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What’s New in 2026-27 
 
This document gives an overview of changes in the framework and OEI accountability for the 2026-27 school year, 
which will be reflected in reports drafted from fall to spring 2028. We update the OEI Performance Framework to 
make improvements to existing metrics, add new metrics, or address questions and concerns from school leaders.  
 
We also make updates to ensure alignment, where needed, with state and federal expectations. This means that 
some indicator specifications in this handbook will necessarily change. We will communicate changes to 
calculations, data collection, and plans for rating in future reports throughout the year as information is confirmed.  
 
The full performance framework, along with expanded criteria and additional information about how indicators 
are calculated and what data is needed, follows later in this section. We encourage you to reach out with any 
questions or concerns as they arise. 
 
All Core Questions 
 
As of 2025-26, OEI will no longer use numbers to label Core Question indicators. As changes have been made over 
the years, the numbers increasingly caused confusion and lacked meaning. Instead, each indicator will have a label 
that corresponds to what it measures. Core Question numbers (1, 2, 3, 4,) will remain, and sub-indicators will still 
be labeled with letters (a, b, c, etc.). We hope this provides clearer communication and understanding going 
forward. 
 
Indianapolis Public Education Corporation Common Accountability 
 
House Bill 1423 required the newly formed IPEC to develop a common accountability system and performance 
framework for public schools within the IPS boundary that goes into effect in 2028-29. OEI will continue to monitor 
and collaborate in this work as needed and will report updates as they are available. No adjustments being made 
for 2026-27 are impacted by this new legislation. 
 
Authorizer Innovation Grant Activities 
 
With the availability of Charter School Program grant funds intended for authorizer innovation and support, we are 
engaging with several charter school consultants to review and revise aspects of our performance framework, 
particularly related to academics and finance. While we don’t anticipate any revisions taking effect this year, we 
are planning to engage with school and network leaders for feedback related to future revisions. Please look for 
engagement opportunities later this year. We will also communicate early if there are any other updates or 
framework changes to share. 
 
Core Question 1 
 
Comparative Performance: Is the school outperforming students’ assigned schools?  
 
Beginning in the 2024-25 school year, Indianapolis Public Schools restructured its assigned school model under 
their Rebuilding Stronger plan. Students are no longer assigned to neighborhood schools and are instead placed 
within geographic zones based on their residential address. As a result, the Office of Education Innovation can no 
longer compare a schools’ performance to the specific Marion County public school students would have been 
assigned to attend. Therefore, the Comparative Performance indicator is being removed from the CQ1 framework 
at this time. While this indicator is no longer feasible under the current model, OEI may revisit or reintroduce a 
similar school measure in the future should conditions or available data change.  
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Special Education Subgroup Reporting 
 
We are in the process of researching and revising how we measure the performance of students included in the 
ILEARN special education subgroup. For annual accountability reports based on the 2025-26 school year (released 
in spring 2027) and the 2026-27 school year (released in spring 2028), we will not use special education subgroup 
results to drive ratings for School or State Subgroup Indicators. Those results will still be reported in the narrative 
sections for those indicators, but the ratings will be determined by differences in proficiency for other listed 
subgroups. 
 
We will communicate any future indicator revisions or additions, as well as requests for feedback, as they are 
developed. 
 
Language Acquisition: Are students demonstrating growth as determined by the WIDA ACCESS assessment the 
longer they are enrolled at the school? 
 
The 2026–27 school year marks the second year of implementing the Language Acquisition indicator in the CQ1 
framework. However, due to changes in the WIDA ACCESS assessment, data from 2024-25 and 2025-26 cannot be 
compared for measuring growth. As a result, the indicator was marked Not Rated in 2025-26 CQ1 reports. Ratings 
and the slow-growth model will resume as planned for the 2026–27 school year and 2026-27 CQ1 reports. 
 
State Accountability Grades 
 
In 2025 the Indiana General Assembly revived state A-F letter grades for accountability purposes with the passage 
of House Bill 1498. Grades are expected to be released for the first time based on these new rules in the fall of 
2026. As the state releases information about the grades and their calculations, we will communicate about any 
corresponding accountability changes to OEI’s performance framework. No changes are planned at this time. 
 
Alternative Frameworks 
 
If your school has historically used an alternative framework, OEI will be in touch about updates for 2026-27 at a 
later date. Until then, please reference your most recent CQ1 report for relevant academic indicators. 
 
Core Question 2 
 
Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand 

Beginning this year, our “Days Cash on Hand” sub-indicator will be changed to “Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand” 
to better capture the purpose of the metric and align with national best practice.  

Debt Service Coverage Calculation 

The Debt Service Coverage Ratio calculation will be adjusted to better reflect the organization's ability to cover its 
annual obligations in the current fiscal year by analyzing principal payments made during the period instead of 
those projected for the upcoming fiscal year. 

Major Gifts Guidance 
 
Expect continued discussion during quarterly finance check-ins regarding documentation and accounting 
treatment for significant gifts or grants. Because large one-time or restricted funding sources can materially affect 
how a school’s financial position is reflected in its unaudited financial statements, OEI may adjust how certain 

https://www.indy.gov/activity/find-a-mayor-sponsored-charter-school-mscs
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financial indicators are calculated or interpreted to ensure an accurate representation of the school’s ongoing 
fiscal health. 
 
Schools should proactively communicate any accounting treatments, auditor guidance, bookkeeper 
recommendations, or other relevant considerations related to these funds that may affect financial reporting or 
indicator calculations. If possible, recipients of major gifts should look to align their unaudited financial reports 
submitted to OEI with those accounting treatments used for the annual audit to ensure proper monitoring of their 
financial position. Providing this context in advance will help ensure accountability determinations are based on an 
accurate and complete understanding of the school’s financial position throughout the fiscal period. 
 
Core Question 3  
 
This year the CQ3 Governance framework has been updated to better identify how indicators are being measured 
and what artifacts satisfy requirements. Questions may be sent to your assigned governance performance analyst. 
 
Core Question 4 
 
Assurance Form 
 
Beginning in the fall of 2026, all schools receiving a site visit and their chosen evaluators must sign an assurance 
form indicating awareness and understanding of OEI’s site visit protocol and related policies, including those 
related to former contract work.  
 
Rubric Clarification 
 
The CQ4 framework has been revised to improve clarity and evaluator consistency. Most notably, rubric 
descriptors across all indicators have been expanded from generic language to detailed, evidence-specific criteria 
at each performance level. The Pedagogy section has been consolidated and refocused on instructional 
effectiveness, the Assessment section has been renamed from "Instruction," and both the SPED and MLL sections 
now include explicit sub-indicators for classroom implementation of best practices. The Climate section has been 
expanded to include a dedicated MTSS fidelity indicator. 
 
OEI’s expectations have not changed. The adjustments were made to ensure greater reliability among evaluators 
in applying the framework during observations. 
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Language Acquisition Indicator 
 
Overview 
 
In response to the growing population of Multilingual Learners (MLLs) in Marion County, OEI developed a new 
indicator for Core Question 1 that assesses MLL student growth and language acquisition using the WIDA ACCESS 
assessment. What follows is the rationale for the indicator and its implementation timeline. The indicator was 
introduced for the 2025-26 school year. Information on the indicator and how it is calculated is included here again 
for additional awareness. The full development information can be found in the 2025-26 handbook. 
 
