throughout the application” as their response. This question specifically asks how the programs will
specifically improve achievement for traditionally underperforming students which is not previously
provided for in the application. The response is vague, demonstrating a lack of capacity to address
students who may be at risk educationally.

Page
65

There is no demonstration of understanding on the part of the applicant as to which research is being
applied to which population of students. There is no demonstration of understanding by the applicant that
“evidence-based” is specific to the age/grade/subject, etc. for which research was conducted and that the
applicant is applying curriculum decisions with this knowledge in mind. The applicant does not address the
diverse needs through evidence-based programs for underperforming students, low- income students,
students with disabilities, English Learners and gifted students.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competency and capacity.

6. Student Achievement Goals (KCSA page 10)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for the creation of student achievement goals and methods of evaluating
whether students have obtained the skills and knowledge specified which include evidence-based strategies.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On page 65, the applicant states RCA’s goal for all students is to score at or above proficient in reading,
math, science and writing as measured by K-Prep. While this is an aspirational goal, it does not reflect the
complexities of how to get to 100% student proficiency or higher. The aspirational goal is not
supplemented by ambitious but achievable incremental goals that will drive the school toward the
aspirational goal of 100% proficiency which makes the provided goal not actionable.

Page
65-68

In this section, there are specific tools listed but the applicant does not demonstrate an understanding of
the complex academic, cognitive, social emotional and behavioral needs of students who qualify for special
populations’ services including students with disabilities, English Learners, and gifted. There is no
demonstration of understanding of the specific data collection and analysis within the teaching cycle to
determine improvement for students in special populations. There is no demonstration of the applicants’
understanding of annual requirements for data collection and analysis and IEP development for students
with disabilities. There is no demonstration of the applicant’s understanding of timelines and data analysis
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for 504 plans, GSSP Plans, Program Learning Plans, etc. There is not a comprehensive demonstration of
screening tools across all content and social emotional/behavioral areas that impact student learning.
There is no evidence the applicant considered Alternate K-PREP aligned standards to Kentucky Academic
Standards. There is no evidence the applicant considered Alternate K-PREP programming, accountability,
and assessments to ensure students have attained skills and knowledge specific to these goals.
There is no demonstration of plans to train staff to administer or analyze the data, nor is there sufficient
evidence as to the role of the parent(s) within this process as required by IDEA and KARs.

7. Potential Pitfalls (KCSA page 10)
The applicant provided a description of potential pitfalls and challenges with descriptions and solutions to address
them.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Concerns/Questions
Note: The applicant did not clearly cite this question. It can be found at the bottom of page 68.

Page
68-69

The applicant lists four potential pitfalls but does not actually define the challenges associated with each.
This is evident in the proposed solutions because they lack specificity. For example, the applicant identified
funding as a pitfall yet the applicant fails to provide detail information critical to the financial needs to start
up a charter school. The applicant states they have secured the start-up funding however, RCA has not
provided evidence of secured funding nor have they supplied evidence of financial statements associated
with non--profit status.
Additionally, the applicant identified timing alignment as a potential pitfall in regards to hiring of the
leadership, teacher and staff hires. The applicant fails to provide a detailed plan for the needed financial
capital to hire employees. The applicant failed to provide a detailed plan to provide the needed training
and purchasing of school resources prior to the opening day of school.

B. Curriculum and Instruction
1. Description of Basic Learning Environment (KCSA page 10)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the basic learning environment. It includes a description of class size
and structure, along with an explanation of the role that the classroom size and facility shall play. Additionally, the
description includes sound evidence-based instructional strategies and an explanation of why they are well suited for
the targeted student population, including effective methods and systems for providing differentiated instruction to
meet the needs of all students.
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Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant stated that class sizes will range from 15 to 24 students per class and there will be a total of
201 students (K-5th grade; 44 students per grade level K-2nd grade) the first year.

Page
70-71

The applicant provides a general, but not detailed, description of the basic learning environment. The
applicant does provide a target class size of “15-24,” along with a general description of the type of
classroom they hope to provide for students. While the applicant provides a list of instructional strategies
and goals, it does not provide an explanation of how and why these strategies are well-suited for the
targeted populations, particularly for those students presenting with special needs. Instead, the applicant
provides a list of best practices without relaying an understanding of how and why these instructional
strategies work in actual practice.
The last sentence of the first paragraph on page 70 states “in combination with highly effective leadership,
quality instruction, and a culture of high expectations for academics and behavior, RCA will close academic
gaps and increase student success.” However, there is no specific details on how they are going to do this
especially with students with disabilities, English Learners, and gifted/talented students.
The applicant does not include a full continuum of services. There is no mention of the provision of
specially designed instruction as required by law. The applicant states “RCA will take students with special
needs into careful consideration” but does not state they will implement their IEPs as written and required
by law. There is no discussion in the application of planning for the additional staffing, special
transportation and medical support that might be required for students with disabilities on field trips.
In the discussion of classroom structure, there is no discussion of making plans for the use of adaptive
equipment for students with disabilities who require SAS on their IEP. There is no discussion to
demonstrate applicant’s understanding or planning for ADA compliance. In the list of classroom supplies
(end of page 70), there is no mention of assistive technology and adapted equipment that could be
required on IEPs for students with disabilities.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.

2. Attachment 2—Overview of Planned Curriculum (KCSA page 10)
The applicant provided a detailed overview of the school’s plan for using curricula that align to applicable state
standards with the appropriate course outcomes. A sample scope and sequence for each subject in each level
(elementary, middle, and high) the school will serve are provided in Attachment 2. Additionally, the description
includes sound evidence based instructional strategies and an explanation of why they are well suited for the targeted
student population, including effective methods and systems for providing differentiated instruction to meet the needs
of all students.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard
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Comments
On page 71, one of the educational approaches of learning that RCA listed was integrated social and
emotional learning. However, there is no mention of what that would look like.

Page
71

The applicant provided a list of instructional strategies and resources. Attachment 2 include unit
overviews from a sampling of three of the instructional resources listed. Alignment with Kentucky
standards is not evident for all subject areas. While a general philosophy of “experiential learning” is
discussed, the applicant does not provide an explanation of why the listed programs are well-suited for the
targeted population.

Att. 2

In this section, there is no clear demonstration of understanding the diverse learning, behavioral, social
emotional needs of students with disabilities, English Learners, or gifted and talented students or the
diverse assessment and progress monitoring tools and systems required to provide evidence of success.
There is no demonstration of understanding of confidentiality and data security requirements for students
in special populations. There is no demonstration of understanding of the staffing requirements for
providing grade/age-specific evidence-based practices specific to the learning and behavioral needs of
students with disabilities. students who qualified as gifted, and English Learners. The curriculums attached
do not meet the requirements for specially designed instruction in the continuum of services nor address
required accommodations during testing. In addition, there is no demonstration of adopted curriculum to
meet the learning needs of students on alternate assessment.
Singapore Math
● The applicant provides a sample scope and sequence for Singapore Math, Attachment 2, that
indicates this curriculum is aligned to the Common Core Standards (CCS). The applicant does not
provide sufficient information that this curricular resource is aligned with Kentucky Academic
Standards which indicates the applicant has no indication or knowledge of how teachers and
administrators plan instruction and assessment that is congruent to the identified learning targets
from the deconstructed standards.
● According to What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) Intervention Report (Updated December 2015),
“No studies of Singapore Math that fall within the scope of the Primary Mathematics review
protocol meet WWC group design standards. Because no studies meet WWC group design
standards at this time, the WWC is unable to draw any conclusions based on research about the
effectiveness or ineffectiveness of Singapore Math on the achievement of primary students in
kindergarten through grade 8. Research that meets WWC design standards is needed to
determine the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of this intervention.” This mathematics program has
not been determined as an evidence-based curricular resource that will have a positive effect on
increasing achievement with the identified at-risk student population in this proposal. Additionally,
the applicant has not provided supplemental support to indicate the potential of this program to
increase student achievement with the identified student population.
EL Education Language Arts Curriculum
● The applicant provides a sample scope and sequence for EL Education Language Arts Curriculum,
Attachment 2, indicates that this curriculum is aligned to the Common Core Standards (CCS). The
applicant does not provide sufficient information that this curricular resource is aligned with
Kentucky Academic Standards which indicates the applicant has no indication or knowledge of how
teachers and administrators plan instruction and assessment that is congruent to the identified
learning targets from the deconstructed standards.
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TCI Social Studies
● The applicant provided a sample scope and sequence for TCI Social Studies, Attachment 2,
indicating that this curriculum is aligned to the Kentucky Academic Standards. However, the
applicant provided the correlation of a previous Kentucky Social Studies Standards instead of the
current adopted Kentucky Social Standards. This indicates that the applicant has no knowledge or
understanding of the newly adopted standards to plan instruction and assessment that is
congruent to the identified learning targets from the deconstructed standards.
Physical Education and Music
● The applicant stated (pages 72-73) that RCA will create a Physical Education, Music and Arts
curriculum based on the Kentucky Model Curriculum outlined in the Kentucky Academic Standards
for Practical Living, Visual and Performing Arts, and Arts and Humanities (cite references 72, 73 and
74. The applicant provided the previous Kentucky standards for these subjects instead of the
current adopted Kentucky standards for Physical Education, Music and Arts. This indicates that the
applicant has no knowledge or understanding of the newly adopted standards to plan instruction
and assessment that is congruent to the identified learning targets from the deconstructed
standards.
3. If curriculum is fully developed - Curricular Choices (KCSA page 10)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the curricular choices, such as textbooks, and a rationale for their
selection, by subject, and why the curricular choices are well suited for the targeted student population.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On pages 71-72, the applicant provided a listing of textbook choices for mathematics, ELA, social studies,
and science without a detailed description or rationale for their selection that will meet the needs of the
identified at-risk student population. The applicant indicates that individual student academic needs will be
met with both Response to Intervention and Differentiated Instruction, however, the applicant failed to
provide an explanation of how the selected textbook resources will enable teachers and administrators to
plan for this type of instruction. Therefore, indicating that the applicant’s lack of competency to implement
a textbook review process to thoroughly and accurately select a resource to meet the needs of the school.
One area of concern that was raised during the Capacity Interview (December 17, 2019) was the proposed
cut to the cost of textbooks and use of digital copies to save money. This demonstrates the applicants’ lack
of understanding as to how purchasing textbooks and digital materials work. It is often the case that digital
licenses for student materials is as expensive as printed textbooks, which would, in this case, not result in a
substantial change to the budget if cuts are required.
There is no mention of adaptive PE or any other adaptive classes for students with disabilities.
There is mention of using the KY state standards and model curricula, but do not discuss plans for
accommodations or specially designed instruction for students with disabilities. However, there is no
mention of the KY Alternate Standards or curricula for students on alternate assessment. In addition, there
is no discussion of meeting the needs of students who qualify as gifted/talented or as English Learners.
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Page
71-73

The applicant provides a list of curricular choices for the core subject areas of reading, math, social studies,
and science. The applicant states that curriculum will be created for the subject of health/PE, music, art,
and Spanish. The applicant does not include a rationale for their selections by subject as to why these
curricular choices are well-suited for the targeted student population, as required by the question.

4. Basis for Curriculum (KCSA page 10)
The applicant fully explains the evidence-based reasoning for the selection of the described curricula (links or copies of
the research are provided) specifically providing why the curricula will likely be successful with the targeted
population.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provides links to research provided by the publishing companies for the core subject area
curricular choices. In addition, links are provided to research supporting case-based learning and projectbased learning. The applicant provides a list of positive outcomes for diverse learners that is associated
with project-based learning; however, the applicant does not explain how both case-based learning and
project-based learning will be implemented simultaneously and in conjunction with the other curricular
choices, some of which call for different instructional strategies and/or philosophies. The applicant does
not specifically explain how or why each curricular choice will likely be successful with this specific targeted
population.
RCA’s Resource Bank (Singapore Math, EL Language, TCI) addressed in Section III: B2
The applicant provided research links for Singapore Math, EL Language, STEMscopes and Social Studies
Alive (pg. 74). The research indicated the following:
● Singapore Math (Math in Focus)
https://www.evidenceforessa.org/programs/math/elementary/math-focus
○ The applicant provided a research conducted by the Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, seller for
the Math in Focus textbook, stating the Math in Focus has a Strong ESSA Rating and an
Average Effect Size of +0.18. Researching WWC and ERIC database, indicates that no
studies of Singapore Mathematics met WWC evidence standards or the results do not
support the hypothesis that CCSS-aligned curricula narrow the achievement gap.
Consequently, the applicant failed to conduct a thorough research using WWC or ERIC
database to ensure there is a correlation with Houghton Mifflin Harcourt’s ESSA findings.
The applicant’s understanding of ESSA and the process of reviewing all research for
accuracy is minimum and therefore questionable to their competency to ensure that
selected curricular resources will have an effect size on student achievement with the
target student population.
● EL Language https://curriculum.eleducation.org/what-educators-are-saying
○ This research link provides generalization comments without any data to indicate student
growth over a period of time, especially with the identified at-risk student population. The
applicant demonstrates a lack of understanding of the process for selecting a resource that
includes evidence to support the academic achievement for all students.
● Social Studies Alive! https://www.teachtci.com/about-us and DiscoveryEDucation Social Studies
TechBook https://www.discoveryeducation.com/solutions/social-studies-techbook/
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Page
73-75

○

The applicant provided the research links as evidence that these curriculum resources are
appropriate and effective for the targeted students; however, neither link included
research data to support that the textbooks have any gains in student achievement. The
applicant lacks competency in researching curricular resources to determine the
effectiveness of increasing academic achievement with any and all student groups.

There is no discussion of additional evidence-based curriculums that could be required for students with
disabilities in their IEPs, or for students who have 504 plans, PSPs, or GSSPs.
The research cited to support the use of PBL with students with disabilities were not studies of elementary
students, nor did the research include students with disabilities. The sources cited show that PBL research
has been conducted in medical and science programs at the advanced postsecondary level with primary
focus in medical programs.

5. Formative Processes (KCSA page 10)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the formative and summative assessments and all areas are addressed
for English/language arts and math content areas as well as supplemental or elective areas:
● Curriculum alignment
● Monitoring student progress
● Informing teaching and learning practices
● Professional Development (PD)
● Preserving class time
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On page 76, the applicant stated that staff will engage in formative, summative, and diagnostic
assessments throughout each course to continually evaluate the success of RCA’s success on assessments.
The applicant’s assessment plan consists mainly of summative and interim assessments. They failed to
provide a balanced assessment plan that focuses on all types of assessments to assist in making
instructional changes and improve student achievement. This is problematic because it demonstrates a
lack of understanding that various types of summative and formative assessments are required to be
developed, administered, analyzed (triangulated when needed) and utilized to determine next steps to
ensure that all individual student needs are being met.

Page
76-77

The applicant failed to respond to the element of question 5 that required a description of how formative
and summative benchmark assessments will help track and improve student progress and on-going
teaching and learning practices.
On page 77, the applicant stated provided, “To ensure and demonstrate that our students performing at a
high level, and that the curriculum and teachers are effective, RCA will continually evaluate the success of
our assessment and intervention programs based upon student results and make recommendations for
any changes that may need to be made for the next year. This is problematic because it demonstrates a
lack of capacity to track and use all assessments throughout the school year to make instructional changes
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and provide RtI to ensure academic achievement for all students, instead of waiting for the next school
year to make the necessary changes to improve instruction and observe academic gains.
RCA states they will continually evaluate the success of their assessment and intervention programs based
upon student results. There is no indication of how special populations will be evaluated on their success.
Specially designed instruction and supplementary aids and services for students with special needs is
adapting as appropriate the content, methodology, or delivery of instruction to address the unique needs
of the child with a disability and to ensure access of the child to the general curriculum.
It’s unreasonable to think that all students will be able to access all content the same way. RCA does not
address how the assessments such as authentic and performance-based formative assessments will be
adapted for students with IEPs and EL students.
There is no mention of the Kentucky Alternate Assessment, providing accommodations and assistive
technology during assessments, specially designed instruction, or utilization of progress monitoring to
inform instruction for students with disabilities.
The applicant provides a general overview of assessment philosophy but does not provide a detailed
description of the ways in which results of formative assessments will inform teaching and learning, nor
does the applicant explain how assessment results will be directly related to professional development for
teachers. The applicant does not discuss the preservation of class time with regards to the implementation
of the assessment plan, as required by the question.

6. Instructional Planning (KCSA page 10)
The applicant provided a detailed curriculum plan that describes what is being taught, when it is to be taught, what
curriculum resources are to be used, and who is responsible for creating and selecting these resources. The plan
incorporates strategies that are evidence-based and includes systems and methods for providing differentiated
instruction to meet the needs of all students.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On page 77, the applicant indicates that the Principal, building level team (BLT), and teacher-based teams
(TBTs) will develop, review and revise the curriculum maps and pacing guides each year based on prioryear achievement and revisions in the Kentucky Academic Standards, K-Prep requirements, and other new
state requirements. The applicant provided a generic description of the purpose of developing curriculum
maps and pacing guides to indicate what to teach and when to teach the content. The applicant
failed to describe how teachers will use these resources, curriculum maps and pacing guides, to support
instructional planning, that describes in detail what and how a teacher intends to teach on a day-to-day
basis—the sequence of activities, student grouping, and resources used. Therefore, the applicant lacks
competency in understanding the systematic process of defining what to teach and when to teach.

Page
77

This application does not reference alternate assessment curriculum/standards. The application references
that pacing guides have not been created.

39

The application does not provide sufficient information in reference to meeting the needs of students with
disabilities, EL students, G/T students or diverse learners when considering accommodations and
modifications in the curriculum maps and pacing guides. There is no mention of highly qualified staff for
special populations to ensure access to the general curriculum. Instructional planning will require
consideration of individual student needs in relation to the disability.
The applicant states the pacing guides and curriculum maps will be developed in the future but does not
provide a detailed curriculum plan. There is no mention of how curriculum resources will be created or
selected.

7. Processes to Revise and Evaluate Curricula (KCSA page 10)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the process and procedure that will be used in the following:
● To review, evaluate, and revise the curricula to ensure success for all students.
● To align with state standards and ensure coherence across grades, including who is responsible and how
teachers will be involved.
The processes and procedures described reflect a sound base in research, theory, and/or experience and will ensure
rigorous, engaging, and effective curricula for the anticipated student population.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant describes a plan for annual review of curriculum resources to ensure they align with
Kentucky’s academic standards. The applicant does not describe a detailed description of the process that
will be used to evaluate curricular alignment, particularly in regard to the role of how teachers will be
involved in the process.

Page
77-78

On page 78, the applicant describes the process, interrelated or interacting activities, they will use to
review, evaluate and revise the curricula. RCA will utilize the teacher-based teams (TBTs) to annually
review the curriculum alignment, the building level team (BLT) with input from the TBTs will review the
curricular plan, sequence and scope with the Board of Directors four to six months prior to the start of the
school each year for approval. The applicant failed to include a procedural step to carry out the process
indicating the lack of understanding the need for a specific protocol to accomplish part of the process.
There is no discussion in the application of reviewing, evaluating, or revising curriculum to meet the needs
of students with IEPs (including students on alternate assessment and students who have functional
performance deficits), students with 504 plans, PSPs, or GSSPs.
The application does not provide sufficient information in reference to meeting the needs of students with
disabilities, EL students, G/T students or diverse learners when considering accommodations and
modifications in the curriculum maps and pacing guides. There is no mention of highly qualified staff for
special populations to ensure access to the general curriculum. Instructional planning will require
consideration of individual student needs in relation to the disability.
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8. Attachment 3—If Curriculum Is Not Developed (KCSA page 10)
If the curriculum has not yet been developed, a detailed plan is included (Attachment 3) describing how the curriculum
will be developed, including a timeline, who will be responsible, when key stages will be completed, and how the
curriculum will be vertically and horizontally aligned for all grades the school will serve.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
N/A was noted in the original application. There is no attachment 3.

Page
78

9. High-Quality Instruction and Intervention (KCSA page 10)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the high-quality instruction that will take place at the proposed school,
including:
● The primary evidence-based instructional strategies, along with the rationale for why the listed strategies are
being used, and how they are relevant and responsive to the anticipated student population.
● The methods and systems teachers will utilize for providing differentiated instruction to meet the needs of all
students, including differences in instructional methods for different subject areas, grade levels, and special
needs (e.g., students with disabilities, English Learners).
● The technology that will be used to enhance and support teaching and learning and plans for implementation
of that technology including any challenges associated with implementation.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
9. There is no mention of what high quality instruction looks like for students with disabilities, gifted and
talented, or EL students. There is no mention of specially designed instruction or IEP progress monitoring
data. RCA demonstrates a lack of clear understanding of special education law because the March, 2017
Endrew F v. Douglas Co. case clearly set the new standard of what high-quality instruction looks like. This
case has outlined the expectations for students with disabilities. The IEP must be reasonably calculated to
enable a child to make progress.

Page
78-87

82-83

9a. The applicant lists and describes multiple evidence-based instructional practices, along with the
advantages of each. While this list includes many of what are commonly accepted as effective
instructional strategies, there is no discussion of how these strategies and programs will be integrated into
a coherent curriculum plan or how these multiple approaches will work together. There is no discussion of
challenges associated with the implementation of technology.

86-87

On pages 79 and 80, the applicant states that RCA will utilize Formative Instructional Practices (FIP) and
Direct Instruction supplement by Case-Based Learning (CBL) and Project-Based Instruction (PBL) as the
primary instructional strategies. The applicant misrepresented Formative Instructional Practices as an
instructional strategy instead of a systematic process ensuring that formative assessment strategies and
techniques are implemented in the classroom to determine if an instructional strategy is making a
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difference in student achievement. This is problematic because the applicant indicated that FIP is one of
the two main instructional strategies RCA expects all teachers to use with the anticipated student
population. The applicant demonstrates a lack of clear understanding of what is and what is not an
instructional strategy.
●

Formative Assessment Practices URLs
○ https://portal.battelleforkids.org/FIPOhio/what-is-fip
○ http://info.nwea.org/rs/976-IYI-694/images/Formative-Assessment-Article-2.pdf
○ https://www.nwea.org/blog/2017/four-formative-instructional-practices-drive-studentgrowth/

On page 81 the applicant stated, for Direct Instruction, RCA teachers will be expected to review the
content 20% of the period, present new material for 60% (which may be a combination of the case study
and customized material form any of the above mentioned learning platforms) and summative, confirming
mastery for 20% of the period. The applicant indicates class structure expectations instead of how they
will implement Direct Instruction strategy in the classroom. This is problematic because the applicant lacks
the competency in understanding the specific steps of Direct Instruction and how to implement the
strategy in the classroom.
On pages 82 and 83, the applicant stated that RCA believes that experiential learning levels the playing
field for students who are socioeconomically disadvantaged. The applicant did not provide a fully accurate
representation of the research conducted by Greg Druian and Joyce A. Butler. According the Druian and
Butler, “The intention of this paper is to take a first step towards answering the question whether there is
a "fit" between techniques shown to be effective with at-risk youth and the conclusions reached by the
effective schools’ researchers.” Druian and Butler never concurred that experiential activities increase
student achievement with at-risk students. Also, this article was published in November 1987, which is
problematic because the research is over 30 years old.
There is a clear lack of understanding of the U.S. Department of Education, 2014 implementation of a
revised accountability system under IDEA known as Results-Driven Accountability (RDA) that emphasizes
child outcomes such as performance on assessments, graduation rates, and early childhood outcomes for
students with disabilities.
There is no evidence of a well-planned, modified, and articulated curriculum that would provide students
with disabilities appropriate access to the general curriculum and effective instructional support.

9b. On page 86, the applicant stated that small class sizes will allow teachers to have more time to
personalize the student experience and spend more 1:1 time with each student to differentiate learning at
RCA. While the applicant has provided reasoning behind this decision, it is important to note that according
to John Hattie’s Visible Learning meta-analysis, Class Size has an Average Effect Size (d = 0.21) which is
below the hinge point of 0.4 to be effective on student achievement. Hattie stated, "Reducing class sizes
has (not the past tense) had a small but positive effect on achievement. Relative to other influences, it is a
very low effect and the only question is why is this effect so low (but positive) given the major claims often
argued for the amazing influence of reducing class size." The applicant has provided reasoning but not
research to support that just reducing class sizes will have a major effect on student achievement with the
identified at-risk population stated in this proposal.
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On page 86, the applicant stated that Mindprint assessment will be used as an important step in identifying
a student’s strengths and understanding their needs before determining more in-depth evaluation and
supports are necessary (pg. 86). According to the Mindprint Learning site:
●

●

Mindprint assesses the following 10 skills and provides support for additional cognitive skills and all
academic skills:
● Reasoning: Abstract, Verbal, Spatial
● Executive Functions: Attention, Working Memory, Flexible Thinking
● Memory: Verbal, Visual
● Speed: Processing, Visual Moto
Mindprint follows industry standards and recommends assessing students every one to three
years. This should provide sufficient information on how the student is progressing and if their
needs have changed. Schools, clinicians, and other professionals sometimes determine it is in a
student’s best interest to assess more frequently.

The applicant fails to include any academic assessment, that is frequently administered during the current
school year, to conduct data analysis and develop differentiated instruction to meet the needs of all
students. The applicant lacks understanding of using ongoing, formative assessments to identify students’
strengths and areas of need so they can meet students where they are and help them move forward as a
part of the differentiated instruction cycle.
9c. On page 86 and 87, the application states that “technology will be a key component to the classroom
experience.” However, it does not mention students who are not able to use standard technology.
Assistive technology was not mentioned as part of their plan.

Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.

C. Student Performance Standards
1. Describe the student performance standards. (KCSA page 11)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for the use of the rigorous student performance standards for the school as a
whole, providing how they are aligned with state academic standards, how they will enable each student to achieve
the skills and knowledge for successful completion of that grade level, and how they exemplify a dedication to high
expectations for all students.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard
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Comments
Applicant states they will use the same student performance standards and 5-Star rating system as the rest
of the schools in KY, which is accurate as charter schools are required to comply with state accountability.
However, the answer does not address the actual question which focuses on student performance
standards which are distinguishable from the structure of the accountability system.

Page
87

What the applicant does provide is an overly generalized statement about performance standards and
alignment with curriculum and meeting the needs of students. Generally, the applicant states that the goal
is consistent growth and proficiency, but this does not address how the expectations are aligned with state
standards, expectations for grade level completion, and a defined understanding of high expectations.

2. Explain the policies and evidence utilized for promoting or retaining students. (KCSA page 11)
The applicant provided detailed promotion and retention policies, standards, and expectations (including early
promotion) that are rigorous and promote high expectations for all students. Additionally, there is a plan for
communicating these criteria along with graduation criteria to staff, students, and families in a way that ensures
transparency.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On p. 87, the applicant states that “RCA will have robust standards for promotion, and attendance is part
of the promotional criteria,” yet does not define how many absences will activate retention. The applicant
does not state if there are exemptions to this statement for students that prove they have mastered
content, but have missed an excessive amount of school days, and again, there is no definition for what
constitutes an “excessive amount” of days missed.

Page
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89
On p. 88, the applicant states that “RCA students will be required to earn promotion by demonstrating
mastery of essential knowledge and skills” including “pro-social behaviors” but fails to define what these
pro-social behaviors are.
On p. 88, the applicant states that exit tests at the end of 3rd and 5th grade will be administered, and that
students shall “earn at least the minimum designated score...before being promoted.” When reviewing
the demographic data for the six school districts targeted by RCA, five of these districts are comprised of
populations hailing from high poverty and higher crime. Statiscally, the students from these districts also
have been exposed to more adverse childhood experiences (ACES), which lead to prolonged trauma in the
brains of these children. Brain/trauma research is very clear in that its effect on the developing brains of
children leads to cognitive and language delays. Imposing the passage of these exit criteria on a population
which statistically is already at risk and possibly cognitively delayed does not consider the
home/community environments from which RCA is recruiting, thus creating a standard these children may
be delayed in meeting.
On p. 89, the applicant states that students may be offered enrichment by and advanced (higher) grade
level team for the subject which they demonstrate superior knowledge and skills, but makes no plan for
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how to enrich those in 5th (and eventually, 8th) grades who won’t have a higher-grade present in their
school.
The application states that “students who have Individualized Education Programs (IEP’s) will be promoted
to the next grade level based on successful completion of the goals on the IEP.” IEP goals are developed to
improve student deficits and not determine grade promotion. Students should be promoted from grade to
grade based on mastery of academic content versus IEP goals.
While the applicant reports to address remediation of foundational instruction for students performing
significantly below grade level, Child Find Requirements are not addressed.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.

3. Attachment 4—Exit Standards for Graduating Students (KCSA page 11)
The applicant provided the school’s detailed exit standards for graduating students (Attachment 4), which set forth
what students in the last grade served will know and be able to do. The exit standards meet or exceed district
standards and exemplify high expectations for all students.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Attachment 4 discusses Academic Grades for RCA students, but is not consistent when compared to the
content of pgs. 87-88 of the application which clearly speak to attendance and behavior expectations
comprising any promotion decision RCA and its administration will make.

Page
89
Att. 4

D. High School Graduation Requirements
1. Describe how the charter school shall meet graduation requirements. (KCSA page 11)
The applicant provided a detailed description of how the school will meet the state graduation requirements, along
with an explanation of how students will earn credit hours, how grade point averages (GPAs) will be calculated, what
information will be on transcripts, and what elective courses will be offered.
If graduation requirements for the school will exceed state standards, there is an explanation of the additional
requirements that answers why additions were necessary and connects them to the mission and vision of the school as
well as the population to be served.
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Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page

N/A was noted in the original application.

2. Explain how the graduation requirements shall ensure student readiness for postsecondary opportunities. (KCSA
page 11)
The applicant provided a detailed description of how the graduation requirements will ensure student readiness for
college or other postsecondary opportunities (e.g., trade school, military service, or entering the workforce).
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page

N/A was noted in the original application.

3. Explain what systems and structures to implement for students at risk of academic failure. (KCSA page 11)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the evidence-based systems and structures the school will implement
for students at risk of academic failure as well as those at risk of dropping out or not meeting graduation requirements.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page

N/A was noted in the original application.

E. School Calendar and Schedule
1. Discuss the annual academic schedule. (KCSA page 11)
The applicant provided the school’s proposed calendar for the first year of operation that includes the first day of
operation and student attendance.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provides a proposed calendar that includes a first day of operation and student attendance
days.
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2. Explain how the calendar reflects the needs of the educational program and the targeted student body. (KCSA
page 11)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for the annual academic schedule for the school which explains and
demonstrates how the calendar reflects the needs of the educational program and the targeted student body.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does not answer all elements of the question provided. The question asks for what the
academic schedule will look like, to which the applicant has provided a general framework. But the
applicant neglects to answer the remaining component of the question and does not include an
explanation that demonstrates how the calendar reflects the needs of the educational program and
targeted student body. As the latter component is the more significant piece, this section Does not Meet
requirements.

Page
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3. Attachment 5—Provide the charter school's proposed calendar for the first year of operation. (KCSA pages 11–12)
The applicant provided a school calendar and schedule (Attachment 5) that includes the total number of days/hours of
instruction and any additional calendar details that are not evidenced in the first-year calendar. The calendar meets
state minimum instructional requirements as stated in KRS 158.070.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On page 91, the applicant states that RCA will have 193 instructional days with 7 hours of instruction each
day, built into the school calendar (this may vary by year depending on holidays.) This is a total of 1,330
instructional hours. Attachment 5, School Calendar, shows a discrepancy in the number of instructional
days. A review of the RCA school calendar reveals the allocation of 197 instructional days. Attachment 6,
Bell Schedule, shows a discrepancy in the number of instructional hours per day and the total of hours per
school year. This is problematic because RCA provides less than the required instructional time for
students according to KRS 158.070 (1) (f) "Student instructional year" means at least one thousand sixtytwo (1,062) hours of instructional time for students delivered on not less than one hundred seventy (170)
student attendance days and the applicant lacks competence in understanding the difference between
instructional and non-instructional time.
●

Page
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Att. 5
Att. 6

K through 2nd Grade Schedule
○ Instructional Hours
■ 270 mins (not including Homework Cafe)
○ Non-Instructional Hours
■ 240 mins (including Homework Cafe, Recess, Recess/Lunch and Morning Provocations)
○ 1062 hrs. Required School Instructional Hours per Calendar Year according to KRS 158.070 (1) (f)
■ 197 School Days (based on Authorizer calculation of number of student days
● (197 school days X 270 mins) divided 60 minutes = 886.5 hours
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●

● 1062 hours - 886.5 hours = 175.5 hours below the minimum requirement of
instructional hours
■ 193 School Days (based on RCA calculation of number of student days
● (193 school days X 270 mins) divided 60 minutes = 868.5 hours
● 1062 hours - 868.5 hours = 193.5 hours below the minimum requirement of
instructional hours
3rd through 8th Grade Schedule
○ Instructional Hours
■ 285 mins (not including Homework Cafe)
○ Non-Instructional Hours
■ 225 mins (including Homework Cafe, Recess/Lunch and Morning Provocations)
○ 1062 hrs. Required School Instructional Hours per Calendar Year according to KRS 158.070 (1) (f)
■ 197 School Days (based on Authorizer calculation of number of student days
● (197 school days X 285 mins) divided 60 minutes = 935.75 hours
● 1062 hours - 935.75 hours = 126.25 hours below the minimum requirement of
instructional hours
■ 193 School Days (based on RCA calculation of number of student days
● (193 school days X 285 mins) divided 60 minutes = 916.75 hours
● 1062 hours - 916.75 hours = 145.25 hours below the minimum requirement of
instructional hours

4. Attachment 6 - Describe the planned structure of the student attendance day, week, and year. (KCSA page 12)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the structure of the school day, week, and year, including:
● The number of instructional hours/minutes in a day for core subjects, electives, extracurricular or co-curricular
activities, remediation, and any other academic components.
● The length of the school day with the start and dismissal times.
● A rationale of why the school’s daily and weekly schedule will be optimal for student learning for the targeted
student population.
● The minimum number of hours/minutes per day and week that the school will be devoted to academic
instruction in each grade with a sample daily and weekly schedule for each level of the school (Attachment 6).
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does not provide for the number of instructional hours as required by statute, as described
above in question 3.

Page
91-94

Additionally, the RCA schedule fails to include the number of instructional hours/minutes in a day for all
subjects offered. In Section B (question 3) the applicant indicated that other subjects, physical education,
art, music and Spanish would be offered to students. However, page 92 and Attachment 6: Bell Schedule
doesn’t include these subjects in the daily schedule. The applicant failed to indicate any time for
remediation for Tier II or III instruction, they only indicated time for the Homework Cafe. The lack of
specificity demonstrates a significant lack of understanding as to how to ensure coherence across desired
program elements.
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Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.

5. Provide a sample teacher schedule for a typical week of instruction. (KCSA page 12)
The applicant provided a detailed sample teacher schedule that includes:
● The length of the teacher’s work day.
● The time devoted to teaching assignments, planning, or other activities.
● A brief scenario describing a typical teacher day and week.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On page 94 and Attachment 6: Bell Schedule, the applicant failed to indicate time teachers will have for
planning and a brief scenario describing a typical teacher day and week. The applicant stated that a
teacher’s work day would vary depending on the morning and after school supervision duties indicating
the lack of capacity to develop a master schedule and teacher assignments.

Page
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Att. B

Attachment 6 does not include a detailed sample teacher schedule for analysis. It does not delineate time
devoted to teaching assignments, planning or other activities. There was no brief scenario describing a
typical teacher day and week as required by the question.

Att. 6

Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.

6. Describe before and after-care options, if any are offered. (KCSA page 12)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for any before- and after-care options for students or students’ children and
how services will be delivered and funded, including the schedule, personnel involved, and any criteria for accessibility
to the before and/or after-care options.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On pages 94-95, the applicant stated that students would have the option of arriving early at school
starting at 7:00 AM and staying as late as 6:30 PM with the option of bringing or buying breakfast or dinner
at RCA. Students would be able to read and/or work on projects during these before and after-care
options. The applicant failed to provide a detailed plan of how the services would be delivered or funded,
only stating that the Building Level Team (BLT) will evaluate options for compensating existing teachers or
contracting with an external vendor for tutoring or aftercare services for RCA. This is insufficient because it
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leaves the question as to whether or not the before- and after-school programs will actually be viable for
students to access.
There was no indication that students with disabilities with more educational, physical and/or medical
needs were considered as there is no mention of how these students needs will be met for any before or
after school care.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.

F. School Culture
1. Culture or Ethos of School (KCSA page 12)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for the creation of an engaging school culture, explaining how the school culture
will promote a positive learning environment and reinforce student intellectual and social development for all
students, including those with special needs, English Learners, and students at risk of academic failure.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant lists six methods to build a culture in their schools both for teachers and students. Each part
of the plan has a brief explanation of each approach and lists supporting research. Each explanation is
brief and lacks detail and planning. For example, the applicant stated that “schools will thrive when
teachers have the authority to lead collaboratively and make decisions.” They do not go into any further
detail about in what capacity teachers may lead in the school or how the principal may empower the
teachers to make decisions.

Page
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Some of the research cited in this section is more than a decade old (Sylwester from 2000 and Whitebread
from 2009). For example, on page 98, the application references David Whitebread’s published paper
from 2009. The application states “skills children learn from play are at least as important as being able to
read.” In this research, the study was conducted on children ages 3-5 which is not the primary ages of the
students RCA is targeting to serve. It is unclear why the applicant selected outdated research that is not
specific to populations similar to that of the targeted population.

98

There was no mention of how RCA was going to promote a positive learning environment and reinforce
student’s intellectual and social development for students with disabilities, English Learners, and/or gifted
and talented. There was mention of “physical activity and play” for students; however, they did not
mention how they would allow for any adaptations for students with disabilities whether it would be
physical adaptations or behavior supports who may lack the prerequisite skills for play.

98
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2. Implementation of Culture (KCSA page 12)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for how the school will establish and maintain the school culture for students,
teachers, administrators, and parents/guardians starting from the first day of school, including a plan for students who
enter the school midyear. The plan includes any anticipated challenges and solutions.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
There is no plan for students who enter midyear and does not describe how challenges and solutions will
be anticipated. Some activities are described for increasing morale, but the plan fails to detail how culture
is established and maintained for students. RCA mentions building school spirit and unity while keeping a
focus on academic achievement, yet detailed no specifics on how those activities will be scheduled without
conflicting with instruction.

Page
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Overall, this section does not mention how to include students identified with a disability, English learners,
or any students with special needs.
The applicant has limited response in this section regarding the challenges which are faced in inner city
schools. The challenges listed were vague and gave insufficient ideas and strategies for solutions.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.

3. Strategies to Encourage Attendance and Re-enrollment (KCSA page 12)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for how the school will implement attendance and re-enrollment strategies
intended to encourage a positive learning environment for all students and continuation at the school.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provides some evidence that they are aware of the transiency issues faced in the targeted
school districts. However, the applicant states they will simply ‘provide transportation to all students who
reside in the regional achievement zone’, with limited details or plan on how they will accomplish this task
or how that will directly impact the identified challenges. It is unclear based on what is provided by the
applicant that simply providing transportation or limiting school changes based on a change of address will
directly curb transiency issues.

Page
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Additionally, the applicant states that to meet the challenge of attendance and re-enrollment they would
schedule teachers and community volunteers to eat lunch with the students and nurture relationships.
They state that this practice will reveal deeper issues which may cause attendance issues. While the
notion of what the applicant suggests is not problematic, it does raise issues about whether or not the
applicant understands the complexity of attendance and chronic absence. They state that they will use
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community volunteers and teachers to deal with this issue, but is unrealistic in assuming that they will be
able to acquire enough volunteers or expect teachers to give up their lunch time each day to counsel
students regarding ‘deeper issues’. Expecting teachers and volunteers to do this is also inappropriate due
to the confidential issues which may arise in these issues and also these volunteers may lack the
competency to deal with deeper issues which come with attendance issues. The applicant shows limited
understanding of attendance issues with students in primary schools also due to the fact that attendance
issues usually are rooted with the families and not with the students. The applicant indicates no
intervention strategies for the guardians of these students with transportation issues and also attendance
issues. Addressing these issues with only the students at the school level shows a lack of competency and
understanding of primary and intermediate school students and attendance issues.
It does not appear that the applicant has done a root cause analysis of what specifically leads to transiency,
attendance challenges, and concern about student sense of belonging. As the applicant has not provided a
deep analysis of the population to be served, it is unclear whether or not the applicant truly understands
the approach (or approaches) needed for the targeted population.

4. School Culture and Students with Special Needs (KCSA page 12)
The applicant provided a detailed explanation as to how the plan for a supportive school culture specifically takes into
account the needs of students receiving special education services, students with a Section 504 plan, ELLs, and any
student at risk of academic failure.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The application states that “all RCA students are welcomed into the culture of the school” but does not
state what that culture will be or how it will accommodate students with disabilities across all fourteen
categories identified under IDEA.
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The application states that “during regular reviews of the IEP and parent/teacher conferences, the
principal and school staff will review the progress toward the goals of students who fall into the category.”
The application did not define “regular.” The review of progress on goals for students with disabilities
should be within the realm of an ARC and not during a parent/teacher conference. The application did not
mention holding ARC’s on students with disabilities. The statement of “fall into the category” is in conflict
with the fourteen categories of IDEA.
102
The application does not note how RCA will provide a continuum of services as required by IDEA. There is
reference to “regular reviews of the IEP” but no indication that RCA applicants understand that annual
review is required by law or what is required within that annual ARC meeting for each student with an IEP.
There is no indication that RCA applicants understand the role of data within the IEP cycle or that progress
monitoring data must be reviewed by the ARC team.
In the application, the applicants reference research from 1994 (not current peer-reviewed research) to
describe their plans for inclusion and state based on that outdated research that “students with special
needs… requires cooperative interactions between students with special needs and students without
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special needs” but they do not reference any current evidence-based strategies or practices to ensure
these skills are taught and sustained. There is no mention of required specially designed instruction or
supplementary aids and services or how they will maintain a continuum of services in this model.
In the paragraph that cites Vaughn and Corbett (research from 2002 and 2001), the application states that
“perhaps helping teachers reframe the way they approach teaching in general will result in less frustration
related to having to accommodate students with special needs.” This sentence in particular reflects a
potential deeper bias on the part of the applicant who feels they “have to” accommodate students with
disabilities instead of using a positive, problem-solving approach to address student strengths first, as
required by state law for developing IEPs.

103

On page 103, the applicant discussed “negative messages that can be communicated to students … with
disabilities as different (e.g., issuing special diplomas for students in special education)”, making it clear
that there is a lack of understanding that the diploma process is regulated by Kentucky state statute.
Further, there is no evidence to support that statement.
In the next paragraph, the applicant discusses “equitable enforcement of school rules” but does not
include a discussion of any understanding of the legal requirement to follow students’ IEP accommodations
which can mean that a student with an IEP might have different consequences than other students. There
is no evidence in the application as to what RCA considers “equitable enforcement of school rules.” and
how they would define equity.
In addition, the application states in the same paragraph that “Bullying and teasing likely ensue when some
students are held to different standards than others.” This statement implies a lack of understanding by
the applicant that students with disabilities, including students who qualify for alternate assessment are in
fact legally required to have those systems in place based on their IEP.
Research is cited as evidence for strategies for engaging all students, but the applicant lacks demonstrated
knowledge of IDEA, English learners, and students at risk of failure. This lack of knowledge is evident by the
narrative in the application and such avoidance shows the applicant does not know how to comply with
federal law.
In this section the applicant does not address the professional development needs for special education
teachers and regular education in co-teaching strategies which are needed in order for special education
students to be supported in a regular education environment. The applicant notes research but no specific
detailed plans on how their school will roll out a plan for their school to address these needs.

5. Likelihood of Success with Target Population (KCSA page 12)
The applicant provided a detailed explanation for how specific characteristics of the plan for a supportive school
culture are critical to the overall educational program (e.g., small school size, character education, and high
expectations) and why they are likely to succeed with the targeted student population.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard
53

Comments
The applicant gives a limited explanation of their plan for a supportive school culture in this section. The
applicant only addresses with limited detail their academic approach and fails to name any type of social,
emotional or behavioral programs which would be needed with this target population. Notable strategies
are provided, with some research-based evidence. Failure to link these strategies to low-income families
and success in the classroom is evident.

Page
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The applicant does not demonstrate an understanding of or plan to meet the IDEA requirements for
students with disabilities. There is no discussion of plans to meet Child Find, Least Restrictive Environment,
or the required continuum of services for students with disabilities. There is no discussion of meeting the
needs of students who qualify for English Learner or gifted services. There is no evidence of elementary
research to support the assertions that a” schoolwide case-based learning approach” will benefit students
in this targeted population.