Calculation 
 
OEI will assess school performance using WIDA ACCESS data from MLL students in grades 1-12 who were enrolled 
at a school for 162+ days for two consecutive years (a measure of proficiency growth). Cut-offs for determining 
indicator ratings were informed by analysis of this data for mayor-sponsored charter schools for prior years and 
expert feedback. The cut-offs gradually increase each year through 2029-30, where to meet standard a school 
must show that students are making 1.0 level of growth.  
 
Schools serving grades 1-12 will receive a single rating, rather than separate ratings for 1-8 and 9-12. Our review of 
the impact of grade-level division on ratings revealed no significant difference that would justify providing two 
separate ratings for a single school. 
 
Implementation Timeline 
 
Year 1 (Tracking Only – 2024-25) 
 

Language Acquisition: Are students demonstrating growth as determined by the WIDA ACCESS assessment the 
longer they are enrolled at the school?  

Does Not Meet 
Standard 

Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.29 or less on the WIDA assessment from 23-24 to 24-25. 

 Approaching Standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.30-0.39 on the WIDA assessment from 23-24 to 24-25. 

Meets Standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.40-0.49 on the WIDA assessment from 23-24 to 24-25. 

Exceeds Standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.50+ on the WIDA assessment from 23-24 to 24-25. 

 
Year 2 (2025-26) – No rating issued due to WIDA ACCESS test changes and incomparable data.  
 
Year 3 (2026-27) 
 

Language Acquisition: Are students demonstrating growth as determined by the WIDA ACCESS assessment the 
longer they are enrolled at the school?  

Does Not Meet 
Standard 

Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.29 or less on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

Approaching Standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.30-0.39 on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

Meets Standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.40-0.49 on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 
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Exceeds Standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.50+ on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

 
Year 4 (2027-28) 
 

Language Acquisition: Are students demonstrating growth as determined by the WIDA ACCESS assessment the 
longer they are enrolled at the school?  

Does Not Meet 
Standard 

Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.49 or less on the WIDA assessment from 26-27 to 27-28. 

Approaching Standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.50-0.59 on the WIDA assessment from 26-27 to 27-28. 

Meets Standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.60-0.69 on the WIDA assessment from 26-27 to 27-28. 

Exceeds Standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.70+ on the WIDA assessment from 26-27 to 27-28. 

 
Year 5 (2028-29) 
 

Language Acquisition: Are students demonstrating growth as determined by the WIDA ACCESS assessment the 
longer they are enrolled at the school?  

Does Not Meet 
Standard 

Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.69 or less on the WIDA assessment from 26-27 to 27-28. 

Approaching Standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.70-0.79 on the WIDA assessment from 26-27 to 27-28. 

Meets Standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.80-0.89 on the WIDA assessment from 26-27 to 27-28. 

Exceeds Standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.90+ on the WIDA assessment from 26-27 to 27-28. 

 
Year 6 (2029-30) 
 

Language Acquisition: Are students demonstrating growth as determined by the WIDA ACCESS assessment the 
longer they are enrolled at the school?  

Does Not Meet 
Standard 

Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.89 or less on the WIDA assessment from 27-28 to 28-29. 

Approaching Standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 0.90-0.99 on the WIDA assessment from 27-28 to 28-29. 

Meets Standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 1.0-1.09 on the WIDA assessment from 27-28 to 28-29. 

Exceeds Standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an 
average level increase of 1.10+ on the WIDA assessment from 27-28 to 28-29. 
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2026-27 Performance Framework Overview 
 

Core Question 1: Is the educational program a success?  
Elementary/Middle School 

Annual Growth: Are students making adequate growth as measured by Indiana’s accountability system? 

Growth Over Time: Are students improving the longer they are enrolled at the school? 
School Subgroups: Is the school providing an equitable education to all students within its building? 
State Subgroups: Is the school providing an equitable education to all students compared to the state? 
Attendance: Is the school’s attendance rate strong? 
Reading Proficiency: Are students mastering foundational reading standards as determined by IREAD-3? 
Language Acquisition: Are students demonstrating growth as determined by WIDA ACCESS the longer they are enrolled 
at the school? 

High School 
Annual Growth: Are students making adequate growth as measured by the SAT Suite of Assessments? 
Graduation Rate: Is the school preparing students to graduate on time as measured by Indiana’s cohort graduation rate 
or course completion? 
School Subgroups: Is the school providing an equitable education to all students within its building? 

State Subgroups: Is the school providing an equitable education to all students compared to the state? 

Attendance: Is the school’s attendance rate strong? 

FAFSA: Is the school preparing students for postsecondary success through FAFSA completion? 

On Track: Is the school preparing students to graduate on time as measured by Ninth Grade On-Track? 
Language Acquisition: Are students demonstrating growth as determined by WIDA ACCESS the longer they are enrolled 
at the school? 
Core Question 2: Is the organization in sound fiscal health? 
Short-Term Health: Does the school demonstrate the ability to pay its obligations in the next 12 months? 
Network Short-Term Health: Does the network demonstrate the ability to pay its obligations in the next 12 months? 
Long-Term Health: Does the organization demonstrate long-term financial health? 
Fiscal Oversight: Does the organization demonstrate it has adequate financial management and systems? 
Core Question 3: Is the organization effective and well-run?  
Governance Oversight: Does the board demonstrate strong governance oversight? 

Board Composition and Vision: Is the board active, knowledgeable, diverse, and does it work toward a strategic vision? 
Compliance: Does the school satisfactorily comply with all its governance obligations? 

Leadership: Is the school leader strong in their academic and organizational leadership? 
Core Question 4: Is the school providing the appropriate conditions for success? 
Curriculum: Does the school have a high-quality curriculum and supporting materials for each grade?  
Pedagogy: Are the teaching processes (pedagogies) consistent with the school’s mission?  
Post-secondary Support: Does the school provide sufficient support and preparation for post-secondary options? (9-12) 
Assessment: Does the school effectively use learning standards and assessments to inform and improve instruction?  
Staffing: Has the school developed adequate human resource systems and deployed its staff effectively?  
Mission: Is the school’s mission clearly understood by all stakeholders?  
Climate: Is the school climate responsive to the needs of students, staff, and families?  
Family Communication: Is ongoing communication with students and families clear and helpful?  
SPED Compliance: Do special education files demonstrate legal compliance and implementation of best practice? 
MLL Compliance: Is the school fulfilling its legal obligations related to access and services to multilingual students? 
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Core Question 1: Is the educational program a success? 
 

Elementary and Middle School Indicators 
 

Annual Growth: Are students making adequate growth as measured by Indiana’s accountability system? 
Only applicable to schools serving students in any one or combination of grades 4-8. 

Does not meet standard Results indicate that less than 60.0% of students are making adequate growth. 

Approaching standard Results indicate that 60.0-69.9% of students are making adequate growth. 

Meets standard Results indicate that 70.0-79.9% of students are making adequate growth. 

Exceeds standard Results indicate that at least 80.0% of students are making adequate growth. 

Growth Over Time: Are students improving the longer they are enrolled at the school? 