6. Typical Attendance Day—Student (KCSA page 12)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the typical school day from the perspective of a student based on
grade level for the first year of operation that includes school design features that will support the plan for a
supportive school culture.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
No school design features are provided to support the plan for school culture. Although a timeline of
events is provided, a detailed description of a day for a student is not sufficiently provided.
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In section 6, the application does not include any information on how this schedule will be modified or
accommodated as necessary based on student IEP and 504 plan services. There is no discussion of how
RCA will provide a continuum of services if students require accommodations such as a shortened school
day. There is no discussion of allowances/plans for special education teacher(s) to provide required IEP
services such as medication and medical supports (catheterization, toileting) or sensory supports, specially
designed instruction, etc. There is no demonstration of a plan to manage transportation and special
transportation needs for students with disabilities.
In addition, there is no discussion of providing accommodations during extended school day services or
that all specially designed instructions would happen within the school day. Both of these accommodations
are required according to state regulations for special education.
There is no discussion or demonstration of planning to support students on shortened school days or
students on alternate assessment. Both of these are required by state regulations for special education.
The applicant fails to provide time in a typical day for school wide interventions for this target population.
The fact that the applicant fails to identify blocks of time for school wide interventions in for example
reading, shows a lack of understanding and capacity to serve this population of students.
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Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.

7. Typical Attendance Day—Teacher (KCSA page 12)
The applicant provided a detailed description of a typical student attendance day for a teacher in the school’s first year
of operation that includes school design features that will support the plan for a supportive school culture.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant fails to provide any time in its daily schedule for teachers planning each day despite the
emphasis the applicant places on the inclusion of specific blocks of time for planning and professional
development throughout the application. Attachment 6

Page
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Att. 6

There is no demonstration of a plan to cover the entire day of services for every student with a disability by
a teacher certified based on their area of eligibility. There is no demonstration of a plan to include related
service providers in the typical attendance day.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.

8. Dress Code (KCSA page 13)
If the charter school shall implement a dress code policy, the applicant provided a detailed plan that includes the policy
and the rationale for its selection, including:
● A description of how the cost of the uniform would be waived for parents, persons with custody or charge, or
students who are unable to afford.
● An assurance that a student shall not be excluded from attendance at the charter school for failure to meet the
requirements of the dress code.
● Information regarding the essential nature of the dress code to the plan for a supportive school culture.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page
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The applicant provides a policy.
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G. Supplemental Programming and Health Services
1. Provide a description of the health services. (KCSA page 13)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for health programs including mental, psychological, and other health services,
such as occupational, physical, speech, and music therapy which includes:
● How the program will be funded, including evidence of the funding source and partnerships, if applicable.
● How those programs will meet the needs of the student population, specifically students that have
experienced trauma, and evidence to support the approach.
The applicant demonstrates an understanding of health and safety requirements that include a plan for hiring
appropriate health care personnel.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant states that the Northern Kentucky Cooperative for Educational Services (NKCES) will provide
health services, which demonstrates a lack of understanding of NKCES services. Furthermore, NKCES does
not provide health or related services to any member districts as NKCES does not have the staff to provide
these services. Furthermore, RCA has no MOA/MOU with NKCES. RCA has not demonstrated an ability to
provide any mental, psychological, other health services, and related services such as OT, PT,
Speech/Language, or music therapy.
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2. Identify and describe any extracurricular or co-curricular activities. (KCSA page 13)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for extracurricular or co-curricular activity offerings and how they will be
delivered and funded, including the schedule, length, and anticipated participants. The applicant has also provided
information about how the school will ensure compliance with KHSAA requirements.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant will not offer competitive sports teams but will hold membership with KHSAA and intends to
“work to reach a cooperative agreement with host school”. The applicant intends to offer a variety of
extracurricular activities throughout the school year and provides examples of potential clubs/activities.
In the projected operating budget, $1000 in total for the year is allocated for these activities. This is an
unrealistic amount needed to cover the cost of supplies for activities such as theatre, robotics, astronomy,
gardening and coding. The “chef’s club” or any cooking club, would alone exceed this amount considering
the cost of food, age-appropriate cooking equipment, utensils and serveware.
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There is no inclusion of a plan to provide required IEP accommodations or adaptations to support students
with disabilities in extracurricular or co-curricular activities. The application does not provide any inclusion
of plans to include students with disabilities in its extracurricular or co-curricular activities.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competency and capacity.

1. If applicable - Summer School (KCSA page 13)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for summer school offerings, including the schedule, length, anticipated
participants and how they will be identified, and the process for determining attendance when interest exceeds
capacity. The plan also includes:
● Resource and staffing needs, which is also reflected in the budget.
● Partnerships with evidence of affiliation, if applicable.
● Goals associated with the programming and any essential features of the program.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page

N/A was noted in the original application.

2. Programs or strategies to address student mental, emotional, and social development; cultural development; and
health. (KCSA page 13)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for programs that address student mental, emotional, and social development;
cultural development; and health, including how the programs will be funded, staffed, and how they will meet the
unique needs of the student population.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
In the application, the applicant states it plans to partner with the Northern Kentucky Cooperative for
Educational Services (NKCES) for services. The applicant does not appear to have discussed these services
with NKCES because NKCES does not provide direct student services. Since the applicant has not provided
any other potential avenue for services, there is no program or strategy to address student mental,
emotional, and social development, cultural development, and health.
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3. If applicable - Other student-focused activities. (KCSA page 13)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for other student-focused activities and programs that describes why the
activities and/or programs are integral to the educational and student-development plans, including how the programs
will be funded, staffed, and how they will meet the unique needs of the student population.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant suggests that student-focused activities will occur both during/after school will be generated
through student/family survey results, but does not provide an indication of why the activities are integral
to the educational and student development plans. Additionally, the applicant does not address funding or
staffing of the proposed student-focused activities.
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H. Special Populations and At-Risk Students
1. a.-c. Describe the overall plan to serve students with special needs. (KCSA page 14)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for the identification of the special populations and at-risk groups that the
school expects to serve. In the plan, the applicant:
● Demonstrated a thorough understanding and capacity to comply with applicable laws and regulations.
● Detailed how the school will notify parents, persons with custody or charge, adult students, and emancipated
youth about their rights under the law regarding special education.
● Detailed how the course scope and sequence, daily schedule, staffing plans, and support strategies and
resources will meet or be adjusted for the diverse needs of all students.
● Provided evidence that supports the appropriateness of the proposed approach to serving each of these
student groups and the process that the charter school shall use to evaluate the efficacy of the services.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
1a. The applicant relies on generalized statements about the targeted population including “With this
population, RCA estimates that 75% of enrolled students may be at-risk including but not limited to those
with IEPs At-risk is defined as ‘students who have a high probability of failing to acquire minimal academic
skills necessary for success in the adult world.” The applicant conflates the two groups, special populations
and at-risk students, and appears to indicate that they are the same and their needs are similar. The
reasonable school leader would realize that this is not the case.
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Additionally, while the applicant states that the Board will comply with state and federal law regarding the
rights of students with disabilities and other special populations, there is no evidence of steps already
taken to ensure compliance in the building of this application. In fact, the lack of specificity and clarity
regarding compliance with state and federal law for special populations is indicative of a lack of
competency in this area which raises questions as to the applicants’ capacity to implement a high-quality
charter school. Does not Meet.
1b. The applicant provides a general statement about the annual and ongoing training for teachers and
also provides a statement about special education teachers specifically. The applicant does not provide an
answer for the question actually posed regarding scope and sequence, daily schedule, staffing plans,
facility, and support strategies and resources that shall meet or be adjusted for the diverse needs of
students. Does not Meet.
1c. The applicant does not provide a reference for its assertions regarding Congress and students qualifying
for special education services. Further, it relies on incorrect information (the application states that SLD is
the “largest population served by special education”, but federal and state statistics do not support this).
They state a dissertation as evidence for fewer referrals to special education but do not provide further
evidence and do not state any RCA process/plans. In short, they do not answer the question asked in
section c. because they do not fully identify the entire population of potential students who might apply to
attend RCA.
In this section, the applicant does not detail a specific plan to demonstrate how they will support students
with disabilities. For example, they state that “teachers and other school personnel will determine if
students are benefiting appropriately from the typical instruction” but do not detail what evidence-based
practices they will use to determine progress or what benefit looks like in terms of student progress. There
is no reference to evidence-based practices for tiered data collection or monitoring. Further, there is no
evidence that supports the appropriateness of RCA’s approach.
There is no discussion of an understanding of the regulations that govern ESSA. For example, there is a
brief mention of academic intervention for “achievement deficits” but no mention of RTI or MTSS for
students with social, emotional, or behavioral differences as required by law. There is no evidence of
understanding of the progress monitoring and data analysis requirements for RTI or MTSS.
There is no detailed plan for referral to special education or the applicant’s ability to implement Child Find.
For example, there is no discussion of parent notification or permission in this section, just a mention of
“student may be referred to Tier 3 or special education services.”
There is no reference in this section to the applicant's understanding of or plan to comply with federal and
state requirements for 504 plans or plans for English Learners or students who qualify for gifted services.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.
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2. Explain more specifically how the charter school shall identify and meet the learning needs of students with mild,
moderate, and severe disabilities in the least restrictive environment possible. (KCSA page 14)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for how the school shall identify and meet the learning needs of students with
mild, moderate, and severe disabilities in the least restrictive environment, including:
● Methods for identification (and avoiding misidentification).
● Equitable access to programs.
● Demonstration of a clear understanding of and capacity to implement the law in this area.
● Specific evidence-based instructional programs, practices, methods, and strategies that the school shall employ
to provide a continuum of services in the least restrictive environment.
● The programs, practices, methods, and strategies that the school shall employ demonstrating capacity to
ensure academic success for students with special education needs.
● Plans for monitoring and evaluating student academic progress and alignment to address IEP goals.
● Plans for promoting graduation for students with special education needs.
● Staffing.
The needs of the plan are consistent with the information included in the budget.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
2. The applicant lists a five-step process but does not provide an evidentiary basis or reference to support
the appropriateness of the process. The process as listed does not explicitly demonstrate competency and
capacity with regards to the expectation that RCA will follow federal and state regulations regarding special
education due process. For example, there does not appear to be a clear understanding of the Admission
and Release Committee (ARC) process as well as what is needed in order to follow a student’s
Individualized Education Program as written. There does not appear to be a clear understanding of the
required membership, roles and responsibilities of the ARC as well as federal and state requirements to
comply with all rules and regulations of evaluation, re-evaluation, and IEP service delivery (707 KAR 1:320).
There is no demonstration of understanding of or plans to follow regulations for teacher certification
based on areas of eligibility from mild to severe disabilities.
Further, the Capacity Interview (December 17, 2019) corroborated the lack of awareness as to the role of
the ARC. When asked about the ARC, the applicant admitted the application omitted reference to the ARC
but did not provide a reason for the omission. Instead, the applicant provided a generalized statement
about the board’s commitment to ensure compliance with state and federal law in the area of special
populations. In a separate section, Attachment 27, the applicant provides a general statement that “it is
the intent of the Board to study Federal legislation to enhance the educational opportunities, the
educational environment, and the physical and mental growth for each student.” While this, much like the
generalized statement provided during the Capacity Interview does demonstrate the board’s
understanding that federal and state law do provide for certain rights and responsibilities due to students
with disabilities, the notion appears to vague at this point to ensure that students’ rights will be upheld as
required by law. Requirements under law in this area begin before a student steps foot into the school
building.
2a. The applicant provides an overview of aimswebPlus as an indication of what will be used in
identification of students with disabilities, but does not explain the appropriateness of its use nor does it
include how the process will assist in avoiding misidentification, as required by the question. Does not
Meet.
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2b. The applicant provides an overview of the Response to Intervention (RTI) process that will be
implemented. This, however, is not what was specifically asked for in the application. The application asks
for instructional programs, practices, methods, and strategies for students already identified as needed
special education services. The applicant provides information about screening and monitoring throughout
RTI but spends little to no time actually discussing the range of services in the least restrictive
environment. This lack of understanding demonstrates a lack of competency and capacity to implement a
high-quality charter school that will work for all children, but especially students with disabilities. Does not
Meet.
2c. The applicant does not specify their answer in terms of the question asked regarding students with
mild, moderate, and severe needs. The intentional lack of specificity leaves one to suppose the applicant
intends to not specify services based on the variety of needs for students with mild, moderate, and severe
needs, which is not compliant with federal and state law for students with disabilities. Does not Meet.
2d. There was no mention of RCA understanding of the delineation between regular diploma and
alternate diploma or the requirements to begin transition services at age 14 or grade 8. Further, there is no
statement demonstrating an understanding of the requirement of Individual Learning Plan at sixth grade
and above and a development of a multi-year course of study when the student is in the eighth grade or
age 14. Does not Meet.
2e. The applicant states that RCA will only hire highly qualified teachers, but does not indicate what that
means. The applicant states that special education credentialed teachers will be employed to work with
students with special needs, but no information is provided as to how the school will ensure their special
education teachers are specifically certified in the areas of disability needed based on the student
population to be served. The applicant has provided no evidence as to what types of services can be
anticipated based on the student populations of the area the school seeks to serve.
Additionally, during the Capacity interview (December 17, 2019), the board indicated that should an
additional special education teacher be needed (in addition to the one provided in the budget) the school
would simply replace one general education teacher with a new special education teacher. This
recommendation by the board demonstrates a lack of understanding around teacher credentialing and
staffing for special education. Does not Meet.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.
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3. a-d. Explain how the charter school shall meet the needs of English Learner (EL) students. (KCSA page 14)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for how the school will meet the needs of EL students, including:
● Methods for identification (and avoiding misidentification).
● Equitable access to programs.
● Demonstration of a clear understanding of and capacity to implement the law in this area.
● Plans for monitoring and evaluating student academic progress.
● Staffing for EL instruction.
● Specific evidence-based programs, practices, methods, and strategies that the school shall employ to ensure
success for English Learners.
The needs identified in the plan are consistent with the information included in the budget.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The application does not include references to support content provided as part of the response (including
quotation marks with no reference) and does not demonstrate an understanding of the requirements for
supporting programming with age- and grade-appropriate evidence-based strategies. While the applicant
includes an image of a three-tier model for which they provide no reference, they do not demonstrate an
understanding that the continuum of services includes differences in locations. Further, the applicant uses
a variety of outdated terminology to identify English Learners, using the term “ELL, ESL” instead of the
current term, EL.

Page
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3a. The applicant makes no mention of providing a translator if needed during informal meetings with
family. There is no demonstration of RCA’s understanding of the complex communication needs (as
evidenced by the statement on page 123 the application “the principal or designee will informally screen
the students by meeting and speaking with them”) that must be planned for to support families who speak
another language. For example, there is no mention of plans to provide newsletters or other home
communications in the family’s primary language.
The applicant does not provide a reference to how the school will build in processes to prevent
misidentification as required by the question. Partially Meets.
3b. The applicant provides a list of instructional programs, practices, and strategies that shall be used but
does not state with specificity what about those systems will ensure academic success and equitable
access. Partially Meets.
3c. There is no discussion of gaining permission or input from families during the evaluation and
monitoring process. While the applicant states it will adhere to the KDE ELL guidebook, it does not clearly
demonstrate an understanding of what that entails or what they will specifically implement in their
instructional practices to support English Learners. There is no demonstration of understanding current
state requirements to administer and utilize results from the ACCESS assessment. Partially Meets.
There does not seem to be a clear understanding of the requirements for RCA to develop, implement, or
monitor Program Service Plans for English Learners. There is no demonstration of understanding of
accommodations and instructional supports to be provided in general education classrooms
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In a review of PSI services as listed on their website, there is no mention of a MOA/MOU with PSI. The
applicant uses incorrect terminology regarding the federal and state requirements for plans for English
Learners.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.

4. Explain how the charter school shall identify, meet the learning needs of, and monitor the progress of students
who are performing below grade level. (KCSA page 14)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for how the school will meet the needs of its students who are performing
below grade level, at risk, at risk of academic failure, behind academically, or traditionally underperforming, including:
● Methods for identification.
● Equitable access to programs.
● Specific evidence-based programs, practices, methods, and strategies that the school shall employ to ensure
success for students who are performing below grade level, at risk, at risk of academic failure, behind
academically, or traditionally underperforming.
● Plans for monitoring and evaluating student academic progress.
● Staffing.
The needs of the plan are consistent with the information included in the budget.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
While the question refers to students performing below grade level, at risk, at risk of academic failure,
academically behind, and traditionally underperforming, the answer provided does not distinguish
approach for each group. The question asks for specificity; however, the applicant provides a general
overview of at-risk to cover all students in the aforementioned groups, which is inappropriate because
each category is different therefore the approach should be differentiated. Additionally, while each
category may have needs generally speaking, students’ needs cross-categories and are complex, requiring
intentional planning.
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This section does not reference Child Find procedures or any systematic plan to adhere to federal and state
regulations as it pertains to “at-risk” students.
There is no mention of assistive technology use for students performing below grade level. The application
references “traditionally underperforming” but does not define what this term means. There are no
references included in this section.
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In paragraph two, the applicant discusses 70 studies but does not provide references or details to indicate
an understanding of the study results. The language in this section demonstrates a lack of understanding of
educational language and its implications. For example, they use the term “academic counseling, career
counseling, and other intervention services” but do not demonstrate an understanding of KDE current
endorsed tools for these processes.
In the section titled “Identification”, the applicant discusses “contents of 504 Plan; IEP indicators with 5 or
more or other relevant indicators” - this section is not clear as to what “5 or more relevant indicators”
At the bottom of page 128, the application discusses students who achieve above grade level - considering
this section is only focused on students performing below grade level, this information is
inaccurate/demonstrates a lack of understanding of the target population covered in this section.
The applicant lists “other challenges” but does not demonstrate an understanding of the at-risk indicators
listed by KDE or a systematic approach to assessing or supporting students who present with the
indicators. The list of 13 challenges do not have any references to indicate where in the peer-reviewed
literature these items were found.
While KDE has provided increased information about the challenges of trauma and adverse childhood
experiences on students’ academic and social performance, this is not referenced in the application as a
relevant factor, demonstrating a lack of knowledge of current practices.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.

5. Explain how the charter school shall identify and meet the needs of gifted students and bilingual students. (KCSA
page 15)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for how the school will meet the needs of its gifted and bilingual students,
including the following:
● Methods for identification.
● Equitable access to programs.
● Demonstration of a clear understanding of and capacity to implement the law in this area.
● Specific evidence-based programs, practices, methods, and strategies the school shall employ to ensure
success for gifted and bilingual students.
● Plans for monitoring and evaluating student academic progress.
● Staffing.
The needs of the plan are consistent with the information included in the budget.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard
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Comments
5a. The applicant discusses recommended approach will be “considered” recommended approaches but
does not state they will follow them. The applicant mentions using an RTI process for gifted services, but
this process does not exist, demonstrating a lack of understanding of the identification process for gifted
services. Does not Meet.
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5b. The applicant provides the goals associated with the monitoring and evaluation of student progress
and success, but does not, other than a general reference to use of qualitative and quantitative data, does
not explicitly provide a plan as required by the question. Does not Meet.
5c. The applicant states it will hire “gifted credentialed teachers” but does not describe the means by
which the school will provide qualified staffing, only that it will. Partially Meets.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.

6. Identify whether the charter school plans to request services or settings from the resident local school district at
cost, plans to provide these services or settings directly, or plans to contract with a third party. (KCSA page 15)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for services that describes how the services will be funded, who will provide the
services, and any evidence of partnerships in the form of Memoranda of Agreement.
The applicant may NOT indicate that the district will be providing services.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The application states that RCA does not intend to partner with the resident local school districts to
provide these services.

Page
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I. Student Recruitment, Enrollment, and Retention
For New Start-Up Charter Schools - Explain the plan for student recruitment and marketing. (KCSA page 15)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for outreach to families in poverty, students behind academically, students with
disabilities, and other students at risk of academic failure that demonstrates an understanding of how to reach those
populations, a sound process that will ensure equitable access, a strategic marketing plan, and discussion of the
challenges associated with outreach with potential solutions to those challenges.
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The applicant provided a detailed plan with timelines for student recruitment and enrollment, including policies and
procedures for conducting transparent and random admission lotteries that are open to the public and that are
consistent with KRS 160.1591 and 160.1592 and 701 KAR 8:010.
The applicant provided a detailed plan to recruit at least 100 students unless the application is focused on serving
special needs or at-risk students, and demonstrates the need for enrollment to meet the charter school's enrollment
projections. The plan should include timelines, personnel responsible, methods employed, and a careful market
analysis that takes into account school and program accessibility, area demographic information, and historic market
share trends.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On page 132, the applicant provides an overview of efforts to recruit students for RCA, but the plan does
not provide the details needed to achieve this goal. Their plan references “developing partnerships,” with
minority organizations, educational institutions, churches, etc., without specifically naming any of these
potential partners. The applicant notes that “over 50 contacts’ have been engaged to help recruit
students, but these contacts were specifically invited to meetings about RCA and they do not constitute an
accurate representation of the six school communities from where RCA intends to recruit, or the varied
populations that reside within those six communities, unless this is a separate count of potential
partnerships that have not been accounted for elsewhere in the application. The applicant continues on
pg. 132 to cite its intent to use “newsletters, press releases, advertisements local newspapers” but no plan
to discuss how these efforts will be funded; they state they will use a 24-hour hotline to help their
recruitment efforts, but no discussion of staffing of this hot-line; website, billboards, emails, flyers and
direct mailings, but again, not plan as to how to financially support these efforts. Similarly, on page 133,
the applicant states they will hold several meetings at a variety of businesses, but fails to provide the
details of those recruiting efforts. Finally, the applicant provides they will “work with community
development corporations, social service agencies in targeted communities to assist with recruitment
strategies, especially of students with disabilities, ELL, special needs students, and low-income students”
with no details as to how to meet this goal.

Page
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There is no detailed plan for recruiting students with disabilities, students who are English Learners, or
students who qualify as gifted or identified as 504. The applicant states they will work with “community
development corporations and social services agencies” but do not identify who these groups are or
provide MOA/MOUs to demonstrate an actionable plan to recruit students. The list of businesses from
which the applicant plans to recruit families and community stakeholders seems limited in scope compared
to the number of possibilities within the region at large. For example, there is no mention of providing
material in other languages or alternate formats for families who have disabilities or speak different
languages. This is an example of a disconnect between the plan provided by the applicant and the realities
of what it takes to engage parents and students in the targeted community.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.
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For Conversion Charter Schools (Provide the information required above for start-up charter schools and the
information described below.) (KSCA page 15)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for student and parent investment in the school turnaround that includes how
school leadership shall successfully transition and retain students who currently attend, or are zoned to attend, the
school being converted as well as what was done to gain community and parent support for the school turnaround.
This should include evidence of community and parent engagement.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page

N/A was noted in the original application.