Does not meet standard 
Students who have been enrolled at the school for two or more consecutive years show a 
decrease in combined proficiency rate of 5 or more percentage points OR no students are 
proficient. 

Approaching standard 
Students who have been enrolled at the school for two or more consecutive years show a 
change in combined proficiency rate of less than 5 percentage points but greater than -5 
percentage points. 

Meets standard 
Students who have been enrolled at the school for two or more consecutive years show an 
increase in combined proficiency rate of 5 or more percentage points. OR the charter school has 
a combined proficiency of 70% or more. 

Exceeds standard 
Students who have been enrolled at the school for two or more consecutive years show an 
increase in combined proficiency rate of 15 or more percentage points. OR the charter school 
has a combined proficiency of 80% or more. 

School Subgroups: Is the school providing an equitable education to all students within its building? 
Schools are evaluated for subgroup proficiency in Math and ELA. 

Does not meet standard 
School has more than 15 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch. 

Approaching standard 
School has no more than 15 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch. 

Meets standard 
School has no more than 10 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch. 

Exceeds standard 
School has no more than 5 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch. 

State Subgroups: Is the school providing an equitable education to all students compared to the state? 
Schools are evaluated separately for subgroup proficiency and growth in Math and ELA. 

Does not meet standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance less than 25 (bottom quartile) 

Approaching standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance between 25 and 49 

Meets standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance between 50 and 74 
Exceeds standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance is 75 or higher (top quartile) 
Attendance: Is the school’s attendance rate strong? 
Does not meet standard School’s attendance rate is less than 90.0% 

Approaching standard School’s attendance rate is between 90.0-94.9% 

Meets standard School’s attendance rate is greater than or equal to 95.0% 
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Reading Proficiency: Are students mastering foundational reading standards as determined by IREAD-3? 

Does not meet standard IREAD-3 results indicate fewer than 69.9% of students are meeting grade level reading 
standards.  

Approaching standard IREAD-3 results indicate 70.0-79.9% of students are meeting grade level reading standards.  

Meets standard IREAD-3 results indicate 80.0-89.9% of students are meeting grade level reading standards.  

Exceeds standard IREAD-3 results indicate more than 90.0% of students are meeting grade level reading standards.  

Language Acquisition: Are students demonstrating growth as determined by WIDA ACCESS the longer they are 
enrolled at the school? 

Does not meet standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.29 or less on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

Approaching standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.30-0.39 on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

Meets standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.40-0.49 on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

Exceeds standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.50+ on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

 
High School Indicators 

 
Annual Growth: Are students making adequate growth as measured by the SAT Suite of Assessments? 

Does not meet standard Fewer than 60.0% of students are making adequate growth. 

Approaching standard 60.0%-69.9% of students are making adequate growth. 

Meets standard 70.0%-79.9% of students are making adequate growth. 

Exceeds standard More than 80.0% of students are making adequate growth. 

Graduation Rate: Is the school preparing students to graduate on time as measured by Indiana’s cohort 
graduation rate? 

Does not meet standard School’s 4-year graduation rate is below 70.0% 

Approaching standard School’s 4-year graduation rate is 70.0 - 79.9% 

Meets standard School’s 4-year graduation rate is at 80.0 – 89.9% 

Exceeds standard School’s 4-year graduation rate is at least 90.0% 

School Subgroups: Is the school providing an equitable education to all students within its building? 

Schools are evaluated for subgroup proficiency in Math and ELA. 

Does not meet standard 
School has more than 15 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch.  

Approaching standard 
School has no more than 15 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch. 

Meets standard 
School has no more than 10 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch. 
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Exceeds standard 
School has no more than 5 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch. 

State Subgroups: Is the school providing an equitable education to all students compared to the state? 

Schools are evaluated separately for subgroup proficiency and growth in Math and ELA. 

Does not meet standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance less than 25 (bottom quartile) 

Approaching standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance between 25 and 49 

Meets standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance between 50 and 74 

Exceeds standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance is 75 or higher (to quartile) 

Attendance: Is the school’s attendance rate strong? 

Does not meet standard School’s attendance rate is less than 90.0% 

Approaching standard School’s attendance rate is between 90.0-94.9% 

Meets standard School’s attendance rate is greater than or equal to 95.0% 

FAFSA: Is the school preparing students for postsecondary success through FAFSA completion? 

Does not meet standard Fewer than 75% of eligible students in the graduating cohort completed the FAFSA 

Approaching standard 75-84.9% of eligible students in the graduating cohort completed the FAFSA 

Meets standard 85-89.9% of eligible students in the graduating cohort completed the FAFSA 

Exceeds standard 90% or more of eligible students in the graduating cohort completed the FAFSA 

On Track: Is the school preparing students to graduate on-time as measured by ninth grade on-track? 

Does not meet standard School earns 2-3 out of 8 points for percent of students earning at least 10 credits and percent of 
students receiving 1 or more Fs in core classes.  

Approaching standard School earns 4 out of 8 points for percent of students earning at least 10 credits and percent of 
students receiving 1 or more Fs in core classes. 

Meets standard School earns 5-6 out of 8 points for percent of students earning at least 10 credits and percent of 
students receiving 1 or more Fs in core classes. 

Exceeds standard School earns 7-8 out of 8 points for percent of students earning at least 10 credits and percent of 
students receiving 1 or more Fs in core classes. 

Language Acquisition: Are students demonstrating growth as determine by the WIDA ACCESS assessment the 
longer they are enrolled at the school? 

Does not meet standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.29 or less on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

Approaching standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.30-0.39 on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

Meets standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.40-0.49 on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

Exceeds standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.50+ on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 
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Core Question 2: Is the organization in sound fiscal health? 
 

Short-Term Health: Does the school demonstrate the ability to pay its obligations in the next 12 months? 
Applicable for all Mayor-sponsored charter schools 

Does not meet standard The school does not meet standard for two or more sub-indicators: a) Enrollment Variance, b) 
Current Ratio, c) Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand, and d) Debt Default 

Approaching standard 

The school approaches standard for all sub-indicators: a) Enrollment Variance, b) Current 
Ratio, c) Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand, and d) Debt Default OR The school meets standard 
for three of the sub-indicators and does not meet standard on the remaining sub-indicator OR 
the school approaches standard for two of the sub-indicators and meets standard for the 
remaining two sub-indicators.  

Meets standard 
The school meets standard for three sub-indicators and approaches standard for the remaining 
sub-indicator: a) Enrollment Variance, b) Current Ratio, c) Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand, 
and d) Debt Default  

Exceeds Standard The school meets standard for all sub-indicators: a) Enrollment Variance, b) Current Ratio, c) 
Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand and d) Debt Default 

Network Short-Term Health: Does the network demonstrate the ability to pay its obligations in the next 12 
months? 

Not Applicable for standalone Mayor-sponsored charter schools 

Does not meet standard The network does not meet standard for two or more sub-indicators: a) Enrollment Variance, 
b) Current Ratio and c) Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand, and d) Debt Default 

Approaching standard 

The network approaches standard for all sub-indicators: a) Enrollment Variance, b) Current 
Ratio, c) Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand, and d) Debt Default OR The school meets standard 
for two of the sub-indicators and does not meet standard on the remaining sub-indicator OR 
the school approaches standard for two of the sub-indicators and meets standard for the 
remaining sub-indicator.  