2. Attachment 7 - Enrollment Policy (KCSA page 15)
The applicant provided an enrollment policy that includes the following:
● Tentative dates for the application period and any lottery and enrollment deadlines and procedures, including
an explanation of how the charter school shall receive and process application and enrollment forms.
● A timeline and plan for student recruitment/engagement, applications, lottery, and enrollment.
● Policies and procedures for student applications, lotteries, student waiting lists, withdrawals, enrollment,
enrollment preferences, re-enrollment, and transfers.
● Policies on enrolling students midyear or between school years to back-fill grade levels.
● Explanation of the purpose of any pre-admission activities for students, parents, or persons with custody or
charge, and their compliance with KRS 160.1590 to 160.1599 and 701 KAR Chapter 8.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Tentative dates for the application period are established. There is no mention of where to send
applications. Enrollment is ongoing with procedures for parents or guardians to complete during the
enrollment process.
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The applicant’s Enrollment Policy (Attachment 7), makes no reference to nor provides its enrollment form
or other method to collect information on student residency, medical history (vaccinations, physicals, eye
exams, etc.), and/or any student transcript information.

Att. 7

Attachment 7 page 3 references Transfer of ADA for nonresident students. Kentucky Charter School Law
does not permit the payment of tuition and the application does not state elsewhere that nonresidents of
the regional achievement zone are permitted to attend the school. The policy provided here is inconsistent
with other areas of the application.
The applicant does not provide in the narrative or as part of Attachment 7 any specific procedures for the
enrollment of students with disabilities, students who are English Learners, students who qualify as gifted,
or students who have 504 plans.
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Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.

3. Provide a brief explanation of the efforts, resources, structures, or programs that the charter school shall employ
to retain students. (KCSA page 16)
The applicant provided a detailed plan, including the resources, structures, and programs for retaining students and/or
how the school will monitor the efficacy of such efforts. The plan must demonstrate an understanding of the
challenges associated with student mobility in the area to be served and must address how the school will work to
reduce student mobility.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Positive supports are in place to retain students. There is no plan of how they will deal with the highly
transient population that most of the six targeted districts deal with on a daily basis.
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The applicant references several approaches they intend to use to retain students (academic, social,
behavior support; extracurricular activities; Counselor supports; parent involvement activities; parentteacher meetings) in “an environment where there is an expectation of high achievement and
demonstration of determination and perseverance every day,” yet fails to describe how any of these
efforts differ from any of the targeted missions and approaches already in place in the six public school
districts targeted by this application or how their approach will be different or generally successful.
There is no detailed plan to, or acknowledgement of, plans to disaggregate data for students with
disabilities. There is no mention of a plan to comply with federal and state requirements for progress
monitoring and annual IEP review for students with disabilities. There is no discussion of a plan to analyze
any student data as part of their retention plan.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competency and capacity.
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J. Student Discipline
Attachment 8—Approach and Philosophy Regarding Discipline
The applicant provided the school’s approach and philosophy regarding discipline that encourages a positive learning
environment and strong school culture while respecting student rights.
The provided discipline policies are in compliance with state and federal law as well as Board policy/values.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
There is no specific language indicating the applicant understands the role of a students’ IEP or 504 plans
within the overall school discipline plan. There are no references to indicate an understanding of evidencebased practices framed within KDE’s current recommendations.
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The applicant makes statements such as “Children need to be guided through the rules and expectations in
a developmentally appropriate progression…” but does not provide specific evidence-based practices to
make this statement actionable.
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There is no discussion of understanding special education procedures such as manifestation
determinations. There is no mention of training staff in procedures such as safe crisis management. There
is no discussion of planning for threat assessment protocols. There is no discussion of de-escalation or
plans for following regulations for restraint and seclusion, including planning for core teams as required by
KDE.
There is no statement that student’s IEPs or Behavior Intervention Plans will be implemented. There is no
evidence of understanding the role of the ARC as required by state and federal laws specific to special
education. This includes the role of the ARC to analyze progress monitoring data, develop IEP goals and
specially designed instruction specific to the student’s behavioral needs. This includes the requirement to
develop, review and revise Behavior Intervention Plans at annual IEP meetings.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.

1.Attachment 8 - Practices to Promote Good Discipline (KCSA page 16)
The applicant included a Discipline Policy (Attachment 8) that includes a legally sound plan with evidence-based
strategies to support a safe, orderly school that promotes a positive learning environment and strong school culture
while respecting student rights. The policy and plan should include a description of equitable and fair practices that
the school will use to promote good discipline, including both penalties for infractions and positive behavioral
interventions and supports.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard
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Comments
The Discipline Policy is included as Attachment 8 and PBIS Behavior Procedures are included as Attachment
J. The Attachments are entirely plagiarized as noted below. This creates a significant concern as to the
competency and capacity of the applicant to establish a quality charter school. The Discipline Policy was
taken from a charter school in New York and not modified to ensure alignment with Kentucky discipline
structure as codified in state law. Additionally, the PBIS Attachment was also entirely lifted from an uncited
source, leaving significant question as to whether or not the applicant truly understands what is included in
the application and the extent to which it will be actionable for RCA.

Page
Att. 8
Att. J
135-136

Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response and
attachments were entirely plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional
act to misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.

2. Attachment 8 - Definitions of Offenses for Suspension and Expulsion (KCSA page 16)
The applicant included in the Discipline Policy (Attachment 8) a list and definitions of the offenses for which students
in the school must (where nondiscretionary) and may (where discretionary) be suspended or expelled.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provided response regarding suspension from school, number of days determined by
administration and county policy, is not in line with KRS regulations for suspension. Additionally, expulsion
procedures are not in alignment with KRS 158.150.

Page
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Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was entirely
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competence and capacity.

3. Attachment 8 - Discipline of Students with Disabilities (KCSA page 16)
The applicant included in the Discipline Policy (Attachment 8) a detailed plan for how the charter school shall take into
account the rights of students with disabilities in disciplinary actions and proceedings.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant states that the school’s disciplinary policy will be compliant with IDEA, but does not seem to
indicate how that will be the case. The applicant provides a response to the question but the response is
very clearly lifted from another source with little attempt to hide the uncited use of the source. As

Page
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mentioned in the note below, the use of an uncited source gives the false impression of competency and
capacity.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was entirely
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competence and capacity.

4. Bias and Discrimination (KCSA page 16)
The applicant provided a detailed plan that includes evidence-based strategies to ensure the elimination of bias and
discrimination in student discipline practices.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The answer provided by the applicant does not answer the question asked. The applicant includes a
statement as to reporting violations of the school’s Dignity Act Policy and what the school will do to answer
issues of harassment and discrimination. However, the question is more about implicit bias and the
implementation of a student discipline plan that will ensure safeguards against disproportionality in
discipline. It is not evident based on this answer or any other in this section that the applicant has
considered this as part of the discipline plan.

Page
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Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was entirely
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competence and capacity.

5. Due Process (KCSA page 16)
The applicant provided detailed procedures for due process under KRS 158.150 for when a student is suspended or
expelled as a result of a code of conduct violation, including a description of the appeal process that the charter school
shall employ for students facing suspension or expulsion.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does not appear to understand the requirements of KRS 158.150 as the applicant provides
the response only in the context of special education due process complaints which is not the same thing
as the due process requirements of KRS 158.150. KRS 158.150 is a required element of charter school
compliance, therefore should be a clear element of the applicant’s response.

Page
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Discounting the incorrect understanding of the initial question, the answer provided is flawed as well as
parents can file a complaint with OCR for 504 plan disagreements.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.
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6. Discipline Policy Professional Development (KCSA page 16)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for professional development to ensure adherence to discipline policies and
procedures as well as the reduction of bias and discrimination in disciplinary practices. The plan should include how the
school plans to address re-training or follow up training.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
There is no detailed plan to train staff on seclusion and restraint, verbal de-escalation, and other PBIS best
practices. Furthermore, there is not a detailed plan to train staff in working with students with emotional
and behavior disabilities.

Page
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There is no mention of the length of the initial training. The plan does not include how someone who
missed the initial training, retraining, or follow-up training for teachers and staff should be addressed.
The lack of detail leaves significant question as to whether or not the assertion provided by the applicant is
actually actionable.

7. Attachment 8 - Communication of Discipline Procedures (KCSA page 16)
The applicant included in the Discipline Policy (Attachment 8) a detailed plan for how students and parents/persons
with custody or charge will be informed of the school’s discipline policy. The plan includes reasonable deference to the
challenges associated with reaching stakeholders and includes potential solutions to those challenges.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
There is no mention of providing alternate communication (parents’ native language, sign language, Braille,
etc.) for parents who require this form of communication. There is no detailed plan to address challenges
with reaching stakeholders or potential solutions to those challenges.

Page
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8. Behavior Intervention Professional Development (KCSA page 16)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for student behavior improvement and intervention professional development
that the charter school shall provide its staff. The plan should include how the school plans to address re-training or
follow up training.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
There is no detailed plan for special education procedures such as manifestation determinations. There is
no mention of training staff in procedures such as safe crisis management. There is no discussion of
planning for threat assessment protocols. There is no discussion of de-escalation or plans for following
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regulations for restraint and seclusion, including planning for core teams as required by the Kentucky
Department of Education.
The plan does not include how the school plans to address re-training or follow up training.

K. Parent and Community Involvement
1. Parental Engagement (KCSA page 17)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for how the school will engage parents from the time of approval to opening of
school. The plan should include proposed family-school partnerships and a response to potential challenges associated
with parental engagement and proposed solutions.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Outdated research (2004-2007) cited as evidence in this section. This section includes generalized
statements and does not include actionable plans or procedures to support parent or community
involvement. For example, there is no plan for background checks. There is no stated plans to support
families who need translators or written communication in other languages.

Page
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Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competence and capacity.

2. Philosophy Regarding Parental Engagement (KCSA page 17)
The applicant provided the school’s philosophy on family engagement and how the school will engage
parents/guardians in the life of the school. The philosophy should encourage a positive learning environment and
increase a sense of community.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
This section includes generalized statements and does not include actionable plans or procedures to
support parent or community involvement. For example, there is no plan for background checks, securing
the safety of the students and staff. There is no provision for confidentiality training to support families.

Page
141-142

There is a comment on page 141 about “rich early childhood education” which is not appropriate
education language for a K-5 or K-8 school. Additionally, as this is one of several mentions of early
childhood, it is important to note that the applicant is not permitted under Kentucky Charter School law to
include early childhood programming (KRS 160.1592(16)).
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Noticeably absent from this question as well as the entire section is any reference to special populations
and any regard to the differences in approach that may be required for parents of students with special
needs, including students with disabilities, language barriers, housing instability, etc.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competence and capacity.

3. Family-School Partnerships (KCSA page 17)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for building family-school partnerships that strengthens support for learning
and encourages parental involvement. The plan addresses challenges parents may face regarding accessibility to those
family-school partnerships and provides potential solutions.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
While the applicant provides a generalized overview of actions that will be taken by the school, the actions
listed do not align to create a “plan” as required by the question. As such, many details regarding
onboarding of volunteers and other logistical considerations are not provided.

Page
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Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competence and capacity.

4. Parent Commitments (KCSA page 17)
The applicant provided a detailed description of any commitments or volunteer activities that the school will seek
from, or offer to, parents/guardians with reasoning as to the purpose of the commitment or volunteer activity, it’s
value to the school and family, and how it is connected to the larger goal of family engagement and promoting student
success.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provides a list of the commitments but does not provide a description, as required by the
question, of what parent involvement in each of the listed potential commitments may look like.
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5. Community Resources Available to Students/Parents (KCSA page 17)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the community resources that will be available to students and
families. The description should include the purpose for the community resource, the need for that resource, and the
accessibility to that resource.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
In this section, the applicant mentions GearUp program but does not state that this program is a grantfunded program currently only available at Covington Independent and is specific to secondary students.
The application makes no mention of planning to apply for this grant. In addition, Project AWARE is a state
grant that provides training for teachers, but is not a direct service for students or parents in its current
iteration. Given the nature of these programs, it is unclear why the applicant included them in the
application as a simple search for this information would have garnered this understanding of the
referenced programs.

Page
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The applicant provides a very limited number of potential partnerships and does not provide any
MOA/MOUs as evidence of that partnership.

6. Services Provided to Community (KCSA page 17)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for services, resources, programs, or volunteers the school will provide the
community. The plan should include necessary infrastructure, staffing, materials, and other needs to ensure success.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does not list any specific services or agencies that accurately provide these services. Nor, do
they describe any resources or programs that they will provide. In addition, the application stated that will
provide “high quality early learning programs.” However, the do not describe what this is nor do they
discuss the significance since this is not their targeted population.
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The resources are listed in this section, but there is not a detailed plan that includes staffing and materials
or how it will be implemented.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was entirely
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competence and capacity.

7. Attachment 9 - Partnerships and Indication of Support (KCSA page 17)
The applicant provided a detailed plan with existing and/or anticipated partnerships the school has, or will have, with
community organizations, businesses, or other educational institutions. The plan includes:
● The nature, purposes, terms, and scope of services of any such partnerships, including any fee-based or in-kind
commitments from community organizations or individuals.
● How the services will enrich student learning opportunities.
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●
●

Alignment with the school’s mission and vision.
Evidence of support from intended community partners, such as letters of intent/commitment, memoranda of
understanding, and/or contracts (Attachment 9).
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant states they do not have third party vendors at this point. They have a limited list of possible
partners but no firm commitments and do not state how these parents will align with the schools’ vision or
mention.

Page
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Further, Northern Kentucky Cooperative for Educational Services (NKCES) is listed to provide health
services, but this is not the role of NKCES in the community.

Att. 9

There is no detailed plan in place. Attachment 9 is just letters of support from different people or groups.

L. Phase-In/Takeover for Conversion Charter School Planning (Conversion Charter School ONLY)
1. Describe prior experience taking over or turning around an existing public school. (KCSA page 17)
The applicant provided evidence of prior experience and success in turning around an existing school, including:
● The evidence-based strategies utilized.
● Discussion about partnerships with the community that assisted with turnaround.
● The challenges faced and how the applicant addressed those challenges.
● Specific evidence of capacity to replicate successful transition for a conversion charter school in the area to be
served.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page

N/A was noted in the original application.

2. Describe specific ways that the charter school shall engage and transform the existing school culture as the
charter school prepares to open and during the first year of operation. (KCSA page 17)
The applicant provided a detailed plan with specific strategies for student, family, and community engagement to
support a strong school culture and demonstrates a strong understanding and capacity for building strong
partnerships, including a robust parent and community engagement plan for the pre-opening year. Additionally, the
plan incorporates strategies to successfully recruit, transition, and retain students who would be assigned to the
converted school.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page

N/A was noted in the original application.
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M. Educational Program Capacity
1. Attachment 10 - Structure of Leadership Team (KCSA page 17)
The applicant provided detailed information regarding key members of the school's leadership team who will be
responsible for the development and opening of the school, including the qualifications, résumés, and professional
biographies for identified members of the leadership team along with complete job descriptions and minimum
qualifications (provided in Attachment 10).
For any positions not yet filled, there is a detailed plan including a timeline, criteria, and the process for recruitment
and hiring. Additionally, for each position not yet filled, there are complete job descriptions and minimum
qualifications.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provides a list of the seven board members as well as two external members. The timeline
for the hiring of the principal has already passed and was not adjusted for the submission of this
application, bringing to question to reasonableness of the timeline for the other needed hires as described
in Attachment 10.

Page
146-147
Att. 10

2. Individual and Collective Qualifications (KCSA page 18)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the team’s individual and collective qualifications for implementing
the school design successfully, which includes team capacity in such areas as:
● School leadership, administration, and governance.
● Curriculum, instruction, and assessment.
● Performance management.
● Cultural competence/inclusiveness.
● Family and community engagement.
● Special populations.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provides a list of seven (7) key members as the identified leadership team. Though this team
possesses a wide, varied and impressive list of educational backgrounds and professional experiences,
there is no description provided with each listing of credentials as to how the individual and collective
qualifications will ensure the successful implementation of the school design and the team’s collective
capacity, as asked by the question.

Page
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3. Connection to Target Community (KCSA page 18)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the leadership team’s ties to and/or knowledge of the target
community as well as the area to be served. This should include clear references to experience documented in the
provided résumés.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provides some background information on the applicant’s team and their ties to the
community as according to the application, they are all residents from the target area from which RCA will
recruit.

Page
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4. Partner Organizations (KCSA page 18)
The applicant identified any organizations, agencies, or consultants that are partners in planning and establishing the
school, has described their current and planned roles, any resources they have contributed or plan to contribute to
the school’s development, and has provided evidence of that partnership in the form of a Memorandum of
Agreement.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The question listed and response for this section are different in the application (p. 148-149 discusses
principal candidates which is not question 4 in the KSCA application). Partners have been listed but RCA
clearly states that no contracts or MOA’s have been signed.

Page
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The applicant lists several businesses they currently have relationships with and some they hope to partner
with--the applicant does not identify which partnerships currently exist from ones they hope to establish.
The applicant provided no MOAs to validate the existence of these partnerships.

148

The applicant does not list any partners specific to providing services for students with disabilities, students
with 504 plans, students who qualify as gifted or students who qualify for English Language services. One
of the partners identified, Northern Kentucky Cooperative for Educational Services (NKCES) has been listed
to provide a service to RCA that the organization itself does not have the capacity to do, nor it is their
mission. It is unclear why the applicant believed the NKCES would be a partner in this way as no evidence
was provided to suggest this change in the Cooperative’s work.
While it can be expected that contracting with such partners is not possible given the hypothetical nature
of the school, it can be expected that the applicant provides evidence of the partnership in its preliminary
stages. As the pre-opening work indicates the school wishes to open in August of 2020, the short timeline
presents significant difficulty in ensuring a successful opening.

5. Attachment 11/Attachment 12 - School Leader (KCSA page 18)
The applicant identified the principal/head of school candidate and details why the individual is well-qualified to lead
the proposed school in achieving its mission. The applicant summarized the proposed leader’s academic and
organizational leadership record and provided evidence that demonstrates this person’s capacity and competency to
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design, launch, and manage a high-performing charter school. The description should also include the school leader’s
experience working with students in the are to be served.
If the proposed leader has never managed or led a school, there is a detailed description of any leadership training
programs he or she currently participates in or has completed. The applicant provided the qualifications, résumé, and
professional biography for the individual (Attachment 11), and there is evidence of the leader’s ability to effectively
serve the anticipated population.
If no candidate is identified, there is a detailed plan for recruiting, selecting, and hiring the school leader which (1)
describes in detail the criteria to be used in selecting the leader; (2) provides a job description and qualifications for the
school leader (Attachment 12); and (3) provides a plan for recruiting and hiring a strong and compatible leader.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Attachment 12 provides a job description and performance expectations for the Principal of RCA; however,
no job requirements for this role are included (as the applicant did for the Dean of Students position). It is
unclear then what background/experience/educational history an applicant needs to apply for this
position.

Page
Att. 12

Attachment 10 makes additional comments about what type of leader is sought for RCA, but again there
does not seem to be any requirements provided that a potential candidate must possess in this
attachment. Some of this information is provided on page 149 of the application. The descriptors on p.
149 omit school safety as a mandated area of responsibility. The nature of this response and evidence of
plagiarism denote a significant lack of capacity and coherence as applicant has struggled to articulate the
breadth of responsibility for this proposed position. Additionally, it is worth note that throughout the
application, the applicant provides a variety of examples of unfinished elements of the proposal (e.g.,
programmatic audits plan) that have been saddled with Principal. It is unclear from the job description
provided just how much the applicant, and thus the Board, expects of this individual.

Att. 10
149

Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.

N. Programmatic Audits and Assessments
1. Describe an annual plan to evaluate the implementation and effectiveness of the academic program, governance,
and operations. (KCSA page 18)
The applicant includes a detailed annual audit plan describing the research-based methodology for evaluating the
implementation of the school’s educational program as well as a separate research-based methodology for evaluating
the program’s effectiveness tied to student outcomes.
The plan should include, but is not limited to, the following:
● Purpose and objectives.
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●
●
●
●
●
●

Program areas to be audited/evaluated relative to the Performance Framework.
Schedule of evaluation events.
Responsible persons, which may include outside consultants.
Description of the annual written evaluation product.
How and to whom such written end product shall be disseminated.
Any plans to hire outside consultants as evaluators to perform program audits.

The applicant also includes a statement detailing the demonstrated capacity, experience, and impartiality of the
potential person(s) to perform the program evaluation services.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On pages 149-151, the applicant stated that the programmatic audits plan will be developed by the
Principal, who is yet to be hired, and approved by the Board and will be utilized in help assess the success
of the entire educational program. They included a listing of all assessments and data points that will be
analyzed by various stakeholders. The applicant failed to provide a detailed annual systematic audit plan
that includes all of the required components to determine the effectiveness of the charter school’s
educational program.

Page
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There is no discussion of scheduled record retention plans. There is no discussion for any special education
documentation, including meeting KDE requirements for Indicator reports including December 1 count for
special education.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competence and capacity.

2. Describe assessments/measures used to evaluate program components and data collection/analysis methods.
(KCSA page 19)
The applicant provided copies of, or described in sufficient detail, assessments and measures the charter school
intends to use to evaluate each program component identified in the education plan. These assessments seem
reasonably valid. The applicant also included a description of standard, secure methods the school will use to collect
and analyze results from each assessment or measure.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On pages 151-153, the applicant lists the assessments they plan to use, however they failed to provide
copies of, or described the assessments in detail. The applicant included summative and interim
assessments but didn’t include a balance assessment analysis to be utilized on a frequent basis. The
applicant references a Reading Improvement Monitoring Plan (RIMPs, pg. 153) as a weekly monitoring to
determine interventions for individual students. However, the applicant failed to include a copy of the
RIMP or provided detailed descriptions. Also, the applicant neglected to provide any evaluation process

Page
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for the other subjects, social studies and science. This is problematic because this isn’t a clear coherent
description on how assessments should be collected and analyzed to address student learning and improve
achievement.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competency and capacity.

3. Explain how the charter school shall ensure that program assessment results are valid and reliable. (KCSA page 19)
The applicant provided a detailed risk plan for ensuring that results from assessments and measures are valid and
reliable. Additionally, the plan described reasonable mitigation strategies that will be implemented in the event that
educational program integrity and/or impact have been potentially compromised.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On page 153, the applicant stated that aimswebPlus is nationally normed, with appropriate psychometric
studies yet they failed to provide research to support the assessment validity and reliability. They also
mentioned Mindprint as another valid and reliable assessment, however, no reference to research to
support the assessment claims. The applicant states that RCA will provide initial and ongoing professional
development around assessment administration, however, they failed to mention specific administrative
protocols to ensure validity and reliability. The applicant demonstrates lack of capacity because they do
not describe strategies to be implemented to ensure the educational program integrity to be evaluated
with valid and reliable assessment systems.