Meets standard 
The network meets standard for two sub-indicators and approaches standard for the 
remaining sub-indicator: a) Enrollment Variance, b) Current Ratio, c) Unrestricted Days Cash on 
Hand, and d) Debt Default  

Exceeds Standard The network meets standard for all network-level sub-indicators: a) Enrollment Variance, b) 
Current Ratio, c) Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand, and d) Debt Default  

Long-Term Health: Does the organization demonstrate long term financial health? 
For schools within networks, OEI will use network consolidated financials to determine long-term financial sustainability. OEI 

will provide narrative in accountability reports related to school-specific metrics in this area. 

Does not meet standard 

The school meets standard for one sub-indicator, but does not meet standard for the 
remaining two sub-indicators: a) Three-year Aggregate Net Income, b) Debt to Asset Ratio c) 
Debt Service Coverage Ratio OR The school does not meet standard for any of the sub-
indicators 

Approaching standard 
The school meets standard for two sub-indicators: a) Three-year Aggregate Net Income, b) 
Debt to Asset Ratio c) Debt Service Coverage Ratio OR The school approaches standard for all 
three sub-indicators 

Meets standard 
The school meets standard for two sub-indicators and approaches standard for the remaining 
sub-indicator: a) Three-year Aggregate Net Income, b) Debt to Asset Ratio, and c) Debt Service 
Coverage Ratio  

Exceeds standard The school meets standard for all sub-indicators: a) Three-year Aggregate Net Income, b) Debt 
to Asset Ratio, and c) Debt Service Coverage Ratio 

Fiscal Oversight: Does the organization demonstrate it has adequate financial management and systems? 

Does not meet standard The school does not meet standard for one sub-indicator: a) Financial audit b) Financial 
Reporting Requirements  

Approaching standard The school meets standard for one sub-indicator but approaches standard for the remaining 
sub-indicator: a) Financial audit b) Financial Reporting Requirements 

Meets standard The school meets standard for both sub-indicators: a) Financial Audit and b) Financial 
Reporting Requirements 
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Core Question 3: Is the organization effective and well-run? 
 

Governance Oversight: Does the board demonstrate strong governance oversight? 
Sub-indicators: a) Board has relentless focus on academic outcomes; b) Active committees with clear goals; and c) Evaluation 

systems in place to monitor itself and school leadership 

Does Not Meet Standard The board does not meet standard on one or more sub-indicators with no evidence of a 
credible plan to address the issues.  

Approaching Standard 

The board either 1) approaches standard for all three sub-indicators, 2) meets standard for two 
sub-indicators and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator 3) approaches standard for 
two sub-indicators and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator 4) exceeds or meets 
standard for one sub-indicator, approaches for one, and does not meet for one; and may or 
may not have a credible plan to address the issues. 

Meets Standard 

The board either 1) meets standard for two sub-indicators and approaches standard for one 
sub-indicator, 2) exceeds standard for one sub-indicator, meets for one, and approaches or 
does not meet for one, 3) exceeds standard for two sub-indicators and does not meet standard 
for one sub-indicator 4) exceeds standard for two sub-indicators and approaches standard for 
one sub-indicator, or 5) meets standard for all sub-indicators. 

Exceeds Standard The board exceeds standard for two sub-indicators and meets standard for one. 

Board Composition and Vision: Is the board active, knowledgeable, diverse, and does it work toward a 
strategic vision? 
Sub-indicators: a) Board has diverse, active members with essential skillsets; b) Board uses clear and accurate data as part of 

a formal tracking system to monitor school health 

Does Not Meet Standard The board does not meet standard on one or both sub-indicators with no evidence of a 
credible plan to address the issues. 

Approaching Standard 

The board either 1) approaches standard for one or both sub-indicators, 2) meets standard for 
one sub-indicator and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator, 3) exceeds standard for 
one sub-indicator and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator; and may or may not have 
a credible plan to address the issues. 

Meets Standard 
The board either 1) meets standard for both sub-indicators, 2) meets standard for one sub-
indicator and exceeds standard for one sub-indicator, or 3) exceeds standard for one sub-
indicator and approaches standard for one sub-indicator. 

Exceeds Standard The board exceeds standard for both sub-indicators. 

Compliance: Does the school satisfactorily comply with all its governance obligations? 
Sub-indicators: a) Compliance document submission; b) Charter Compliance; c) Compliance with Incident Communication 

Policy; d) Compliance with IODL 

Does Not Meet Standard The organization does not meet standard on two or more sub-indicators with no evidence of a 
credible plan to address the issues. 

Approaching Standard 

The organization either 1) approaches standard for all four sub-indicators, 2) meets standard 
for three sub-indicators and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator 3) approaches 
standard for three sub-indicators and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator 4) exceeds 
standard for one sub-indicator, meets for one, approaches for one, and does not meet for one; 
and may or may not have a credible plan to address the issues. 

Meets Standard 

The organization either 1) meets standard for two sub-indicators and approaches standard for 
two sub-indicators, or 2) meets standard for three sub-indicators and approaches standard for 
one sub-indicator, or 3) exceeds standard for one sub-indicator, meets for one, and 
approaches for two sub-indicators or 4) meets standard for all sub-indicators  

Exceeds Standard The organization exceeds standard for one sub-indicator and meets standard for the rest. 

Leadership: Is the school leader strong in their academic and organizational leadership? 
Sub-indicators: a) School leaders show clear track record of success; b) Are fully present and give data-driven updates; c) 

Collaborate with board to handle concerns; d) Maintains leadership stability with clear succession plan 

Does Not Meet Standard The organization does not meet standard on two or more sub-indicators with no evidence of a 
credible plan to address the issues. 
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Approaching Standard 

The organization either 1) approaches standard for all four sub-indicators, 2) meets standard 
for three sub-indicators and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator 3) approaches 
standard for three sub-indicators and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator 4) exceeds 
standard for one sub-indicator, meets for one, approaches for one, and does not meet for one; 
and may or may not have a credible plan to address the issues. 

Meets Standard 

The organization either 1) meets standard for two sub-indicators and approaches standard for 
two sub-indicators, or 2) meets standard for three sub-indicators and approaches standard for 
one sub-indicator, 3) exceeds standard for three sub-indicators and does not meet standard for 
one sub-indicator 4) exceeds standard for two sub-indicators and approaches standard for two 
sub-indicators 5) meets standard for all sub-indicators. 

Exceeds Standard The organization exceeds standard for at least two sub-indicators and meets standard for the 
rest. 
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Core Question 4: Is the school providing the appropriate conditions for success? 
 
 

Core Question 4 is assessed through a direct site visit, making it distinct from other components of the OEI performance framework. Most framework 
components rely on outcome and outlook data, such as measures of academic growth, financial health, and enrollment trajectory. CQ4 instead evaluates the 
inputs that drive those results: the conditions, systems, and practices a school has in place at the time of review. The site visit is the primary mechanism for 
assessing compliance and implementation, providing evaluators with direct observation of instruction, review of operational documentation, and structured 
conversations with staff, students, and families. This allows evaluators to assess whether a school's stated systems are functioning in practice, whether legal 
obligations are being met, and whether the school's day-to-day operations reflect its mission.  
 