Page
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Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competence and capacity.

4. Identify who shall be responsible for administering assessments and collecting and analyzing the results. (KCSA
page 19)
The applicant identified the personnel responsible for administering assessments and measures, collecting data, and
analyzing results in sufficient detail, including a job description detailing the experience required to manage
assessments. It is clear that the individual intended to administer program assessment/measurement is different from
the person(s) responsible for evaluating the program.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On page 154, the applicant indicates that teachers will administer the assessments, office staff (teachers,
dean, office manager, secretary and/or aides, etc.) will have the responsibility to conduct portfolio

Page
154

81

assessments, and completion of subject matter goals, and the principal will be responsible for records and
keeping data analysis. It is not clear, based on the somewhat plagiarized nature of this section, whether or
not the applicant understands the full scope of the assessments built into the application. This section is
the first time “portfolio reviews” are mentioned in the application yet it appears that, based on the
number of staff involved in portfolio reviews, it is a significant component of the assessment framework.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.

5. Explain methods of access to program results for shareholders (teacher, school leader, Board of Directors,
parents, and students). (KCSA page 19)
The applicant provided a detailed plan with specific strategies for accessing and interpreting the education program
results for each of the following groups:
● Teachers.
● School leaders.
● The charter school's Board of Directors.
● Students and parents or persons with custody or charge.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On page 155, the applicant failed to include a description that details how all identified stakeholders will
have access and use assessment results. They only mentioned a few assessments that will be shared and
utilized by parents, Board, school leaders and teachers. For example, aimswebPlus is the only assessment
that is mentioned that will be shared with parents twice a year. The applicant fails to include a description
of how the assessment results will be utilized in the assessment process. Therefore, the applicant lacks
coherence in understanding the importance of involving all stakeholders in the assessment plan.

Page
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6. Explain methods of access to student progress and achievement results for parents and students. (KCSA page 19)
The applicant provided a detailed plan with specific strategies and goals for communicating student achievement and
progress results to parents/guardians and students. The plan includes a regular timeline, frequency of
communication, and scope of communication.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard
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Comments
On page 155, the applicant indicates a plan to inform parents and/or persons with custody or charge to
inform them about a student’s academic achievement. However, the applicant failed to include how
students will be informed of their progress.
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7. Describe use of charter school’s technology structure/plan to communicate with students and parents. (KCSA
page 19)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for how the charter school will use a technology system as a means of
communicating with students, parents, or persons with custody or charge about program assessment and student
achievement progress results. The plan gives an overview of potential challenges and provides solutions to address
those challenges.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Question answered with a general plan to use technology to aid in general communication with students,
parents, and persons with custody or charge
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O. Food Services
1. Description of Breakfast and Lunch Food Services (KCSA page 19)
The applicant provided a detailed plan of how breakfast and lunch food services will be provided to students and
whether the school will use the National School Lunch Program and the School Breakfast Program. The plan includes
appropriate evidence that demonstrates the competency and capacity to ensure compliance with all state and federal
regulations in order to meet student food service needs. The applicant may NOT rely on the district to provide this
service.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
According to the application, the charter school will participate in the NSLP and SBP through a “Farm to
School” program. The applicant provided a flyer describing the services of the Healthy School Food
Collaborative. There is little to no evidence the vendor could assist with the implementation of a Farm to
School Program that ensures compliance with federal law.

Page
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Att. K
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●
●
●

Attachment K included information regarding administrative support services but there is nothing
stated about Farm to School.
The vendor is located in New Orleans. There is no evidence the vendor has the capacity to
establish, monitor and ensure compliance with Kentucky’s regulations.
There is no evidence provided that this is an established vendor or partnership.

The applicant describes the benefits of a Farm to School approach and how it will be integrated into the
classroom, cafeteria and the community. This description is copied from the Vermont Feed Farm to School
Project and lacks appropriate citation.
https://vtfeed.org/what-farm-school
“In the Classroom”
“In the Cafeteria”
“In the Community”

156
156
157

Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.

2. Description of Meals if Not Providing National School Lunch Program (NSLP) and School Breakfast Program (SBP)
(KCSA page 19)
The applicant provided a detailed plan of how breakfast and lunch food services will be provided to students. The
plan is supported by appropriate evidence to demonstrate compliance with all health and safety requirements in
order to meet student food service needs.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page
157

N/A was noted in the original application.

3. Description of Distribution, Collection, and Recording of USDA Forms (if participating) (KCSA page 19)
The applicant provided a detailed plan of how USDA forms will be distributed, collected, and recorded in a way that
ensures confidentiality. The plan is supported by appropriate evidence to demonstrate compliance with state and
federal law regarding student privacy.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard
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Comments
The applicant indicates that a “provider experienced in NSLP requirements” will be used to assist in the
implementation of the NSLP and SBP, however there is no signed contract between the applicant and the
provider. The plan is vague and lacks details of how data will actually be collected and utilized to determine
eligibility. The applicant states “official will use criteria outlined in law to determine which individual
children are eligible”. This statement lacks evidence to demonstrate compliance with laws regarding
eligibility determination and student privacy. Also, of concern, there is no evidence supporting the
importance and competency of pursuing the Community Eligibility Provision.

Page
157

158

Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.

4. Description of Overdue Lunch Charges System (KCSA page 19)
The applicant provided a detailed plan to address overdue lunch charges which includes steps to accommodate
students who have no breakfast or lunch, or means to purchase, that are compassionate and align with best
practices.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provided a detailed plan to address overdue lunch charges, including a “Meal Charge
Procedure”. (Attachment L)

Page
Att. L

5. Community Eligibility Provision (CEP) (KCSA page 19)
The applicant provided detailed information as to whether the applicant shall be seeking eligibility for the CEP under
NSLP and offering meals at no charge to all students in schools that qualify for CEP. If seeking that status, a detailed
plan is included that provides sufficient evidence to ensure compliance with federal law.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant indicated they will seek eligibility of the CEP option but provided no other information. There
is no evidence that demonstrates the competency necessary to establish, monitor and maintain this
option.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.
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Page
159

6. Description of Accommodation of Students with Food Allergies or Special Dietary Needs (KCSA page 19)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for how the school shall accommodate students with food allergies or special
dietary needs, and the plan is supported by appropriate evidence rooted in best practices for health and safety.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant stated that “RCA will take care to protect students with allergies in the classroom” and that a
“food allergy policy” would be Board approved. The absence of details regarding accommodations for
students with special dietary needs is concerning. There is no clear description that demonstrates the
ability to maintain compliance with the law and more importantly, the safety and well-being of the
students.

Page
159
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IV. Operations Plan and Capacity Governance
A. Legal Status and Governing Documents
1. Legal Status (KCSA page 20)
The applicant provided a description of the proposed school’s legal status and it is in compliance with the law.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant has provided sufficient evidence to indicate appropriate legal status in compliance with law.

Page
Att. 13

1. Attachment 13 - Legal Status (KCSA page 20)
The applicant provided, as Attachment 13, the following items, as applicable:
● Articles of Incorporation or other articles of organization.
● Proof of nonprofit status.
● Federal tax-exempt status.
● Proof that all business entities within the applicant have a designee on the proposed charter school Board of
Directors, or have a designee on the proposed charter school Board of Directors who is authorized to do
business and is in good standing in the Commonwealth of Kentucky.
● Other governing documents already adopted including Board Policies, Bylaws, and Meeting Agendas and
Minutes.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant has provided sufficient evidence to indicate appropriate documentation as specified in the
question. However, there is a question as to the appropriateness of some systems established in the
provided documents. For example, KRS 160.1592(3)(k) states that a charter school shall be in compliance
with open records and open meeting requirements under KRS Chapter 61. Attachment 17 page 13 of the
bylaws is not compatible with open meeting requirements. It is unclear that the applicant has a sufficient
understanding of the implications of incorrect understandings about how the law applies to the board and
the school that are then codified in the board’s governing materials.

Page
Att. 13
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2. Attachment 14 - Statement of Assurances (KCSA page 20)
The applicant provided as Attachment 14 a completed and signed Statement of Assurances.
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant has provided a completed and signed Statement of Assurances.

Page
Att. 14

B. Organization Charts
Attachment 15 - Organizational Chart
Attachment 15 - Organization Chart
The applicant provided, as Attachment 15, detailed organizational charts that show charter school governance,
management and staffing structure in Year One, successive years of the charter term if different from Year One, and at
full build-out. The organizational charts delineate the roles, responsibilities, and lines of authority and reporting among
the governing Board, school leader, management team, staff, any related bodies (such as advisory bodies or
parent/teacher councils), and any external organizations that will play a role in managing the school.
The relationships reflected in the organizational charts are in compliance with the law and reflect best practices.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant references Attachment 15 in the answer to this question but there is inconsistency or at least
a lack of clarity when Attachment 15 is reviewed. For example, while the applicant states that there will
only be four officers, the organizational chart references “community”, “facilities”, and “curriculum”
alongside the four officer positions. These additional roles are not defined anywhere else but the page on
which they first appear in Attachment 15.

Page
Att. 15

Additionally, there is a significant lack of coherence through Attachment 15, Attachment 17, and the
application. For example, the roles defined in Attachment 15 do not align with the bylaws provided in
Attachment 17. For example, Attachment 15 indicates the roles of “President” and “Vide-President” on
page 2, but then the organizational chart provided utilizes the terms “Chair” and “Vice-Chair”. Attachment
17 defines “Chairperson”, “President”, “Secretary”, “Treasurer”, and “Chief Executive” which is not
referenced at all in previous areas of the application and attachments. The lack of coherence amongst
these documents is a clear indicator, along with the evidence of plagiarism noted below, that the applicant
did not review these elements for consistency and to ensure that the organizational structure was built for
viability and sustainability.

Att. 17

Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.
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C. Charter School Board of Directors
Attachment 15 - Board of Directors
1. Attachment 15 - Governance Philosophy (KCSA page 20)
The applicant provided a detailed governance philosophy that will guide the Board. This description includes the nature
and extent of involvement by key stakeholder groups as well as evidence of their partnership in the form of meeting
minutes, partnership contracts, or other similar documents indicating stakeholder affiliation.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provides a governance philosophy but does not include involvement by key stakeholder
groups, nor does the applicant indicate who it includes as those key stakeholder groups. This section is
marked Does not Meet due to the level of plagiarism included in the response which makes it difficult to
ascertain how much the applicant actually understands about the systems described.

Page
160

Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.

2. Attachment 15 - Governance Structure (KCSA page 20)
The applicant provided a detailed governance structure for the proposed charter school, including the primary role of
the Board of Directors, how it will interact with the principal/school leader and any advisory bodies, and the lines of
authority and reporting within the structure. Reporting and accountability relationships are clear and reflect
compliance with the law and best practices.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provides a structure, roles, and elements describing the interaction between management
and the board. However, it is unclear as to what the applicant means when in the last statement of page
161, the applicant states “Post authorization and incorporation, the full Board will be identified and will be
consistent with the requirements outlined in KRS 160.” It is unclear what the applicant believes to be
lacking, what changes will need to be made to be in compliance with KRS 160, or what the applicant means
by after incorporation since the organization is already a non-profit and incorporated under the laws of
Kentucky.
This section is marked Does not Meet due to the level of plagiarism included in the response which makes
it difficult to ascertain how much the applicant actually understands about the systems described.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competence and capacity.
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Page
161

3. Attachment 15 - Structure of the Board (KCSA page 20 -21)
The applicant provided a detailed structure for the proposed charter school Board, including the size, current and
desired composition, powers, and duties of the Board. The structure, composition, powers, and duties are aligned with
legal requirements.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provides the size, current and desired composition, but does not indicate the current and
desired powers and duties of the board. Partially Meets.

Page
162

This section is marked Does not Meet due to the level of plagiarism included in the response which makes
it difficult to ascertain how much the applicant actually understands about the systems described.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competence and capacity.

4. Attachment 15 - Skills, Areas of Expertise, and Constituencies (KCSA page 21)
The applicant provided the key skills, areas of expertise, and constituencies that are proposed to be represented on the
charter Board of Directors who must reflect the diverse experiences, skills, and requirements outlined in KRS
160.1592(8).
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provides an overview of the key skills, expertise, and constituencies of the proposed board.
However, there is a question as to whether or not all requirements of KRS 160.11592(8) are represented,
especially in the area of law.

Page
162-163

This section is marked Does not Meet due to the level of plagiarism included in the response which makes
it difficult to ascertain how much the applicant actually understands about the systems described.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competence and capacity.

5. Attachment 15 - Rationale for Structure and Composition (KCSA page 21)
The applicant provided a detailed rationale for the governance structure of the proposed charter school Board,
including evidence to support that the recommended structure will ensure (1) the charter school shall be an
educational and operational success, (2) the Board shall evaluate the success of the school leader and staff based on
results, and (3) the representation of community stakeholder groups is active and effective.
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Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
5a. The applicant provides that the board will hold high expectations and affirms the other elements of the
question, but does not provide how the governance structure and composition of the board shall ensure
implementation of those elements, as required in the question. Does not Meet.

Page
163

5b. The applicant provides that the board evaluate the school leader and the principal shall evaluate staff,
but does not provide how the governance structure and composition of the board shall ensure
implementation of those elements, as required in the question. Does not Meet.
5c. The applicant provides that the board will be comprised of a variety of expertise, but does not provide
how the board shall be active and effective representation of key charter school community shareholder
groups, nor how the board’s governance structure and composition shall ensure implementation of those
elements, as required in the question. Does not Meet.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competence and capacity.

6. Attachment 15 - List of Current and Identified Board Members and Roles (KCSA page 21)
The applicant provided a complete list of the current and identified Board members and their intended roles.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provided a list of current and identified board members and their intended roles.

Page
163-165

7. Attachment 16 - Summary of Board Member Interests in Serving (KCSA page 21)
The applicant provided a detailed summary of the members’ interests in, and qualifications for, serving on the charter
school Board of Directors. There is a definitive indication that the Board will support the school beyond approval of the
application.
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Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provides a brief overview and references back to other areas of the applicant to answer the
question.

Page
165

8. Attachment 16 - Signed Board Member Information Sheet and Agreement (KCSA page 21)
The applicant provided a completed and signed Board Member Information Sheet and Agreement and Board member
résumés for each Board member.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provided Attachment 16 and resumes for each of the board members.

Page
Att. 16

9. If initial Board is not organized, plan to transition to the formal Board. (KCSA page 21)
If the applicant does not include the formal school governing Board, the applicant provided how and when the
transition to the formal governing Board will take place.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page
165

N/A was noted in the original application.

10. For Applicant That Is a Nonprofit (KCSA page 21)
If the application is submitted by an existing nonprofit organization whose core mission is not the operation of charter
schools, the applicant provided, in detail, the following:
● Whether the existing nonprofit Board governs the new school.
● The extent to which the school will be a new nonprofit corporation governed by a separate Board.
If the current nonprofit’s Board will govern the charter school, the applicant provided a detailed plan to transform its
Board membership, mission, and bylaws to assume its new duties as well as a timeline for the completion of that
transition.
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If a new Board was formed, the applicant provided a detailed description of any ongoing relationship to the existing
nonprofit’s Board and represented that relationship on the applicant’s organizational chart as well as through evidence
of that relationship.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page
165-166

N/A was noted in the original application.

11. Procedure for Board Member Selection (KCSA page 21)
The applicant provided a detailed plan by which Board members have been and will be selected. The applicant
described how often the Board meets, discusses the plans for any committee structure, and the purpose of such
structure to support the success of the school.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant has provided a committee structure in Attachment 17. Meets.

Page
Att. 17

The applicant’s response for the remainder of the question is incoherent and in one instance of the bylaws
provided, not in compliance with state open meetings law. The applicant states that board members will
be elected at the annual meeting of the board, however, it does not state how the board will go about
recruiting new members, how it will ensure balance of expertise and role group based on the requirements
of KRS 160.1592, or whether or not an election of sorts will occur and how that will happen. It appears that
the applicant selected generalized non-profit bylaws in the creation of Attachment 17 as it does not
include any indication of how the school community will be included in board recruitment and selection.
Interestingly, the applicant provides this information later, but does not cite the appropriate Attachment in
this answer. As such, the applicant cannot be scored on that material in response to this question because
the lack of citation indicates the applicant did not intend to reference it here. Does not Meet.

Att. 15

The applicant’s discussion of meetings is not coherent throughout Attachment 17. The reference to an
annual meeting and special called meetings is disjointed from the comments on page 18 regarding monthly
meetings of the board. Again, it appears the applicant utilized a general template for Kentucky non-profit
bylaws and did not provide attention to detail to ensure alignment. Partially Meets.
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12. Description of Board’s Ethical Standards (KCSA page 21)
The applicant provided the Board’s ethical standards and procedures for identifying and addressing conflicts of
interest. The standards and procedures reflect best ethical practices.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant has provided a copy of the board’s ethical standards and the procedures it shall utilize.

Page
Att. 17

12. Attachment 17 - Code of Ethics and Conflict of Interest Policy (KCSA page 21)
The applicant provided conflict of interest and code of ethics policies that are complete, included as attachments, and
grounded in the law and best practices.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant has provided a copy of the board’s ethical standards and the procedures it shall utilize.

Page
Att. 17

13. Conflicts (KCSA page 22)
The applicant identified any existing relationships that could pose actual or perceived conflicts if the application is
approved. The applicant described specific steps that the Board will take to avoid any actual conflicts and to mitigate
perceived conflicts.
NOTE: Potential conflicts of interest that are discovered by the authorizer, but not disclosed here, will result in
additional justification required from the applicant.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provided a statement that none of the board have conflicts of interest and provided
Attachment 17.

Page
Att. 17

94

14. Description of Capacity Building for Board (KCSA page 22)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for increasing the capacity of the governing Board including:
● How the Board will expand and develop over time.
● How new members will be recruited and added.
● How vacancies will be filled.
● And reasoning for the elements of the plan.
The applicant described initial orientation/training for new Board members, the kinds of ongoing development/training
for existing Board members, and the plan for training and development, including the following:
● A timetable.
● Specific topics to be addressed.
● Participation requirements.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provided the relevant information in Attachment M.

Page
Att. M.

15. Description of Dispute Resolution Process with Authorizer (KCSA page 22)
The applicant provided a detailed dispute resolution process that is in compliance with statutory requirements for both
the charter school and the authorizer, demonstrates reasonable methods for resolving disagreements, and aligns with
the authorizer’s existing dispute resolution policies.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant references the contract in the application of a dispute resolution process but does not
indicate any sort of knowledge of the processes set out in statute. The limited intentionality of this
response indicates that the applicant likely has a limited knowledge of the dispute resolution process
outlined in Kentucky Charter School law.

Page
168
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D. Advisory Bodies
1. Description of Advisory Bodies (KCSA page 22)
The applicant provided a detailed description of any school advisory bodies or councils to be formed, the purpose for
the advisory body or council, and the description includes the role(s), duties, and authority of each.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page

N/A was noted in the original application.

2. Description of Advisory Body Composition (KCSA page 22)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for the composition of the advisory body, the strategy for achieving that
composition, the role of parents/guardians, students, and teachers (as applicable), and the reporting structure as it
relates to the school’s governing body and leadership.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page

N/A was noted in the original application.

E. Grievance Process
Grievance Process for Parents/Guardians (KCSA page 22)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for a culturally responsive and parent/community friendly process for resolving
public complaints, including those regarding curriculum, parent or student objections to a governing Board policy or
decision, administrative procedures or practices at the school, and how the final administrative appeal is heard by the
governing Board.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provided a copy of a grievance process. It is unclear how much of the process is detailed for
the specific needs of the school, as the note below indicates a substantial portion of the section was
plagiarized.

Page
Att. N.

Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
substantially plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.

96

F. Staff Structure
1. Attachment 18 - Complete Staffing Chart (KCSA page 22)
The applicant provided a complete staffing chart (Attachment 18) for the school with accompanying notes or roster to
identify the following:
● Year-one positions as well as positions to be added during the five-year charter contract.
● Administrative, instructional, and non-instructional personnel.
● The number of classroom teachers, paraprofessionals, and specialty teachers.
● Operational and support staff.
● The duties and responsibilities of each staff member.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Duties and responsibilities are not outlined. For example, the applicant mentioned previously that
transportation would be provided, yet no bus drivers are mentioned. Custodial staff and building
maintenance staff are missing.

Page
168-169

There is no detailed plan that ensures RCA understands the requirements or is prepared to hire certified
special education teachers for each area of disability as required by state statute for special education
populations. There is no demonstrated understanding of caseload caps for special education. There is no
statement of plans for special transportation services.
Other examples of concern include:
- The five-year staffing plan is not addressed on pages 168-169 of the application or in Attachments
number 15 or 18. The only staffing plan included in the application or Attachments addresses
school year 2020-2021.
- Attachment 15 cites ‘Dean Students’ and Attachment 18 indicates ‘Dean of
Academics/Operations’. This would indicate different positions, requiring consistent notation and
a description of the ‘Director of Academics/Operations’ position, which is not provided in
Attachment 12 or other attachments associated with staffing.
- The Dean of Students requirements cited in Attachment 12 does not specify the certification
required for the position. Since this position is not listed in Attachment 18, and therefore not
designated as administrative, operational, or non-instructional this is unclear.
- The Special Education Teacher job description (Attachment 12) does not include any
responsibilities or qualifications specific to the language or role of the Admissions and Release
Committee (ARC). The general term of IEP is utilized, which does not entail all the required facets
of the position.
- The job description for Special Education Teacher (Attachment 12) does not list Qualifications for
the position.

Att. 15
Att. 18

Att. 12

The applicant has not sufficiently established an answer for this question to the level of specificity required
by the application and as required by law. Does not Meet.
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2. Explanation of the Relationship Between Senior Administration and Staff (KCSA page 23)
The applicant provided a detailed description of how the relationship between the school’s senior administrative team
and the rest of the staff will be managed. The description includes a plan for teacher-student ratio as well as the ratio
of total adults to students for the school and rationale for the structure.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On page 169, the applicant states the ratio will be no higher than 1:18 but Attachment 18 provides a
different ratio without explanation as to the difference. The teacher to student ratio is provided, however
the total staff to student ratio is not provided.

Page
169

Attachment 12 (RCA Job Descriptions) cites the person(s) for which each position will be accountable.
Evaluation documents for the Principal (Attachment 20) and Teachers (Attachment 21) are provided.
However, there is no evaluation document cited for any other position, meaning the evaluatory
relationship would be undefined for those positions.

Att. 12
Att. 20
Att. 21

Att. 18

The applicant has not provided sufficient coverage of the questions asked in the application for the
authorizer to evalute.

G. Staffing Plans, Hiring, Management, and Evaluation
1. Relationship Between School and Employees (KCSA page 23)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the relationship that will exist between the proposed charter school
and its employees, including whether the employees will be at-will and whether the school will use employment
contracts. If the school will use contracts, there is an explanation of the nature and purpose of the contracts. A sample
contract may be included.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant states that employee contracts will be utilized but does not provide the nature and purpose
of the contracts, as required by the question.

Page
169
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2. Attachment 19 - Personnel Policies or Employee Manual and Job Descriptions (KCSA page 23)
The applicant provided detailed personnel policies, or an employee manual, and complete job descriptions that are in
compliance with state and federal law.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does provide an Employee Handbook that outlines personnel policies and makes appropriate
reference to other relevant documents.

Page
169

The job description for the Principal (Attachment 12) does not outline the qualifications for the position,
such as required certifications.

Att. 12

Attachment 15 cites ‘Dean Students’ and Attachment 18 indicates ‘Dean of Academics/Operations’. This
would indicate different positions, requiring consistent notation and a description of the ‘Director of
Academics/Operations’ position, which is not provided in Attachment 12 or other attachments associated
with staffing.

Att. 18

The Dean of Students requirements cited in Attachment 12 does not specify the certification required for
the position. Since this position is not listed in Attachment 18, and therefore not designated as
administrative, operational, or non-instructional this is unclear.
The Special Education Teacher job description (Attachment 12) does not include any responsibilities or
qualifications specific to the language or role of the Admissions and Release Committee (ARC). The general
term of IEP is utilized, which does not entail all the required facets of the position. The job description for
Special Education Teacher (Attachment 12) does not list qualifications for the position.
The reference to Attachment 19 is unclear as Attachment 19 does not include job descriptions.

Att. 19

3. Outline of Salary Ranges, Employee Benefits, and Incentives (KCSA page 23)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for the school’s salary ranges and employment benefits for all employees and
any incentives or reward structures that are part of the compensation system. The plan must include some reference
to market analysis completed to justify the proposal.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provided no detailed plan for salary ranges, only a non-scaled salary rate (Attachment 25).
There was only a reference to a comparable structure (page 170) to Newport and Northern Kentucky
districts. This is questionable because it does not provide clarity as to what role the comparable structure
will take and what will ensure consistency in hiring and guardrails against bias and discrimination.

Page
169-170
Att. 25
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There is no specific salary or benefit data provided to support the applicant’s intention to be
commensurate to regional districts.
Additional references to ‘competitive salaries’ and ‘sound health insurance program’ are made without
accompanying data.

4. Strategy, Plans, and Timeline for Recruiting and Hiring (KCSA page 23)
The applicant provided a detailed recruitment and hiring plan that details the school’s strategy, timelines for recruiting,
other key selection criteria, and any special considerations relevant to the school’s design.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant utilizes the term “highly qualified teachers” throughout the application, but does not define
the term.

Page
170

The applicant provides a limited timeline for hiring of positions on page 170 and in Attachment 24;
however there are no statements on how to address the hiring of individuals currently under contract to
another employer. Employees under current contract would not be able to meet the parameters as
described by the applicant (Attachment 24).

Att. 24

Details are not provided on which career fairs will be utilized, the nature of university partnerships, or the
‘recruiting methods’ implemented (page 170). The applicant does not reference the current employment
market or the challenges associated with the labor market and how it might influence the ability to recruit
the type of teachers and staff desired by the school.
There are no details on groups or outlets that will be utilized for minority recruitment (page 170). Without
current enrollment established it will not be possible to hire candidates that accurately reflect the student
population of RCA.
A recruitment plan is not provided, but rather activities for staff morale are provided.

5. Procedures for Hiring and Dismissing School Personnel (KCSA page 23)
The applicant provided detailed procedures for hiring and dismissing school personnel, including the process and
timeline for conducting criminal background checks, due process procedures, and examples of offenses worthy of
dismissal.
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Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Hiring procedures are outlined in the application (page 171-172) with adequate detail.

Page
171-172

The procedures for dismissing personnel is vague, with general reasons for removal provided, but
procedural parameters not included. (Attachment 19, pages 23 and 24 of 26 and application page 172 of
207)

Att. 19

The suggested procedure for Progressive discipline of personnel (page 172 of 207) is general, and
unaccompanied by specific procedures may present challengeable grounds for accused employee.
Criminal background checks are not mentioned as part of the hiring process, only CAN. Procedures could
be more detailed for dismissal.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was somewhat
plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to misrepresent the
applicant's competency and capacity.

6. Attachment 20 - Leadership Evaluation, Support, and Development (KCSA page 23)
The applicant provided a detailed plan that addresses the following:
● Processes and professional opportunities that will be put in place to develop and support school leaders and a
general timeline for these activities.
● Process for evaluating school leaders and the frequency and expectations for the evaluation.
● An evaluation tool is described in sufficient detail to determine validity and reliability relative to school leader
PD. If attached (Attachment 20), the evaluation tool included a rubric(s) and specific measures that are valid,
reliable, and directly linked to professional activities for the school leader.
The processes and opportunities described will likely promote a culture of high expectations among school staff and
leadership.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Concerns/Questions
Limited details do not indicate RCA has a tool sufficient to determine validity and reliability relative to
school leader PD. Content listed indicates a lack of understanding of EILA credit requirements for
administrators.

Page
173

The applicant indicates that an annual evaluation of the Principal will be done “by the Board”. There are
no procedural details provided on page 173 in the application, within Attachment 20, or in the Employee
Handbook (Attachment 19) that would indicate the Board’s observation / evaluative process or how it will
be communicated to the employee, or if an appeal process is available.

Att. 19
Att. 20
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The evaluation instrument (Attachment 20) lists ‘Employee Performance Rating in 13 Key Criteria’.
However, the criteria are not supported by standards such as the Inter-state School Leadership Licensure
Consortium (ISLLC), Professional Standards for Educational Leadership (PSEL), or Kentucky Principal
Standards. Without delineated standards attached to the criteria the instrument lacks validity that is not
otherwise independently verified.
Att. 12
The categories listed in the Principal evaluation instrument do not provide detailed explanation, or subcategories, that link to the identified descriptors of the Job Description (Attachment 12).

7. Attachment 21 - Teacher Evaluation, Support, and Development (KCSA page 23)
The applicant provided a detailed plan that addresses the following:
● Processes and professional opportunities that will be put in place to develop and support teachers and a
general timeline for these activities.
● Process for evaluating teachers and the frequency and expectations for the evaluation.
● An evaluation tool is described in sufficient detail to determine validity and reliability relative to teacher PD. If
attached (Attachment 21), the evaluation tool included a rubric(s) and specific measures that are valid,
reliable, and directly linked to professional activities for teachers.
The processes and opportunities described will likely promote a culture of high expectations among teachers.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
In Attachment 21, there is no inclusion of the special education teacher’s specific evaluation requirements
based on the Attachment 12 job description, nor is there any evidence of the applicant planning for review
of teachers’ inclusion of special populations within the teacher evaluation, support, and development
process.
Within the Special Education teacher’s job description (for which they will be reviewed, Attachment 12), it
says the special education teacher will “facilitate IEP meeting” which is not in the allowable responsibilities
for a special education teacher per 707 KAR:1320 (ARC Membership). This demonstrates a lack of
understanding on the part of the applicant for what a special education teacher would need to be
evaluated for, as well as required professional development.
Page 174 and 175 of the application contains copy and pasted information, repeating philosophical
material, without providing details of an evaluation process.
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Page
174-176
Att. 21
Att. 12

8. Unsatisfactory Leadership or Teacher Performance (KCSA page 23)
Performance
The applicant provided a detailed process for using evaluation processes and performance levels to guide development
of a professional growth plan for the school leader/teacher with improvement goals.
● The process described is collaborative between the school leader/teacher and supervisor, including clear
expectations for how and when growth should be demonstrated and examples of specific, intensive supports
that will be provided in the event performance does not improve. Example circumstances requiring immediate
response and consequences are described.
● The process described will likely promote a culture of high expectations among teachers, staff, and leadership.
Turnover
The applicant provided a detailed plan for covering the responsibilities of, and replacing, teachers or school leaders in
the event a position is vacated. The plan provides information as to how the school’s mission, focus, and culture of high
expectations will continue regardless of staff turnover.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The specific parameters for what is determined to be ‘unsatisfactory performance’ is not outlined in the
application (page 175 -176 of 207), Employee Handbook (Attachment 19), or the evaluation tool
(Attachment 21).

Page
175-176
Att. 19
Att. 21

It is stated that teachers with unsatisfactory performance will be provided professional development (page
176 of 207). However, as previously noted, without defined instructional standards in the evaluation tool
(Attachment 21) it is not possible to synchronize effective PD with an accurate measure of completion by
the teacher.
“Teachers will be afforded several opportunities to improve performance…” (page 176 of 207) indicates
that there is an intention to allow a number of attempts to improve performance. There is no indication of
the expected or allowable number of attempts, or if there is a timeframe for which the undefined number
of attempts must be completed.
The applicant indicates that “teachers, parents, and students will be notified of personnel changes” (page
176 of 207. This raises concern for issues related to privacy and personnel law.
There is no evidence to demonstrate that RCA has a plan for complying with students’ IEPs, 504 plans, etc.
in the event that a teacher is removed.
Turnover issues relevant to the departing staff (page 23 of 26 in Attachment 19) are briefly addressed.
However, a detailed plan for recovery and replacement is not presented.
Insufficient evidence is provided to understand the process between administration and teachers to
evaluate performance. The applicant fails to provide information as to how the school’s mission, focus, and
culture of high expectations will continue regardless of staff turnover.

103

H. Professional Development
1. Person/Position Responsible for PD Expectations (KCSA pages 23–24)
The person, position, or organization responsible for professional development is identified.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page
177

On page 177, the applicant indicated that the RCA principal will be responsible for the professional
development plan and the oversight of all professional development activities at the school, overseeing
expertise where beneficial and appropriate.

2. Core Components of PD
The applicant provided a detailed description of the core components of teacher and staff professional development
and a plan for how these components will support effective implementation of the proposed educational program. The
plan is designed to effectively support the education program and staff so as to maximize success in improving student
achievement.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
In section 3 (p. 178), the applicant states that PD “will consist of internal and external sources” but does
not list any specific plans or resources, nor are there MOUs specific to this area. There is no demonstration
of understanding of the specific needs for PD for all teachers in relation to supporting students in special
populations. Further, there is no mention of required state training specific to state assessments or
alternate assessments.
The Professional Development Plan (Attachment O) and the Professional Development section of the
application outline numerous areas that would be emphasized by the applicant (Differentiated Instruction,
technology usage, Reflective Cycle, Understanding by Design, curriculum mapping, 21st Century Skills,
collaborative discussion). The areas of development support the stated education program.
Core components of professional development are described on pages 177and 178 of 207 in the
application (as well as in Attachment O) within the context of the educational plan and the individual and
collective growth of RCA staff.
On page 177, the applicant provided a listing of Professional Development Workshop Sample, Summer
2020 that would occur prior to the opening of the RCA school in August 2020. The applicant does not
discuss the core components of professional development and how these components shall support
effective implementation of the educational program.
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Page
177-178

The applicant failed to provide a detailed plan, Continuous School Improvement Plan (CSIP), as required by
regulation (see below) with core components: needs assessment, goals, objectives, strategies, activities,
measures of success, progress monitoring and funding.
704 KAR 3:035. Annual professional development plan.
● (4) "Professional development program" means a sustained, coherent, relevant, and useful
professional learning process that is measurable by indicators and provides professional
learning and ongoing support to transfer that learning to practice.
○ Section 2. Each local school and district shall develop a process to design a
professional development plan that meets the goals established in KRS 158.6451
and in the local needs assessment. A school professional development plan shall
be incorporated into the school improvement plan and shall be made public prior
to the implementation of the plan.
703 KAR 5:225. Continuous improvement planning for schools and districts
● (4) "Comprehensive School Improvement Plan" or "CSIP" means a plan developed by the school
council, or successor, and charter schools with the input of parents, faculty, and staff, based on a
review of relevant data that includes targets, strategies, activities, and a time schedule to support
student achievement and student growth, and to eliminate achievement gaps among groups of
students.
This is problematic because the applicant lacks capacity and clear understanding of the professional
development state requirements to provide a detailed plan effectively supporting the education program
and staff so as to maximize success in improving student achievement.

3. Extent PD Should Be Conducted Internally or Externally and Be Individualized or Uniform (KCSA page 23)
The applicant provided a detailed plan that outlines whether professional development will be conducted internally or
externally and whether it will be individualized or uniform. The plan provides a sensible approach that will effectively
support the education program and meet the needs of school staff so as to maximize success in improving student
achievement.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Limited details in this section do not indicate RCA has a tool or plan sufficient to provide PD to meet the
needs of special populations, nor is there enough information to determine validity and reliability relative
to PD. Content listed indicates a lack of understanding of PD credit requirements for teachers. there is no
indication of understanding of the PD requirements if RCA would hire an emergency/probationary certified
teacher (16 KAR 2:160).

Page
176 - 180

In both the Professional Development Plan (Attachment O) and application (page 176-180 of 207) the
applicant states that internal and external resources will be utilized. External sources include the

Att. O
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Partnership for Innovation in Education (Attachment O and page 177 of 207 of application) and
“Understanding by Design” (Attachment O and page 177 of 207 of application). However, the specific
areas of development provided by the Partnership for Innovation in Education is not provided.
Additionally, while Wiggins and McTighe are cited in reference to a workshop on “Understanding by
Design” (aAttachment O and page 177 of 207 of application) there is no source provided that could offer
this training.
Internal sources are cited as the teaching staff, Principal, instructional coaches, retired teachers, and
parents. There is no indication in staffing plans or allocations for ‘Instructional Coaches”. It is unclear if
this would be an internal or external resource.
The Professional Development Plan (Attachment O) and the Professional Development section of the
application outline numerous areas that would be emphasized by the applicant (Differentiated Instruction,
technology usage, Reflective Cycle, Understanding by Design, curriculum mapping, 21st Century Skills).
The areas of development support the stated education program but do not adequately provide the source
of training.
On page 178, the applicant states that the professional development will consist of internal and external
resources. The Principal and Dean of Students will provide some sessions, RCA anticipates that many
professional development activities will be conducted by external experts. The applicant failed to describe
a detailed plan outlining how these external and internal resources will be utilized to ensure highly
effective training, implementation, monitoring, and evaluating of instructional and behavioral resources
that are stated in this proposal.

4. Expected Number of Days/Hours for PD, and How the Charter’s Calendar, Schedule, and Staffing Structure
Accommodate Plan (KCSA page 23)
The applicant provided a detailed professional development plan with opportunities for professional development
throughout the school year; how the school’s calendar, daily schedule, and staffing structure accommodate this plan;
the time scheduled for common planning and collaboration; and the specifics of how this time for professional
development will typically be used. The plan effectively supports the education program and staff so as to maximize
success in improving student achievement.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
On page 179, the applicant states “Teachers will be provided with 2.5 hours per week … additional
planning time that may be used for professional development” - this time is not included in Attachment 6
Teacher Schedule.

Page
178-179
Att. 6
192

The number of hours of professional development and staff planning time are noted in Attachment O and
the Professional Development section (pages 176 - 180 of 207) of the application. The teaching staff is
assigned weekly seminars (without allocated length of time), six (6) in-service days, specific topic
workshops (page 179 of 207 of application), and provided 2.5 hours of additional planning time (page 179
of 207 of application). The school calendar (attachment 5) accounts for the PD days, but the daily/weekly

Att. O
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schedule (attachment 6) does not indicate where the additional time needed for weekly seminars, the 2.5
hours of additional planning, or the 1.5 hours of collaborative discussion noted on page 178 of 207 of the
application.
Page 1 of attachment O states that “all teachers new to RCA will be required to participate in a series of six
educational study seminars over the course of their first two years of employment.” However, page 179 of
207 of the application states “all teachers new to RCA will be required to participate in a series of six
educational study seminars over the course of their first year of employment.” This is an inconsistency in
the professional development plan and will have an impact on the scheduling and assigned time of new
staff.
On page 179, the applicant stated teachers will attend weekly seminars, focusing on a wide array of
specific continuing education subjects, arranged by the Principal. Teachers will be provided with 2.5 hours
per week (not included in the annual minimum of 80 hours) of additional planning time that may be used
for professional development and collaboration, as necessary. According to Attachment 6 (Bell Schedule),
the daily schedule does not state time for the weekly seminars nor for 2.5 hours per week for additional
professional development. This is problematic because the applicant did not clearly articulate the common
planning or collaboration time in the daily schedule provided.
The applicant did not address how the professional development plan will meet the needs of all staff
included in their staffing structure. The applicant stated in question one (1) that the principal will develop
the professional development plan for teachers, however RCA failed to indicate the professional needs of
the principal. According to 704 KAR 3:035, Section 4 (1) The school or district improvement plan shall, in
compliance with KRS 158.6451, address professional learning required to improve instruction.
(2) Professional development shall:
○ (a) Be related to the teachers’ instructional assignments and the administrators’
professional responsibilities;
○ (d) Be facilitated by skillful leaders who develop capacity and advocate and create support
systems for professional learning.
This is problematic because the principal, who hasn’t been identified and can/cannot hold an educational
certification, will be making all of the professional learning decisions and RCA failed to include a plan to
ensure the leader is prepared to make these decisions.
On page 179 and Attachment 5 (School Calendar) RCA will provide six in-service days per year dedicated to
school-wide professional development.

Att. 5

5. Describe how the PD program shall be evaluated. (KCSA page 24)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for how professional development will be evaluated by staff and leadership to
assess its effectiveness and success in supporting the education program and staff so as to maximize success in
improving student achievement.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard
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Comments
On page 2 of the Professional Development Plan (Attachment O) the applicant states that “the professional
development plan will be evaluated quarterly.” However, on page 179 of 207 in the application the
applicant states that “the professional development plan will be evaluated twice per year.” This
demonstrates a point of inconsistency in the proposed plan.

Page
179-180
Att. O

Indicating that the success of the professional development plan will be gauged by “improvements in
student achievement or motivation and in high teacher satisfaction” (page 2 of Attachment O and 179 of
207 in application) does not provide details of how this will be assessed or types of data that would
support a conclusion.
The applicant states that “the Principal will also address professional development during employee
evaluations as outlined in the Employee Evaluation Handbook” (page 180 of 207 in application), however
no specific Employee Evaluation Handbook is presented, and the Employee Handbook (Attachment 19)
does not provide details of how this would be done.

Att. 19

There is no tool to indicate that the applicant has adequate evaluation plans for supporting teachers in
their work with special populations. There is no evidence that RCA plans to use a data-driven analysis of
student data to evaluate the effectiveness of PD programming. There is no evidence that RCA has a specific
plan on how they will make changes to their plan.
On pages 179 and 180, the applicant stated that twice a year teachers and administrators will complete
Kentucky’s Guide for Evaluating the Impact of Professional Learning” as an additional assessment for the
plan. This document contains adaptable documents and tools for the evaluation and planning of
professional learning (pg. 2). By stating that RCA will use the Kentucky’s Guide for Evaluating the Impact of
Professional Learning as one of their main resources, indicates the applicant fails to understand that this
document is a guidance of support, with tools, that could be utilized to develop a detailed professional
development plan to evaluate its effectiveness and success.
704 KAR 3:3035 Annual professional development plan states:
● Section 3. Each school and local district professional development plan shall contain the following
six (6) elements:
○ (5) A process for evaluating impact on student learning and improving professional
learning, using evaluation results.
This is problematic because the applicant demonstrates a lack of clear understanding of the process for
developing a detailed professional learning plan that is on-going and provides evidence of its effectiveness
and success in supporting the education program and staff so as to maximize success in improving student
achievement.

6. Provide assurance that charter will meet Kentucky law staff training requirements regarding restraint and
seclusion.
The applicant provided an assurance that the charter school will meet Kentucky law staff training requirements
regarding restraint and seclusion procedures.
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Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Concerns/Questions
There is insufficient evidence that the applicant understands the steps needed to comply with Kentucky
law requirements specific to training for the use of physical restraint and seclusion.

Page
180

The applicant states that teachers will receive training required by law in these areas (page 1 of
Attachment O and page 180 of 207 in the application). The applicant makes no statement indicating how
this training will be obtained, specifically what source will be utilized to secure the required training.

Att. O

On page 180, the applicant stated that in compliance with Kentucky Law, all teachers will receive required
training including the use of physical restraint and seclusion, and the prevention, recognition, and
reporting of child abuse and neglect. The applicant failed to assure that all school personnel will be trained
regarding the use of physical restraint and seclusion.
● 704 KAR 7:160 Use of physical restraint and seclusion in public schools
○ (13) "School personnel" means teachers, principals, administrators, counselors, social
workers, psychologists, paraprofessionals, nurses, librarians, school resource officers,
sworn law enforcement officers, and other support staff who are employed in a school or
who perform services in the school on a contractual basis.
https://apps.legislature.ky.gov/law/kar/704/007/160.pdf

I. Performance Management
1. Mission-Specific Educational Goals and Targets (KCSA page 24)
The applicant provided mission-specific educational goals and targets that are planned to be included in contractual
goals. Goals are stated in terms of the measures or assessments the school plans to use and are specific, measurable,
action-oriented, realistic, relevant, and time-bound. The goals should meaningfully contribute to the value the school
proposes to bring to students, families, and the community.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Goals are stated for targets, yet they are loosely tied to RCA mission. Assessments were named, but
surveys were not provided, only a mention of them.

Page
182

In addition, the applicant failed to provide a detailed plan, Continuous School Improvement Plan (CSIP), as
required by regulation (see below) with core components: needs assessment, goals, objectives, strategies,
activities, measures of success, progress monitoring and funding.
703 KAR 5:225. Continuous improvement planning for schools and districts
(4) "Comprehensive School Improvement Plan" or "CSIP" means a plan developed by the school council, or
successor, and charter schools with the input of parents, faculty, and staff, based on a review of relevant
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data that includes targets, strategies, activities, and a time schedule to support student achievement and
student growth, and to eliminate achievement gaps among groups of students.
This section does not demonstrate RCA’s plans for or ability to support students in special populations.
There is no mention of RCA’s understanding of their requirements to comply with alternate assessment
guidelines. There is no mention of compliance with state required screeners including Kindergarten
readiness, dyslexia screening, vision/hearing screenings (HB69 & HR 187, amends KRS Ch. 158)

2. Mission-Specific Organizational Goals and Targets (KCSA page 24)
The applicant provided mission-specific organizational goals and targets. Goals are stated in terms of the measures or
assessments the school plans to use and are specific, measurable, action-oriented, realistic, relevant, and time-bound.
The goals should meaningfully contribute to the value the school proposes to bring to students, families, and the
community.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page
181-182

The applicant failed to answer this question.