CQ4 examines ten indicators: Curriculum, Pedagogy, Postsecondary Support, Assessment, Staffing, Mission, Climate, Family Communication, Special Education, 
and Multilingual Learners. Each indicator is measured using a four-level rubric (Planning, Emerging, Implementing, Sustaining) with assigned point values, and 
an overall indicator rating is determined by a school's average score across its sub-indicators. 
 

Indicator Ratings Summary 
Does Not Meet Standard The average rating across all sub-indicators is 65% or less of the total points possible. 

Approaching Standard The average rating across all sub-indicators is between 65-79% of the total points possible.  

Meets Standard The average rating across all sub-indicators is between 79-89% of the total points possible.  

Exceeds Standard The average rating across all sub-indicators is more than 89% of the total points possible. 

Sub-Indicator Point Values 
Planning 1 point 

Emerging 2 points 

Implementing 3 points 

Sustaining 4 points 
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Curriculum: Does the school have a high-quality curriculum and supporting materials for each grade?  
  Planning (1 pt) Emerging (2 pts) Implementing (3 pts) Sustaining (4 pts) 

a) The curriculum used across 
all academic areas is 
rigorous, evidenced-based, 
and aligned with state 
standards. 

Evidence shows that rigorous, 
evidence-based, standards-
aligned curriculum is minimally 
present. 

- Documentation of 
curriculum use is minimal, 
outdated or missing.  

- Curriculum alignment 
appears informal or not yet 
initiated. 

Evidence shows curriculum is 
partially present or 
inconsistently present across 
academic areas  

- There is some 
documentation, but 
alignment and rigor vary.   

Evidence shows that most 
academic areas have rigorous, 
evidence-based, standards-
aligned curriculum, with some 
gaps in consistency.  
- There is clear documentation 

demonstrating alignment 
and use.   

Evidence confirms full, 
consistent presence of rigorous, 
standards-aligned curriculum 
across all academic areas.  

- Documentation is complete, 
current, and consistently 
aligned across all areas.  

b) Systematic reviews of 
curricula are conducted by 
administrators and school 
staff to identify gaps based 
on student performance 
across and within 
subgroups.  

Evidence of practice is minimal 
or absent. 

- There is no documentation 
that curriculum reviews 
occur, or curriculum reviews 
occur informally without 
defined criteria, data, roles 
or timelines. 

Evidence indicates initial 
components of a review system 
exist. 
- Some review structures are 

beginning to be developed, 
but implementation is 
inconsistent. 

- Reviews are conducted by 
individuals rather than 
shared processes. 

- There is no incorporation of 
subgroup performance data. 

Evidence indicates a shared 
system for curriculum review is 
in place and is used by most 
staff.  
- Reviews occur according to 

established expectations, 
timelines, and includes 
subgroup performance data, 
but implementation lacks full 
consistency or depth.  

- Some instructional staff do 
not yet use review findings 
to adjust 
curriculum/instruction. 

Evidence indicates a fully 
embedded, schoolwide system 
for curriculum review is 
implemented with fidelity.  

- All relevant staff participate 
in curriculum reviews 
according to established 
expectations and timeline. 

- Majority of instructional 
staff use review findings to 
adjust 
curriculum/instruction.  

- Subgroup performance data 
consistently drives 
curriculum decisions.  

c) The school regularly 
reviews instructional 
curriculum maps to ensure 
presentation of content is 
aligned with learning 
objectives and state 
standards.  

There is no or minimal evidence 
of a documented system for 
reviewing curriculum maps. 
- If reviews occur, they are 

informal or driven by 
individuals without shared 
expectations, criteria, or 
timelines.  

- Alignment to learning 
objectives and standards is 
not consistently examined 
or documented.  

Evidence indicates there are 
some components of a review 
process, but structures are 
inconsistently used. 
- Implementation occurs in 

limited ways with no 
schoolwide systems in place.  

- Minimal alignment between 
curriculum maps, learning 
objectives and standards is 
seen. 

Evidence indicates a schoolwide 
process for reviewing 
curriculum maps is in place and 
is used by most instructional 
staff.  
- Curriculum maps are 

reviewed on a defined cycle 
for alignment to learning 
objectives and state 
standards. 

- Implementation is occurring, 
but lacks full consistency and 
depth, or some staff are not 

Evidence indicates a fully 
implemented, schoolwide 
system for curriculum map 
review is embedded in practice. 
- All relevant staff participate 

in curriculum map review 
consistently on a defined 
cycle, and alignment to 
learning objectives and 
standards is monitored with 
fidelity.  

- School leaders track quality 
and impact of the process 
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regularly applying findings to 
strengthen instruction. 

over time, and findings are 
routinely used to refine 
curriculum and instructional 
planning. 

d) The school has a well-
defined horizontal and 
vertical alignment within 
and across grade levels and 
content areas that are 
prioritized and focuses on 
core learning objectives.  

No or minimal evidence of a 
structured system exists.  
- Alignment across grade 

levels is inconsistent or 
informal.  

- Curriculum systems may 
exist but do not reflect 
coordinated or aligned 
learning objectives.   

Evidence indicates individuals 
have begun developing 
components of an alignment 
process. 
- Structures are limited, 

inconsistently implemented, 
or not yet used schoolwide. 

- Alignment is dependent on 
individual initiative, not 
shared systems.  

Evidence indicates a shared 
system is in place and used by 
most instructional teams.  
- Alignment expectations are 

documented.  
- Cross grade/content 

collaboration occurs 
regularly.  

- Some inconsistencies 
remain. 

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive and well-
established system for 
alignment is embedded in 
school practice. 
- Collaboration across 

grades/content areas occurs 
consistently and with 
fidelity.  

- Alignment to learning 
objectives is routinely 
monitored, maintained, and 
refined.  

- School leaders track the 
effectiveness of alignment 
and results inform 
continuous improvement.  

e) Instructional staff have 
access to provided 
materials to deliver the 
curriculum effectively.   

Evidence indicates access to 
provided curriculum materials is 
inconsistent or unavailable. No 
systems exist to ensure staff 
receive and can use required 
materials effectively.  

Evidence indicates initial steps 
are being taken to organize and 
distribute curriculum to staff 
effectively, but access varies.  

Evidence indicates a shared 
system for distributing and 
organizing curriculum exists. 
Required materials are 
generally accessible, but some 
staff may not have reliable 
access or consistently use 
provided resources.  

Evidence indicates a fully 
implemented, schoolwide 
system ensures staff have 
timely, ongoing access to 
required curriculum materials. 
Access routines are embedded, 
monitored, and supported by 
school leadership.  

f) The school has effective 
systems to ensure 
instructional staff 
understand and uniformly 
use curriculum documents 
and related program 
materials with fidelity to 
effectively deliver 
instruction.   

No or minimal evidence of a 
system ensuring staff 
understand/use curriculum 
documents as intended. 
- The system for supporting 

staff in curriculum 
implementation is 
inconsistent, informal, or 

Evidence indicates some steps 
are being taken to support 
consistent use of curriculum, 
but usage varies.  
- Implementation and 

understanding are 
dependent on individual 
effort.  