3. Interim Assessments (KCSA page 25)
The applicant provided a plan for interim assessments to be used throughout the year, how these interim assessments
align with the school’s educational program, performance goals, and state standards, and how the interim assessments
will work as an effective tool so as to maximize success in improving student achievement.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Concerns/Questions
Two assessments are named, but alignment to the school’s educational program, goals, and standards are
all missing. This could be an issue because of lack of planning and understanding of the implications of
these assessments.
For interim assessments RCA lists unit assessments, performance-based assessments, diagnostic
assessments and summative assessments.
This section does not demonstrate RCA’s plans for or ability to support students in special populations.
There is no mention of RCA’s understanding of their requirements to comply with alternate assessment
guidelines. There is no mention of compliance with state required screeners including Kindergarten
readiness, dyslexia screening, vision/hearing screenings (HB69 & HR 187, amends KRS Ch. 158)
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Page
182-183

4. Measure and Evaluation of Academic Progress (KCSA page 25)
The applicant provided a plan for measuring and evaluating academic progress that includes summative normreferenced or criterion-based assessment data, which illustrates student growth and proficiency, for individual
students, cohorts of students, and the school as a whole throughout the school year and over the term of the contract.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does not provide sufficient evidence that a clear plan is in place to evaluate academic
progress of students and that they know what norm-referenced or criterion-referenced assessments are.
Language in this area is vague and limited to generalized terms like “data”, “observations”, and “student
information systems” rather than offering preciseness with the types of each, why, and how they will be
utilized.

Page
183

In this section the applicant states that teacher data will be submitted to the Principal, the Dean of
Students and the Special Education Teacher. In this section there is no mention of the teacher
collaborating with these administrators on his or her data which shows a lack of understanding on behalf
of the applicant on the power of collective efficacy and the importance of the teacher being a part of this
decision making/analysis process. In this section the applicant does not differentiate how they will analyze
data for individual students, cohorts of students or the school as a whole. The plan is limited and vague.
There is no demonstration of an understanding of or plans to support students in population. Specifically,
there is no demonstration of support for students with IEPs and their required accommodations in daily
instruction or on state assessments. There is no demonstration of an understanding of alternate
assessment requirements. There is no demonstration of plans for mandated IEP progress monitoring,
evaluation, instructional adjustments, or reporting.

5. Collection and Analysis of Student Academic Achievement Data (KCSA page 25)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for how the school shall collect and analyze student academic achievement
data; use the data to refine/improve instruction and drive continuous improvement; and report the data to the
school’s community. This should include identification of the data system to be used as well as the identification of
which person(s), position(s), and/or entities shall be responsible and involved in the collection and analysis of
assessment data.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Concerns/Questions
The applicant does not provide a system to collect data, or how it will be used to report to the community.
Although teams are mentioned, identification of specific people is missing and how responsibility is
allocated.
There is no demonstration of understanding of the ARC role in data analysis for students with IEPs. There is
mention of the Special Education teacher working with “TBT/BLTs” to analyze data, but there is no mention
of teachers supporting other special populations being included in this work. This omission points to a
larger concern about RCA’s ability to comply with federal and state guidelines specific to students with
111

Page
184

disabilities. Further, there is no mention of collecting or analyzing data for students with 504 plans, GSSPs,
students in MTSS, or English Learner data.

6. Staff Responsible for Managing and Interpreting Data (KCSA page 25)
The applicant identified the individual or position responsible for managing the data, including collection,
disaggregation, and analysis with and for classroom teachers, and leading or coordinating professional development
based on data outcomes to improve student achievement. The applicant also included a thoughtful overview of how
the identified individual or position will be supported through ongoing professional development, or other such
training, in order to be able to fulfill those professional expectations.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant named the staff positions who will be responsible for managing and interpreting data for and
with the classroom teachers. The applicant stated in question one (1) that the principal will develop the
professional development plan for teachers, however RCA failed to indicate the professional needs of the
principal.

Page
184-185

There is no demonstration of understanding of the ARC role in data analysis for students with IEPs. There is
mention of the Special Education teacher working with “TBT/BLTs” to analyze data, but there is no mention
of teachers supporting other special populations being included in this work. This omission points to a
larger concern about RCA’s ability to comply with federal and state guidelines specific to students with
disabilities. Further, there is no mention of collecting or analyzing data for students with 504 plans, GSSPs,
students in MTSS, or English Learner data.

7. Training and Support for Data Analysis (KCSA page 25)
The applicant provided a detailed plan outlining the training and support school leadership and teachers shall receive
in analyzing, interpreting, and using performance data to improve student learning. The plan should be grounded in
evidence-based practices and support teachers and leadership so as to maximize success in improving student
achievement.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Although the applicant includes two programs, there is no evidence provided that they have a plan to train
or support staff in data analysis. The plan is not grounded in evidence-based practice at any level.
The applicant states that teachers will participate in ‘weekly’ professional development and workshops
trainings. The applicant gives does not give a detailed plan which outlines the training and support
teachers will receive in analyzing, interpreting and using performance data to improve student learning.
This plan contradicts all of the other responsibilities that teachers have been given such as after school
Homework Cafe, etc. The applicant plainly lists, without any further explanation the courses the teachers
will have with no other given details in this section.
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Page
185

Again, the principal, is identified as making all professional learning decisions. However, RCA failed to
include a plan to ensure the leader is prepared to make these decisions. This is particularly significant as
the principal is not required to be certified.
There is no demonstration of understanding of the need for training and support in reference to the ARC
role in data analysis for students with IEPs. There is mention of the need for training of the Special
Education teacher working with “TBT/BLTs” to analyze data or other teachers supporting other special
populations being included in this work. There is no mention of training teachers on the required IEP
accommodations for students or support for students in other special populations.
This omission points to a larger concern about RCA’s ability to comply/ provide appropriate training and
support to ensure teachers and administrators are able to comply with federal and state guidelines specific
to students with disabilities.

8. Corrective Action Where Performance Lacks (KCSA page 25)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for taking corrective action should school performance not meet expected
goals. Specific evidence-based interventions are provided as well as timelines for data review, expectations for staff,
and accountability frameworks for leadership to ensure the corrective action leads to improved performance and goal
realization.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant not identify any research-based interventions that could be used to improve performance.
There is no plan to correct performance if they fall short because identified strategies are not evidencebased.

Page
185-186

The applicant utilizes general language like “unacceptable” and “research-based interventions” throughout
this section. The applicant’s lack of specificity in this section indicates a lack of understanding as to how
corrective action would be taken. This is another instance where the applicant insists “whatever it takes”
will be done but cannot specify the initial systems that will be in place to ensure that is the case.

9. Trigger for Corrective Action (KCSA page 25)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for processes the school will use for early warning systems or triggers that
would prompt action steps and require school leadership and teachers to take appropriate corrective action if the
school is not making progress toward, or does not meet, academic performance expectations.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard
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Comments
The applicant ignores most processes or actions needed to identify early warning systems and triggers for a
corrective action plan. It is evident that the board has not thought out how to improve issues because they
do not have a system to identify the issues.

Page
186

The applicant provides a plan with limited processes they will use for early warning systems that students
are at risk and in need of intervention in this section. The applicant states only changes in the students’
test and assessment data will trigger corrective action. The applicant provides no specific decision rules
which would be used by the school trigger an early warning system, which in turn would be unclear to
teachers at each specific grade level.

J. Facilities Experience and Planning
1. Description of Applicant and Board Experience in Managing Facility Compliance (KCSA page 25)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the collective experience of the applicant and charter Board of
Directors’ in managing facility compliance with health, safety, and disability requirements. There is demonstrated
knowledge of those requirements, or clear connections to partnerships, that will be utilized to assist in that work.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant has not provided a direct reference to anyone on the applicant team with experience in
facilities in Kentucky. RCA references using Adkins and Company to make sure that assurances and
requirements are met, but Adkins and Company have never worked in Kentucky or with the Kentucky
Department of Education. There is no indication or evidence provided that Adkins and Company are
competent or experienced in procedures and steps to get facility improvements made.

Page
186

The site of RCA was to be determined by Dec. 2019. That has not been provided as evidence that is the
case or that the timeline has been modified.

2. Description of Interaction with Government Agencies to Determine Facility Suitability (KCSA page 25)
The applicant provided a detailed account of specific interactions with government agencies/others to determine
whether the identified facilities are suitable and affordable. Any documentation or formal communication referenced
are included.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provided no evidence of the meetings with outside agencies.

Page
187
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3. Inputs and Sources of Information Used to Project Facility-Related Costs (KCSA page 25)
The applicant provided reasonable sources to support the facility-related costs reflected in the five-year budget. Any
referenced documentation or formal communication, market research, or other resources are included.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant has not provided specific sources other than references to Adkins & Company and
Bookkeeping Plus. There is no evidence to support the assertions made other than the mere reference to
those projections.
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There are several problematic projections provided as part of Attachment 25 with regards to facilities. For
example: a $12,000 budget in Year 1 for maintenance repairs is not based on evidence or experience; less
than $15,000 spent on classroom and staff furniture is not based on evidence or experience; and custodial
services of $60 a month is not based on evidence or experience.

K. Existing Residential School District Public Facilities (if Available)
This section is N/A

L. Independent Facilities (if the charter school intends to operate an independent facility)
1. Process for Identifying and Securing Facility (KCSA page 27)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for identifying and securing a facility that includes identification of brokers or
consultants employed, plans for renovation, timelines, and financing.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The description provided by the applicant is their ideal property. However, there has been no property
selected at the time of the application or MOU despite the timeline indicating it should have been secured
at this point. There is no evidence to suggest that the timeline provided is still applicable. It is unclear why
the applicant provided an outdated timeline.
In the projected Operating budget for Year 1 in facilities the budget is set at $419,797 for the year. This
includes: classroom furniture, staff furniture, Rent/Lease, Maintenance and Repair, Utilities, custodial
services, renovation and remodeling, and misc.
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2. Attachment 22 - Proof of Commitment (KCSA page 27)
A rubric is not provided for this question. The reviewer will note concerns with the materials provided in the comments
section.
Comments
Page
N/A was noted in the original application.
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3. Description of Facility (KCSA page 27)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the school facility including the following:
● Number of classrooms
● Number of bathrooms
● Square footage per classroom
● Library
● Common areas
● Overall square footage
● Outdoor space
● Any amenities
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page

The applicant listed a variety of ideal classrooms they would like in the facility which appear consistent
with the educational program.
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4. Description of Facility’s Alignment with Academic Program and Student Needs (KCSA page 27)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the location and building structure to demonstrate that it is
appropriate based on need and the targeted student population. The description takes into account the impact of the
location on student recruitment, family involvement, transportation, and student participation in extra-curricular or cocurricular activities. Challenges associated with those elements are provided as well as potential solutions.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant listed some specific factors that support the academic program and culture of the proposed
school. The applicant does not provide specific factors as they relate to the student population, including
special populations. This is a significant consideration because there are specific factors regarding facilities
that, even if the facility is not known, should drive the search for a building based on the needs of the
students to be served.
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5. Anticipated Renovation Needs (KCSA page 26) (Taken from K.4)
The applicant provided a description of any anticipated renovation needs, the purpose of the renovation, associated
costs, and timelines for completion.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant provides a line item of $10,471 per month or $125,000 per year in Attachment 25 concerning
renovation and remodeling. However, without a facility there is no way to determine renovation or
remodeling costs associated with any potential project. There is no support for why this amount was
chosen and what it assumes.
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The applicant provides a general timeline for an independent facility. However, without the knowledge of
the facility the timeline cannot be seen as reasonable prior to the start of school seeing as the school
proposes to open in six months.
The applicant did not respond with details as they stated “A facility selection has not yet been finalized”.
The applicant did not provide plans to comply with ADA requirements.

5. Zoning and Occupancy Requirements (KCSA page 26) (Taken from K.5)
The applicant demonstrated a clear understanding of applicable zoning and occupancy requirements for the facility.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does not answer the question and therefore does not provide evidence of an understanding
of zone and occupancy requirements. Evidence of understanding can exist even when a facility has not
been identified.
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5. Description of Facility’s Alignment with Code (KCSA page 26) (Taken from K.6)
The applicant demonstrated a clear understanding of applicable zoning and occupancy requirements for the facility.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does not answer the question and therefore does not provide evidence of an understanding
of code requirements. Evidence of understanding can exist even when a facility has not been identified.
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5. Involvement of Targeted Community in Facility Selection or Design (KCSA page 26) (Taken from K.7)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the community’s involvement in the design or selection of a facility
with sufficient detail to indicate the facility is appropriate to meet the articulated needs of the targeted community
and to fully implement the school program.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does not answer the question and therefore does not provide evidence of community
involvement in the design or selection of a facility. Evidence of this can exist even when a facility has not
been identified.
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5. List of Anticipated Specialty Classroom Needs (KCSA page 26) (Taken from K.8)
The applicant provided a detailed description of anticipated specialty classroom needs, including the number of each
type and the number of students to be accommodated at one time (e.g., science labs, art rooms, computer labs,
library/media center, performance/dance room, auditorium, etc.). The response should be coupled with references to
the floor and site plans.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does not answer the question and therefore does not provide evidence of thought behind
the types of specialty classrooms desired and their use. Evidence of this can exist even when a facility has
not been identified.
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5. List of Anticipated Administrative/Support Space Needs (KCSA page 26) (Taken from K.9)
The applicant provided a detailed description of the anticipated administrative/support space needs, including
anticipated number of main office areas, satellite office areas, workroom/copy rooms, supplies/storage, teacher
workrooms, etc. The response should be coupled with references to the floor and site plans.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does not answer the question and therefore does not provide evidence of thought behind
the types of administrative/support space needs desired and their use. Evidence of this can exist even
when a facility has not been identified.
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5. List of Any Essential Space for Athletic Program (KCSA page 26) (Taken from K.10)
The applicant provided a detailed description if any of the following are essential to fulfillment of the core athletic
program - gymnasium, locker rooms, weight rooms, field(s) (football, soccer, baseball, softball, multipurpose), etc. The
response should be coupled with references to the floor and site plans.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does not answer the question and therefore does not provide evidence of thought behind
the types of athletics desired and their need for space. Evidence of this can exist even when a facility has
not been identified.
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5. List of Any Other Significant Facility’s Needs (KCSA page 26) (Taken from K.11)
A rubric is not provided for this question. The reviewer will note concerns with the materials provided in the comments
section below.
Comments

Page

N/A was noted in the original application.

6. Attachment 23 - Support Details for Facility (KCSA page 27)
The applicant provided Attachment 23, and the information provided is sufficient to ascertain the facility’s fair market
value for the lease or ownership.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☒ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page

N/A was noted in the original application.

M. Start-Up and Ongoing Operations
1. Attachment 24 - Start-Up Plan (KCSA page 27)
The applicant provided a detailed start-up plan (Attachment 24) for the school, specifying tasks, timelines, and
responsible individuals. The plan is aligned with the start-up budget, and the plan appears viable.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard
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Comments
Based on Attachment 24, the applicant is not in compliance with their timeline.
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The RCA timeline shows August 7, 2020 as the first day of school. The compression of so many items into
such a short time frame, 6 months, presents several issues:
● The hiring of a principal to lead a new school with only 6 months to opening is problematic. The
amount of staffing to be hired, background checks conducted, preparation for the start of the
school year with staff such as professional development, training new employees, curriculum
decisions, etc. Therefore, the time is not sufficient to effectively create the necessary
infrastructures for the beginning of school.
● No determination of location for the school. This means the applicant may still be trying to get
facilities in order with construction, renovations, installing technology, etc… Also, the leadership
team can not address items such as safe schools until a facility is acquired.
● Staff availability may be limited due to contracts with previous districts and statewide shortage of
teachers, especially in critical areas.
● Curriculum is a concern since staff is projected to start so late. Development of plans, lack of
knowledge of students, etc.
There is no demonstration that the applicant has planned for training of staff specific to special
populations. There is no demonstration that the applicant has planned for IEP accommodations including
the purchase of equipment not limited to AEDs, positioning, activities of daily living, behavior,
communication, mobility, etc. There is no demonstration that the applicant has planned for additional
staffing based on students who enroll (including but not limited to other areas of special education
certification, related services providers, behavior specialists, etc.).

2. Transportation (KCSA page 27)
The school provided a detailed plan for student transportation including the following:
● Capacity to ensure compliance with state and federal regulations.
● Arrangements for daily transportation needs.
● How the school plans to meet transportation needs for field trips and athletic events.
The school budget reflects reasonable costs associated with implementing the school’s plan to address student
transportation needs. The applicant should reference market analysis, or other local research, to justify transportation
plan and associated costs.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
There is no detailed plan for transportation. Instead there are three options listed:
● Piggyback off local district: There has been no conversation with the district concerning
transportation. Currently district is utilizing TANK to assist in meeting the needs of our students.
Large reason behind district utilization of TANK is the lack of driver availability.
● Contract with public transportation: The authorizer verified that TANK does not transport K-6 on
their buses and does not utilize monitors. No MOU is in place with TANK. See attached email from
TANK officials.
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●

Funding their own system: Amount of $42,009.00 will not adequately fund a transportation
program that is covering 6 districts. The amount listed is based upon funding from the state to the
district level. The state does not fully fund transportation costs so the district has to pick up
additional costs associated with transportation. The applicant does not provide any recognition of
the additional costs required.

There are several additional concerns regarding student safety and compliance with federal law including
but not limited to:
- There is no demonstration of plans for providing special transportation for students who have
mobility, cognitive or behavior differences and require this service per their IEP.
- There are no provisions for behavior plans or training for staff in regards to safe crisis
management.
- There is no plan to prepare for health emergencies.
There is no conversation concerning how field trips or athletic events will be funded. This is especially
problematic due to the element of the educational plan that includes an off-site element.
There is no evidence of the reasonableness of the assumption made by the applicant for budget purposes.
It is worth mentioning separately in this section that when asked about partnering with TANK during the
Capacity Interview (December 17, 2019), the applicant stated that a meeting had taken place and that
TANK was on board with providing transportation for students K-5 with the use of bus monitors. It was
confirmed by the authorizer in conversation with TANK that this was not accurate and that the applicant
was misrepresenting or misunderstanding the actual conversation. Attached to this rubric is evidence to
indicate this realization.

3. School Safety (KCSA page 28)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for the safety and security of students, the facility, and property that includes:
● An explanation of how the safety plan complies with all federal, state, county, and city health and safety laws.
● The types of security personnel, technology, equipment, and policies the school will employ.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does not demonstrate a detailed plan to ensure compliance with city, county, state and
federal entities. The applicant does not demonstrate knowledge of how they plan to manage threats both
to and from students and school personnel. There is no information to indicate an awareness on the part
of the applicant to manage physical and virtual/online threats and bullying. There is no demonstration of
knowledge of Kentucky Center for School Safety guidelines.
The applicant does not provide a detailed plan for the safety and security of students, facility, etc, much
less reference to the statutory requirements expected in the area of school safety. While a school safety
plan involving the facility is not expected at this point, initial demonstration of planning in this area is
expected, especially as basic requirements under law apply directly to charter schools.
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4. Attachment 26 - Insurance Coverage (KCSA page 28)
The applicant provided a detailed list (Attachment 26) of the types of insurance for which the school will contract
including:
● Workers’ compensation
● Liability
● Property
● Indemnity
● Errors and omissions
● Directors and officers
● Automobile
● Student Injury (comparable to district coverage)
The coverage meets applicable insurance requirements. The school budget reflects reasonable assumptions for
insurance coverage. Insurance quotes from potential vendors should be provided as a reference point.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
There is no mention of insurance for specialized equipment for students with disabilities.
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Applicant provided a list of required and other types of insurance they will consider. Among the later were
student accident and Directors and Officers insurance.
There were no insurance quotes attached. Only estimations of cost are listed but there are no vendors
listed.
There is no evidence of the reasonableness of the assumption made by the applicant for budget purposes.

5. Schedule and Explanation of PD Prior to First Day (KCSA page 28)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for pre-opening day professional development. The plan should include a
schedule and detailed description of what will be addressed during this induction period, including how teachers will
be prepared to deliver any unique or particularly challenging aspects of the curriculum and instructional methods.
Mandatory training shall be included as a component of the plan and schedule.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
There is no demonstration of planning for training and support in reference to special populations. The
following trainings are missing: confidentiality, blood borne pathogens, threat assessment and suicide
prevention, surrogate parent training, etc. There is no mention of training teachers on the required IEP
accommodations for students or support for students in other special populations. There is no mention of
training for alternate assessment.
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This omission points to a larger concern about RCA’s ability to comply/ provide appropriate training and
support to ensure teachers and administrators are able to comply with federal and state guidelines specific
to students with disabilities and other special populations.
There is no detailed plan for pre-opening day professional development that includes schedules and
descriptions of the training.

N. Operations Capacity
1. Qualifications for Implementation of Operations Plan (KCSA page 28)
If not provided elsewhere, the applicant provided evidence of the Board/school leadership/applicant’s individual and
collective qualifications for implementing the Operations Plan successfully, including demonstrated capacity in such
areas as:
● Staffing
● PD
● Performance management
● General operations
● Facilities management
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
There is a general statement concerning the qualifications of the leadership. However, there is no specific
evidence listed other than a breakdown of areas with individuals, titles of future employees, or company
names designated. There is no demonstrated capacity provided. There is a reliance on outside entities to
address most of the areas with no supporting evidence they are capable of fulfilling the responsibility.
There is no evidence of the reasonableness of the assumption made by the applicant for operation
purposes.
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2. Capacity and Experience in Facilities Acquisition and Management (KCSA page 28) (If not demonstrated
elsewhere)
If not provided elsewhere, the applicant provided evidence of the Board/school leadership/applicant’s individual and
collective qualifications in facilities acquisition and management, including managing build-out and/or renovations as
applicable.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The RCA board acknowledged “Board members do not hold facilities acquisitions and management
experience”. The applicant provides that they have direct contact with potential landlords and property
owners but do not provide evidence of associations or meetings to suggest preliminary work in this area.
Additionally, the applicant provides reference to Adkins & Company but does not provide evidence of the
company’s capacity in this area or familiarity with the Newport area so as to be helpful in facilities
acquisition.
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V. Financial Plan and Capacity
A. Financial Plan—Attachment 25
1. Description of Systems, Policies, and Processes (KCSA page 28)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for systems, policies, and processes the school will use for financial planning,
accounting, purchasing, and payroll. The applicant included a description of how the school will establish and maintain
strong internal controls and ensure compliance with all financial reporting requirements and a demonstrated capacity
to implement those systems, policies, and processes. There is a sound basis for capacity to implement those systems,
policies, and processes.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant’s response to question A1 lacks clarity to determine if the standard has been met. Rather
than providing a descriptive response to the question, applicant references that the answers can be found
somewhere in Attachment 27.
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The applicant fails to keep information organized, accurate, and consistent throughout the application.
Example: Attachment 25 states 10 teachers, Attachment 27, Table 2 notes 9 teachers and Table 3 says 12.