Evidence indicates a shared 
system is in place to ensure 
instructional staff understand 
and use curriculum with fidelity.  
- Staff generally use provided 

curriculum materials, but 
some inconsistencies remain.  

Evidence indicates a well-
established and schoolwide 
system that ensures staff are 
using curriculum with fidelity. 
- Curriculum expectations are 

embedded in routine and 
supported with ongoing 
feedback/monitoring.  
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dependent on individual 
initiative. 

- School leaders track 
implementation quality and 
impact regularly.  

 

Supporting Artifacts for assessing area: List of school-wide curricula, Curriculum Maps, Pacing Guides, Professional Development materials, Classroom 
Observations, Instructional Calendars, Staff handbook, Master Calendar, Staff Interviews, Survey Data, Focus Group Data, Data taken from IDOE Data Center 
and Reports, Data taken from GPS: Indiana Graduates Prepared to Succeed  
 

Pedagogy: Do the teaching processes (pedagogies) demonstrate effective instruction?   
  Planning (1 pt) Emerging (2 pts) Implementing (3 pts) Sustaining (4 pts) 

a) Instructional staff are 
implementing curriculum in 
all classrooms with 
fidelity.   

0-25% of observed classrooms 
demonstrate staff are using 
curriculum with fidelity. 

26-49% of observed classrooms 
demonstrate staff are using 
curriculum with fidelity. 

50-89% of observed classrooms 
demonstrate staff are using 
curriculum with fidelity. 

90-100% of observed 
classrooms demonstrate staff 
are using curriculum with 
fidelity. 

b) A clearly documented 
lesson internalization 
process (LPI) is used to 
prepare for instruction, 
explicitly target core 
learning objectives, and 
identify a range of 
instructional strategies 
across all academic areas.   

No or minimal evidence of a 
documented or shared LPI 
process.  
- Staff do not consistently 

prepare using a structured 
method for identifying core 
learning objectives or 
instructional strategies.  

- Observation and evidence 
suggest the practice is not in 
place.  

   

Evidence indicates some staff 
have begun using elements of 
an LPI process, but 
implementation varies.  
-  Documentation of 

tools/protocols may exist, 
but usage is inconsistent.  

- Observation and evidence 
suggest practice is in place 
among some instructional 
staff. 

Evidence indicates a 
documented LPI process is in 
place and used by most staff, 
but implementation lacks depth 
or full consistency in all areas.  
- Generally, staff identify core 

learning objectives and plan 
aligned instructional 
strategies.  

- Observation and evidence 
suggest practice is in place by 
most, but not all staff.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide LPI 
process is fully implemented 
across all academic areas. Staff 
consistently use the LPI process 
with fidelity to prepare 
instruction that targets core 
learning objectives and utilizes 
effective instructional 
strategies.  
- School leaders monitor 

implementation quality and 
impact regularly.  

- Observation and evidence 
suggest practice is fully 
implemented by all staff.  

c) Instruction is differentiated 
based on ongoing 
formative assessment of 
student learning needs, 
identified student interests, 
and preferred learning 
styles.  

No or minimal evidence of a 
documented system for using 
formative assessment or 
students’ information to 
differentiate instruction. 
- Differentiation is rare, 

inconsistent, or dependent 
on individual teacher 
initiative. 

Evidence indicates some staff 
have begun developing a 
system to differentiate 
instruction using formative 
assessments, student interests 
or learning preferences.  
- Differentiation practices 

occur in individual 

Evidence indicates a shared 
system exists for collecting and 
using formative assessment 
data and information about 
student needs, interests and 
learning styles to differentiate 
instruction. 

- Implementation of system 
varies in depth, frequency, 
or fidelity.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, shared system 
exists and ensures all staff 
consistently use formative 
assessment and knowledge of 
students’ needs, interests and 
learning styles to differentiate 
instruction. Differentiation 
practices are embedded, 
monitored, and refined over 
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- Practice is not backed up by 
established systems. 

- 0-25% of classrooms 
observed show teachers 
differentiating instruction.  

classrooms or teams but lack 
consistency.  

- Practice is emerging in some 
areas, but there are still 
significant gaps. 

- 26-49% of classrooms 
observed show teachers 
differentiating instruction.  

- Some staff do not yet 
differentiate instruction.  

- Practice is implemented in 
most, but not all areas.  

- 50-89% of classrooms 
observed show teachers 
differentiating instruction. 

time—school leaders regularly 
evaluate system quality and 
impact.  
- Practice is fully implemented 

in all areas with fidelity.  
- 90-100% of classrooms 

observed show teachers 
differentiating instruction. 

d) Instructional strategies 
used are designed to 
promote authentic learning 
to impact levels of student 
engagement.   

No or minimal evidence of a 
documented system to support 
the selection or use of 
instructional strategies to 
promote authentic learning. 
- Authentic learning 

experiences occur 
sporadically or rely on 
individual teacher initiative. 

- 0-25% of classrooms 
observed show teachers 
using instructional strategies 
to promote authentic 
learning/engagement.  

Evidence indicates some staff 
are beginning to develop 
systems or routines to 
incorporate authentic learning 
strategies.  
- Practices occur in individual 

classrooms or teams, but 
expectations and processes 
remain inconsistent or 
informal. 

- 26-49% of classrooms 
observed show teachers 
using instructional strategies 
to promote authentic 
learning/engagement.   

Evidence indicates a shared 
system exists for selecting and 
using instructional strategies 
that promote authentic learning 
and increase engagement.  
- Most instructional staff 

apply these strategies 
regularly. 

- Some inconsistencies 
remain in implementation, 
depth, or frequency. 

- Some staff do not yet use 
data or feedback to refine 
strategy selection. 

- 50-89% of classrooms 
observed show teachers 
using instructional 
strategies to promote 
authentic 
learning/engagement. 

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
system ensures all instructional 
staff consistently use 
intentional instructional 
strategies designed to support 
authentic learning and high 
levels of student engagement.  
- Practices are embedded in 

instructional planning and 
delivery, monitored for 
fidelity, and refined based 
on evidence of impact.  

- School leaders regularly 
evaluate system quality at 
defined intervals.   

- 90-100% of classrooms 
observed show teachers 
using instructional strategies 
to promote authentic 
learning/engagement. 

e) Instructional practices are 
intentionally designed to 
validate and affirm the 
cultures of students. 

No or minimal evidence of a 
shared or documented system 
for supporting culturally 
affirming instructional practices.  
- Efforts are infrequent, 

informal, or dependent on 
individual teacher initiative 
rather than coordinated 
structures. 

Evidence indicates some staff 
are beginning to develop 
routines or tools to incorporate 
culturally affirming practices 
into instruction.  
- Implementation occurs in 

individual classrooms or 
content areas with 
inconsistent expectations or 
limited documentation.  

Evidence indicates a shared 
system exists to guide culturally 
affirming instructional practices, 
and most staff apply these 
practices. 

- Instruction generally 
validates and incorporates 
students’ cultural 
backgrounds, but 

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
system ensures that 
instructional practices 
consistently affirm and validate 
students’ cultures.  
- Staff routinely embed 

culturally responsive 
approaches into planning 
and instruction with fidelity.  
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implementation varies in 
depth or consistency.  

- Some staff are not yet using 
available cultural or 
contextual data to inform 
instruction.  

- School leaders monitor 
implementation quality and 
impact at defined intervals, 
and practices are refined 
based on collected evidence.  

f) Staff receive explicit 
feedback on instructional 
practices on an ongoing 
basis. 

No or minimal evidence of a 
shared or documented system 
for providing instructional staff 
with explicit, actionable 
feedback.  
- Feedback is infrequent, 

inconsistent, or dependent 
on individual initiative 
rather than structured 
processes. 

Evidence indicates some staff 
receive feedback through 
developing informal systems 
(e.g. occasional walkthroughs, 
pilot feedback tools, etc.).  
- Feedback occurs in limited 

areas or is inconsistent in 
frequency and quality.  

Evidence indicates a shared 
system exists for providing 
ongoing instructional feedback 
and is used by most school 
leaders and instructional 
coaches.  

- Staff generally receive 
explicit, actionable 
feedback, but consistency, 
depth or follow-through 
varies.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
system ensures all instructional 
staff receive ongoing, explicit 
and actionable feedback that 
supports continuous 
improvement.  
- Feedback is provided with 

fidelity, monitored for 
consistency, and refined 
based on evidence of 
impact.  

- School leaders evaluate the 
effectiveness of feedback 
systems at defined intervals.  

 

Supporting Artifacts for assessing area: List of school-wide curricula, Curriculum Maps, Pacing Guides, Professional Development materials, Classroom 
Observations, Instructional Calendars, Staff handbook, Master Calendar, Staff Interviews, Survey Data, Focus Group Data  
 

Postsecondary Support: Does the school provide sufficient guidance on and support preparation for postsecondary options?  
Only applies to schools serving students in grades 9-12  

  Planning (1 pt) Emerging (2 pts) Implementing (3 pts) Sustaining (4 pts) 
a) The school provides access 

to rigorous coursework and 
career planning 
experiences (e.g., 
Advanced Placement 
courses, internships, 
independent study) to 
prepare students for post-
secondary opportunities 
aligned to their interests.   

No or minimal evidence of a 
system in place that ensures 
students access to rigorous 
coursework or structured 
career-planning experiences. 
Opportunities are limited, 
inconsistent or dependent on 
individual initiative. 

Evidence indicates some 
rigorous coursework or career-
planning opportunities are 
available, but systems to ensure 
equitable access and alignment 
to student interests are limited 
or inconsistent.  

Evidence indicates a shared 
system exists to provide 
students with access to rigorous 
coursework and career-planning 
experiences, and most students 
have opportunities to engage in 
them. However, some 
inconsistences remain across 
grade levels, student groups, or 
content areas.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
system ensures that all students 
have equitable access to 
rigorous coursework and 
meaningful career-planning 
experiences aligned to their 
interests. Opportunities are 
consistently monitored for 
fidelity and refined based on 
evidence of impact.  
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b) A system is in place to 
ensure school staff provide 
students with the supports 
they need to be effectively 
prepared for post-
secondary opportunities.  

No or minimal evidence of a 
shared or documented system 
for ensuring students receive 
supports needed for post-
secondary readiness.   

- Supports are inconsistent, 
ad hoc, or dependent on 
individual staff initiative. 

Evidence indicates some staff 
are developing or piloting 
components of a support 
system (i.e. advising routines, 
planning tools, early 
interventions, etc.).  
- Implementation lacks 

consistency, coordination, or 
schoolwide expectations.  

Evidence indicates a shared 
system exists to provide most 
students with the supports 
needed for post-secondary 
readiness.  
- Staff generally follow 

established processes, but 
implementation varies in 
consistency, depth or 
frequency.  

- Some students may not 
fully receive or act on 
supports available.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
system ensures that all students 
consistently receive high-quality 
academic, social-emotional, and 
post-secondary supports aligned 
to their goals.  
- Staff implement support 

processes with fidelity.  
- School leaders monitor 

system effectiveness and 
impact at defined intervals.  

c) The school provides 
opportunities for 
extracurricular 
engagement and activities 
connected to student 
interests (e.g., athletics, 
academic clubs, vocational) 
to increase post-secondary 
options.  

No or minimal evidence of a 
system to provide or promote 
extracurricular opportunities 
connected to student interests.  

- Offerings are limited, 
inconsistent or dependent 
on individual staff efforts.   

Evidence indicates some 
extracurricular activities 
connected to student interests 
are being developed, but 
implementation varies.  
- Some offerings exist but 

there are many 
inconsistencies in 
participation, 
communication, and 
equitable access.  

Evidence indicates most 
students have access to 
extracurricular opportunities 
connected to their interests.  

- Opportunities are aligned 
to post-secondary 
pathways, but some 
inconsistencies remain in 
participation, 
communication, or 
equitable access.    

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
system ensures that all students 
have equitable access to 
extracurricular activities aligned 
to their interests and post-
secondary aspirations.  
- Opportunities are 

consistently implemented, 
communicated, monitored 
for fidelity, and refined 
based on evidence of 
student engagement and 
impact.   

d) The school offers a range 
of pathways that allow all 
students to meet or exceed 
Indiana Core 40 graduation 
requirements.  

No or minimal evidence of a 
system to ensure students have 
access to pathways that meet or 
exceed Indiana Core 40 
graduation requirements. 
Offerings are limited or 
inconsistent. 

Evidence indicates some 
pathways aligned to Indiana 
Core 40 graduation 
requirements exist, but access, 
guidance or implementation 
varies. Early structures are 
being developed, but they are 
not yet consistent or 
schoolwide.  

Evidence indicates a shared 
system exists to provide most 
students’ access to pathways 
meeting or exceeding Indiana 
Core 40 graduation 
requirements. Pathways are 
generally implemented as 
intended, though 
inconsistencies remain in 
access, communication, or 
monitoring.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
system ensures all students 
have equitable access to clearly 
defined pathways that meet or 
exceed Indiana Core 40 
graduation requirements. 
Pathway options are fully 
implemented, regularly 
monitored for fidelity and 
equity, and refined based on 
evidence of student outcomes 
and needs.  
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Supporting Artifacts for assessing area: School Handbook, List of School Curricula, Course of Study (including Pathway, AP, IB, and dual credit options), 
Disaggregated Reports on Course Enrollment, Counseling Department Policies and Procedures, Advising Procedures and Protocols, Student Handbook, Survey 
Data, Focus Group Data, Staff, Student, Family interviews  
 

Assessment: Does the school effectively use learning standards and assessments to inform and improve instruction?  
  Planning (1 pt) Emerging (2 pts) Implementing (3 pts) Sustaining (4 pts) 

a) Assessments utilized are 
well aligned to learning 
standards.  

No or minimal evidence of a 
system in place to ensure 
assessments are aligned to 
learning standards.  
- Assessment selection, 

review, and/or usage is 
inconsistent or informal.   

Evidence indicates some 
assessments show alignment to 
learning standards. 
- System-level structures for 

reviewing, selecting, or 
using aligned assessments 
are inconsistent or limited.  