2. Roles and Responsibilities (KCSA page 28)
The applicant provided a detailed plan that clearly distinguishes between the parties the roles and responsibilities of
the school’s administration and governing Board for school finances. The description provided is reasonable to ensure
financial security.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant’s response to question A2 provides a very high level distinction between the roles of the
charter school board of directors and the charter school’s administration but does not offer a specific
detailed plan to reasonably ensure financial security.
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3. Fiscal and Internal Control Policies (KCSA page 28)
The applicant provided draft fiscal and internal control policies that provide an effective method for preventing fraud,
embezzlement, or misuse of charter school funds and will likely ensure proper management and expenditure in
compliance with Kentucky law. There is a sound basis for capacity to implement those policies.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard
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Comments
The applicant’s response to question A3 lacks clarity to determine if the standard has been met. Rather
than providing a descriptive response to the question, applicant references that the answers can be found
somewhere in Attachment 27 Budget Narrative. Even after reviewing Attachment 27, there is no specific
indication of detailed internal control policies to prevent fraud, embezzlement or misuse of charter school
funds nor is there enough detail to determine if the policies are in compliance with Kentucky law.
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Also, Attachment 10, Leadership Team notes Fiscal Officer description but does not detail Kentucky
Department of Education mandated qualifications. No information is provided assuring BookKeeping Plus
will adhere to separation of duties and other internal controls.

4. Financial Management Plan (KCSA page 29)
The applicant provided a detailed, viable financial management plan which includes a description of:
● Name, résumé, and background clearance for the person responsible for day-to-day fiscal management or the
school’s qualifications or criteria for the role.
● Procedures, roles, and responsibilities for financial management from the point at which funds are received to
deposits and approval of expenditures and signatories on bank accounts.
● Qualifications, positions, and specific functions of all persons who shall have any involvement in fiscal matters
of the charter school and the specific information for any individuals who have already been identified for
these roles.
● Accountability process for tracking and ensuring checks and balances.
● Provision for cash management controls, regular financial reviews by the charter school Board of Directors to
monitor fiscal health and solvency, expenditures generally, and annual audits.
● And evidence to indicate the applicant has the capacity to implement the financial management plan.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
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The applicant’s response to question A4 lacks clarity to determine if the standard has been met. There is
insufficient data to satisfy the requests being made within the subsection requirements. For example, the
applicant mentions that Bookkeeping Plus, a company based in Indiana, will be the Principal and Board
Fiscal Officer, but there is no detailed financial management plan to prove their qualification criteria.
Applicant does not specifically note whether the Kentucky Department of Education MUNIS system will be
used, as required under KRS 160.1592(3)(i), and if Bookkeeping Plus is capable of operating the system.

5. Annual Audit (KCSA page 29)
The applicant provided detailed plans and procedures for conducting an annual independent and state audit of the
financial and administrative operations of the school. The plans and procedures reflect generally accepted accounting
principles.
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Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant states that Bookkeeping Plus, a company based in Indiana, will be instrumental in supplying
auditors with information but applicant does not provide detailed plans and procedures for conducting an
annual independent and state audit of financial and administrative operations of a school.
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No documentation is provided, in regards to relationship with Bookkeeping Plus, to review that the
company will operate and function in accordance with Kentucky Revised Statutes.
Annual Financial Reports mandated by the Kentucky Department of Education must run the MUNIS system
and no recognition of this fact is presented by the applicant. The applicant is required to utilize MUNIS per
KRS 160.1592(3)(i).

6. Board’s Process for Reviewing and Acting on Audit Results (KCSA page 29)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for how the Board of Directors will review and act on the results of the annual
financial audit and interim financial statements, including a description of processes to be taken for reviewing and
approving procurement contracts and monitoring the use of school funds. The plan reflects best practices and
demonstrates an understanding of the Board’s role in school finance.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant’s response to question A6 lacks clarity to determine if the standard has been met.
Information provided lacks detail and does not address all parts of the question. While the applicant
assures that the audit will be reviewed by the board, it does not specify the process by which the board will
act on the results or what will be done to hold school leadership accountable.
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7. Financial Transparency (KCSA page 29)
The applicant provided a detailed plan for how the school will ensure financial transparency to the Board and the
public, including:
● Plans for public adoption of its budget.
● Public dissemination of its annual audit and financial reports.
● How the charter school shall comply with purchasing requirements under Kentucky law or provide a detailed
monthly report of purchases over $10,000.
● The plan reflects a commitment to financial transparency.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard
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Comments
Plan lacks necessary detail to ensure financial transparency to the board and the public is being
maintained. For example, the applicant does not mention compliance with purchasing requirements or
monthly purchasing reports as required by law.
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8. Services to Be Contracted (KCSA page 29)
The applicant provided a detailed list of services that will be contracted out. The list includes the following:
● Associated costs that are reasonable and supported by market research.
● Criteria for selecting services and providers.
The applicant may provide a detailed contingency plan for services that are no longer available but still needed.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does not provide a list of contracted services, but instead, references the providers are
documented throughout the application with no additional detail as to cost, market research, or evidence
of potential partnership or preliminary discussion.
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The applicant does not provide criteria for selecting services and providers within the response to question
A8.

9. Liability Insurance (KCSA pages 29–30)
The applicant provided a list of the types of insurance for which the school will contract and will maintain a coverage
applicable to insurance requirements in the following areas:
● Workers’ compensation
● Liability
● Property
● Indemnity
● Errors and omissions
● Automobile
● Student injury (comparable to other schools in the resident district)
● Unemployment insurance
● Other
The school budget reflects reasonable assumptions for required insurance coverage. The information provided should
include references to IV. Operations, Question M.4. Attachment 26.
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Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does provide a listing of insurance with coverage amounts, but does not ensure coverage
amounts are adequate. Additionally, the applicant does not indicate bonding insurance coverage for bank
accounts and lacks any detail for other types of insurance. Therefore, RCA limits the ability to evaluate the
insurance requirements.
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10. Attachment 25 - Charter Application Budget Form (KCSA page 30) Part 1 - Budget Template
The applicant provided a detailed Budget Template that includes a picture of:
● Staffing levels as described by the education program.
● Information regarding the timing of expenditures that reflects revenue timeline projections.
● Other expenditures consistent with specified school needs demonstrated throughout the application.
The budgetary decisions are focused, reasonable, and aligned with the educational plan.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The budget reflects a deficit of $529,957 for Year 0 but does not reflect a revenue source to address the
deficit.
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In Attachment 25 Projected Operating Budget - Year 1 by Month
● Expense assumes salary and benefits for specific amounts yet no salary schedules are attached and
benefits are not detailed
● Expense assumes 1 special education teacher and 1 special education aide for 22 special education
students which does not provide specificity enough to determine if applicant understands staffing
certification requirements for special education;
● Expense items do not note an allocation for special education student services; OT, PT, mental
health;
● Expense of busing costs references TANK but with no evidence of agreement; TANK does not
transport K-5 students;
● Expense items under General Admin and Support are unclear and lack detail;
● Expense items do not include allocation for pension fund liability;
● Revenue assumes $2,242,994 in Public Funds based on ADA allocation, no state budget includes
such allocation;
● Revenue assumes $225,000 in Charter Schools Grants but no evidence of securing grant is included
in application;
● Revenue assumes $150,000 in Federal and State Grants but no evidence of securing grants is
included in application;
● Revenue assumes Direct Contributions of $75,000 but donor commitments are not included within
application;
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The applicant makes several assumptions with regards to state revenue that are not supported by law.
Attached to this rubric is an evaluation of charter school funding as discussed by the Kentucky School
Boards Association.
Additionally, the applicant makes several assumptions as to the use of federal funding, treating it more like
an unrestricted fund source. In reality, federal funding from each of the federal programs is heavily
restricted for programmatic use and is subject to specific rules and requirements.

10. Attachment 25 - Charter Application Budget Form (KCSA page 30) Part 2 - Cash Flow Template
The applicant provided a detailed Cash Flow Template, which provided assumptions and revenue estimates that
include:
● The basis and calculations for revenue projections to match anticipated expenditures.
● An indication of the degree to which the school/campus budget will rely on variable income (e.g., grants,
donations, fundraising).
● The amount and sources of funds, property, or other resources expected to be available through banks,
lending institutions, corporations, foundations, grants, etc.
● A description of any restrictions on access to, or use of, any identified funding sources (including
philanthropic).
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
There are several concerns with regards to the applicant’s response, including but not limited to:
● Applicant references public funds revenues (ADA allocation) but Kentucky law does not allow such
use of funds.
● Applicant references Charter School Grants as revenue but provides no evidence of received grants
is presented in application.
● Applicant references Federal/State grants as revenues but no evidence of having received grants is
presented in application.
● Applicant references Direct Contributions as revenues but no evidence of having donations is
presented in application nor reported through Form 990 financial information.
● The Cash Flow statement reflects an even distribution of most expenditures throughout the year
which is not typical for many expenditure types.
The applicant makes several assumptions with regards to revenue that are not supported by law. Attached
to this rubric is an evaluation of charter school funding as discussed by the Kentucky School Boards
Association. In addition, the applicant has admitted that there is no possibility of funding without
legislation, essentially admitting that funding is not currently available to RCA.
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B. Budget Narrative - Attachment 27
1. Attachment 27 - Budget Narrative - Revenue (KCSA page 30)
The applicant provided a detailed budget narrative which includes a description of:
● Anticipated funding sources.
● Dates of availability of funds.
● Basis for revenue projections, staffing, costs, etc.
● Start-up (facilities funding and acquisition).
● Curriculum, technology, and PD plan.
● Growth plan to include needed staff along with adequate financial allocations and anticipated timelines.
● Direct references to the Budget Template and Cash Flow Template.
The budget narrative description must align with the educational plan established in the application.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant identifies funding sources, such as per pupil allocation, that are not allowable under
Kentucky law. Currently, Kentucky lacks a funding model to provide anticipated financial revenue to
support RCA.
The narrative does not include a rationale for the dates that revenue funds are reflected in the Year 1 Cash
Flow Template. It is widely accepted that there is no funding mechanism, as demonstrated by the attached
email from the Kentucky School Boards Association (KSBA).
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In addition, the applicant is on the record as stating that funding will not occur unless the Kentucky General
Assembly acts (see attached news article with KSBA email) . This demonstrates the applicant’s
understanding that there is not a funding mechanism in place and that the amount stated as part of the
Revenue statement is speculative and not based in evidence.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
significantly plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.

2. Attachment 27 - Budget Narrative - Variable Income (KCSA page 30)
The applicant provided a detailed budget narrative regarding the degree to which the charter school budget shall rely
on variable income (e.g., grants, donations, fundraising) which includes a description of:
● Any restrictions on access to, or use of, any identified funding sources (including philanthropic).
● An explanation of the school’s contingency plan to meet financial needs if anticipated revenues are not
received or are lower than estimated.
● Secured/Anticipated funding sources.
● Year One cash flow contingency in the event that revenue projections are not met in advance of opening.
● Reserve funds as required by 701 KAR 8:020 Section 6(5)(a).
The budget narrative description must align with the educational plan established in the application.
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Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Applicant does not provide an explanation or address the reserve funds as required by 701KAR8:020
Section 6(5)(a).

Page
Att. 27

The applicant provides no evidence that the donation revenue in Year 1 is secured or likely to be received.
The applicant provides no evidence that the grant revenue mentioned as contingency income is secured or
likely to receive.
Additionally, the applicant does not provide evidence of an understanding of how federal funds may or
may not be utilized per federal law.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
significantly plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.

3. Attachment 27 - Applicant or Board of Directors is Pre-Existing Nonprofit (KCSA page 31)
The applicant provided:
● The last three years of audited financial statements and management letters.
● The most recent internal financial statements, including balance sheets and income statements.
● IRS Form 990s for the last three years.
● Management or advisory letters from the independent auditor.
The evidence provided raises no concerns regarding the fiscal viability or sustainability of the nonprofit.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
N/A was noted in the original application. Applicant provided response to deficiencies that states and
explains why this question is not applicable.

Page
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C. Financial Management Capacity
1. Qualifications for Implementation of Financial Plan (KCSA page 31)
The applicant provided a detailed description of Board/school leadership/applicant’s individual and collective
qualifications for implementing the Financial Plan successfully, including capacity in such areas as:
● Financial management.
● Fundraising and development.
● Accounting and internal controls.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Company selected for fiscal management lacks prior experience for Kentucky financial accounting. RCA
board members lack direct financial experience in school operations. School finance is unique as Kentucky
schools are subject to specific guidelines and regulations put forth by the Kentucky Department of
Education and the Kentucky Board of Education, respectively.
The applicant did not provide evidence of cost estimates or quotes for the planned curriculum, technology,
or facilities. Expenditures are based on cost averages for other schools operating under a different plan.
The applicant did not provide an indication that personnel or contractor responsible for financial reporting
has knowledge of or experience with the state financial reporting system MUNIS.
The applicant did not provide an indication that personnel or contractor responsible for payroll has
knowledge of Kentucky Teachers Retirement System or the Kentucky Retirement System statutes,
regulations or reporting systems.
The applicant did not include internal controls related to receipt and payroll processing.
The applicant provided internal control procedures that mention several titles and positions that are not
included in the organization staff.
Note: Evidence in the report attached to this rubric indicates that the foregoing response was
significantly plagiarized. Plagiarism is strictly prohibited as it is essentially an intentional act to
misrepresent the applicant's competence and capacity.
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Pg. 199
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VI. Closure and Dissolution
Closure Plan and Dissolution
Closure Procedure
The applicant provided a detailed closure/dissolution plan that includes the following:
● Timeline
● Roles and responsibilities for the procedures
● Provisions for the transfer of students
● Provisions for the transfer of student records
● Assurance and agreement to payment of net assets or equity and the manner in which financial obligations will
be fulfilled prior to closure.
The plan is likely to result in a smooth and orderly transition for students to a new school.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The Closure Plan and Dissolution lacks detail and specific components; evidence suggests that applicant
reviewed KRS 160.1593(3)(q) and 701 KAR 8:020, yet has not formulated a sound plan for River Cities
Academy.

Page
201

While the applicant did cite the National Association of Charter School Authorizers in the use of this
document, thus not exactly plagiarizing under the definition provided in this rubric, it is distressing that the
applicant made no effort to review the resource and apply Kentucky law to the template. In addition, the
applicant, when asked about the reference during the Capacity Interview (December 17, 2019) admitted
that the template was provided with no modifications to account for Kentucky law. The applicant stated
that they simply planned not to close. While this mindset is common amongst applicants in desiring what is
best for their proposed school and the prospect of closing a school is traumatic for students and
communities, it is a serious prospect and process for charter schools. The premise of high autonomy for
high accountability for charter schools’ hinges on the possibility that if a school does not perform to the
extent outlined in contract, it can and should close. The lack of thoughtfulness in this area appears to
indicate the lack of seriousness on the part of the applicant for the high stakes reality for charter schools
and this very real possibility of closure.

134

VII. Optional Information
A. Program Overview
1. Demand for Charter School Proposed (KCSA page 31)
If provided, the applicant included a detailed description of the relationships established to generate community
engagement in and support for the proposed charter school and how demand or solicited support for the charter
school was assessed.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page
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The applicant provides sign in sheets from meetings hosted by the applicant to denote the support of the
school. Signatures of attendees does not denote support of the plan, merely attendance at the event. The
applicant does not provide sufficient information to indicate this is evidence of support rather than just an
informative event.
● The total number of attendees listed is deceiving.
○ First Community Meeting November 29th, 25 names listed but only 16 signed in, 5 of
which were Board members. 11 names not connected to the Board attended.
○ Second Community Meeting May 16th, 19 signed in, 3 were at the previous meeting, 4 are
Board members, and 1 is listed on the Outreach List Attachment A which states “the list
below excludes the attendees at the first two community meetings (this information was
supplied separately). Therefore, there were only 11 new attendees for the meeting.
○ If Board members, previous attendees, and Outreach list are excluded there is a total of 22
names. Even if the 25 listed on the first meeting and the 19 signed in at the second
meeting, there were only 44 attendees.
● RCA surveyed residents of the River Cities to gauge community support. As stated in application,
“spent months gathering input… that could accurately gauge interest outside of those
communications that they had individually and collectively. RCA surveyed 101 residents of the
River Cities and they found overwhelming support.”
○ The applicant has not provided evidence to support the statistical validity of the survey.
Additionally, when asked about the survey methodology during the Capacity Interview
(December 17, 2019), the applicant stated that someone within Kroger’s analytics
department provided that 101 was sufficient. It is unclear if that is the case, whether or
not that assumption was based on any sort of well-reasoned methodology, or basic
research norms. A reasonable researcher would provide more information to support the
validity of the survey.
The application includes the consideration of input and feedback on the design of the school; however,
demand is inadequately described through narrow particulars.
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2. Role of Parents and Community in Application (KCSA page 32)
If provided, the applicant included a detailed description of how parents and community members were involved in
the development of the proposal.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments

Page
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The applicant has provided some indication that parents and community members were involved in the
development of the application. It is unclear, based on the data collection methods described above,
whether or not the information provided accurately indicates the level of participation. For example, the
applicant’s statement regarding the number of attendees in the community meeting is not entirely
accurate as the overall numbers of signatures hide the actual role groups represented.

3. Assessment of Demand (KCSA page 32)
If provided, the applicant included a detailed description of what was done to assess and build parent and community
demand for this charter school.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The term “well attended” is not defined. The description detailed in general and vague. Two community
meetings with attendance of 22 individuals not associated with the Board doesn’t create a demand.

Page
203

Letters of support are mentioned but few provided as evidence. The letters provided failed to include a
significant number who had school age children.
Applicant demonstrates little-to-no demand for this charter school by parent and community members.
Instead, parents and community members have been attendees at meetings where River Cities Academy
has spoken and presented information.

4. Letters of Support (KCSA page 32)
A rubric is not provided for this question. The reviewer will note concerns with the materials provided in the comments
section.
Comments
Page
There is a total of 9 letters of support for RCA. When examined the concern is the lack of parents
203
associated with public education.
● 1 state politician which demonstrates RCA political connections.
● 1 attended parochial schools and 1 sent kids to parochial school.
● Educational consultant who would have the potential to make money from this charter.
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●
●
●
●
●

1 with no children at all.
1 former teacher
1 with 2 kids, too young to attend school.
1 who worked on curriculum with the group but is moving to OH for kids schooling.
1 partnership which stands to make money from the charter.

Additionally, there were 6 surveys attached. Only 1 of the 6 surveys had a child that would be entering
Kindergarten in the next three years.
Letters of Support are included from the community and Greater Cincinnati-Northern Kentucky region.
There are no Letters of Support from state or national organizations.

5. Strategies for Relationship with District (KCSA page 32)
If provided, the applicant included a detailed description of strategies for establishing and maintaining an ongoing
relationship with the district(s). The description includes a detailed reference to foreseen challenges and opportunities.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
There is an omission of a detailed description of strategies for establishing and maintaining an ongoing
relationship with the six (6) river city school districts identified in the application. There are no strategies
listed for establishing or maintaining a working relationship with the district. The applicant provides a
general outline of suggestions but there are no detailed plans on achieving lasting relationships with the 6
districts. Additionally, while the applicant has held meetings with district superintendents, the applicant
has not provided evidence to indicate a relationship has been formed with district leadership.
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6. Strategies for Partnership with District Persistently Low-Achieving Schools (KCSA page 32)
If provided, the applicant included a detailed description of the persistently low-achieving schools in the district and
how the school might partner with the described persistently low-achieving schools to share best practices and
innovations.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
Applicant provided a chart of each school but no explanation as to how they would partner with each
effectively. While there is reference to already established relationships with the six (6) river city school
districts, the explanation is meager for how the applicant might partner with those schools to share best

Page
203-204
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practices and innovations. The application references report generations, meetings, and website postings
to share best practices; questions persist as to how these efforts contribute to a viable partnership.

7. Response to Intervention (RTI) (KCSA page 32)
If provided, the applicant included a detailed plan for RtI identification of students with academic or behavior needs
and has described the RTI services that the charter school shall provide to students who have not been identified as
students with special needs. The plan includes evidence-based strategies.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant does not address students with behavior needs and the accompanying RtI needed.

Page
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There are no real strategies listed in dealing with this area which is key to the demand they place on
creating a charter school for at-risk students.

8. Trauma-Informed Care Services (KCSA page 32)
If provided, the applicant included a detailed plan for trauma-informed care and education that will be provided to
students who would benefit that includes evidence-based strategies.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The information provided is vague in nature, does not indicate a comprehensive or actionable plan.

Page
206

The applicant does list the framework they will be utilizing. However, there is no mention of how this will
be incorporated into their educational component.

9. Trauma-Informed Care PD (KCSA page 32)
If provided, the applicant included a detailed plan for trauma-informed care and educational professional development
to be provided to staff to meet the needs of the targeted student population. The plan includes evidence-based
strategies.
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Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Comments
The applicant has no MOU with NKCES for training. The applicant does not provide an indication that
NKCES has the capacity to complete this work. There is also no mention of professional development to be
provided to the staff.
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10. Culturally Responsive Teaching PD (KCSA page 32)
If provided, the applicant included a detailed plan for integrating culturally responsive aspects in the educational
program. The plan includes evidence-based strategies.
Application Review
☐ Meets Standard

☐ Partially Meets Standard

☐ Does Not Meet Standard

Concerns/Questions
The information provided is vague in nature, does not indicate a comprehensive or actionable plan.
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There is no detailed plan identifying evidence-based strategies. Applicant states training will be from an
outside source but does not specify what that looks like or who will be contracted with.
The application references diversity training for staff yet there is no detailed plan for integrating culturally
responsive aspects in the educational program and no inclusion of evidence-based strategies.
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