Evidence indicates a system 
exists to ensure most 
assessments are aligned to 
learning standards.  
- Most staff use assessments 

that accurately measure 
expected learning, though 
inconsistencies remain in 
alignment, rigor, or 
frequency in some areas.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
system ensures that all 
assessments are aligned to 
learning standards and 
consistently measure required 
knowledge and skills.  
- Alignment and quality are 

routinely monitored and 
refined based on evidence 
of effectiveness.  

b) Assessments utilized are 
varied in order to support a 
wide range of student 
learning styles and abilities. 

No or minimal evidence of a 
system to ensure assessments 
are varied to meet diverse 
student needs.  
- Assessment types are 

limited, inconsistent or 
dependent on individual 
teacher preference. 

Evidence indicates some staff 
are beginning to incorporate 
varied assessments, but 
practices are inconsistent.  
- Early systems or tools may 

exist, but they are not used 
schoolwide.  

Evidence indicates a system 
exists to support the use of 
varied assessment types that 
address diverse learning styles 
and abilities.  
- Most instructional staff use 

a range of assessments, 
though implementation may 
vary in depth, frequency, or 
alignment across 
classrooms.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
system ensures all instructional 
staff regularly use a varied set 
of assessment types that 
support diverse learning needs 
and abilities.  
- The system is consistently 

implemented, monitored for 
fidelity, and refined based 
on evidence of student 
outcomes.  

c) Assessments utilized 
provide student level data 
focused on growth and 
proficiency. 

No or minimal evidence of a 
system to ensure assessments 
utilized provide student-level 
data on both growth and 
proficiency.  
- Data collection is 

inconsistent, limited, or 
dependent on individual 
teacher practices.    

Evidence indicates some 
assessments provide student-
level data on growth or 
proficiency. 
- Structures to ensure 

systematic use of such 
assessments are limited or 
inconsistently applied 
schoolwide.  

Evidence indicates a shared 
system exists to ensure most 
assessments provide student-
level data on both growth and 
proficiency.  
- Most instructional staff use 

these assessments, though 
inconsistencies remain in 
administration, analysis, or 
application of results.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
system ensures all assessments 
provide student-level growth 
and proficiency data that 
directly inform instructional 
decisions.  
- Implementation is 

consistent across all areas 
and school leaders regularly 
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monitor the fidelity and 
impact of assessment 
practices.  

d) Assessments are 
administrated with 
sufficient frequency, and 
results are provided in a 
timely manner.   

No or minimal evidence of a 
system to ensure assessments 
are administered regularly or 
that results are returned in a 
timely manner.  
- Assessment practices are 

inconsistent, infrequent, or 
dependent on individual 
teacher initiative.  

Evidence indicates some staff 
administer assessments with 
some degree of regularity, and 
some results are returned in a 
timely manner.  
- Assessment scheduling, 

frequency, and turnaround 
processes vary widely 
schoolwide.  

Evidence indicates a system 
exists to ensure assessments 
are administered with sufficient 
frequency, and most results are 
returned promptly.  
- Most instructional staff use 

the system consistently, 
though variability still exists 
in timing, communication, or 
the use of results to adjust 
instruction.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
system ensures assessments are 
administered on a defined 
schedule and results are 
consistently provided in a timely 
manner schoolwide. School 
leaders monitor 
implementation fidelity and use 
assessment results at 
established intervals.  

e) A system is in place to 
ensure that assessment 
data is analyzed across and 
within subgroups and used 
to guide decision-making 
related to instruction and 
curriculum. 

No or minimal evidence of a 
system for analyzing 
assessment data across and 
within student subgroups.  
- Data analysis is inconsistent, 

informal, or dependent on 
individual teacher initiative.  

Evidence indicates some staff 
are beginning to analyze 
subgroup data, but practices are 
inconsistent schoolwide.  
- Early tools or routine may 

exist but are not yet 
regularly used with fidelity.  

Evidence indicates a system 
exists for analyzing assessment 
data across and within 
subgroups. 
- Most staff use this data to 

inform instruction and 
curriculum decisions. Some 
inconsistencies remain in 
depth of analysis, follow-
through, or use of finding 
schoolwide.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
system ensures that assessment 
data is consistently analyzed 
across and within student 
subgroups.  
- Findings are routinely used 

to guide instructional and 
curricular decisions. School 
leaders monitor 
implementation fidelity and 
impact at defined intervals.  

 

Supporting Artifacts for assessing area: Data Reports, Assessment Calendar, Assessment Materials, Professional Development Agendas, Master Calendar, Data 
Meeting Agendas/Notes, Instructional Calendars, Survey Data, Focus Group Data, Staff Interviews, Staff Policy and Procedure Handbook, Data taken from IDOE 
Data Center and Reports, Data taken from GPS: Indiana Graduates Prepared to Succeed  
 

Staffing: Has the school developed adequate human resource systems and deployed its staff effectively?  
  Planning (1 pt) Emerging (2 pts) Implementing (3 pts) Sustaining (4 pts) 

a) A standard recruitment/ 
hiring policy and procedure 
process is in place and is 
designed to ensure human 
resources are leveraged to 

No or minimal evidence of a 
standard recruitment and hiring 
policy or procedure.   

Evidence indicates some 
components of a recruitment 
and hiring process exist but are 
not used consistently or do not 
yet ensure alignment between 

Evidence indicates a 
recruitment and hiring policy 
and process exists. Hiring 
practices generally align staffing 
decisions with the needs of the 
student population, though 

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive schoolwide 
recruitment and hiring system 
has been fully implemented to 
ensure staffing decisions 
consistently reflect the needs of 
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reflect the needs of the 
school population.   

staffing decisions and student 
needs.  

implementation may vary in 
consistency, communication, or 
alignment across all positions.  

the student population. 
Processes are applied with 
fidelity, monitored for 
effectiveness, and refined based 
on evidence of impact.  

b) Hiring processes are well 
organized and used to 
support the success of new 
staff members.   

No or minimal evidence of an 
organized hiring process that 
supports new staff members. 
Hiring and onboarding practices 
are inconsistent and/or 
informal.    

Evidence indicates components 
of an organized hiring process 
are in place, but 
implementation lacks 
consistency or coordination.  

Evidence indicates an organized 
hiring process exists and 
provides initial supports to new 
staff. There are consistent 
procedures, and most new staff 
receive some structured 
onboarding support. However, 
implementation varies in depth 
or consistency across 
departments/teams.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
hiring and onboarding system 
ensures all new staff experience 
well-organized processes that 
support their success. Hiring 
procedures and onboarding 
routines are implemented with 
fidelity, monitored for 
effectiveness, and refined based 
on evidence of impact.  

c) Staffing levels adequately 
allow staff to maximize 
instructional time and 
capacity.   

Evidence indicates adequate 
staffing levels occur among 
about 0-25% of staff.  
- Staffing levels are 

insufficient and negatively 
impact the ability to 
maximize instructional time 
and capacity.  

Evidence indicates adequate 
staffing levels occur among 
about 26-49% of staff.  

- Some improvements exist 
but staffing shortages or 
allocation gaps continue to 
limit instructional time and 
capacity across multiple 
areas.   

Evidence indicates adequate 
staffing levels occur among 
about 50-89% of staff.  
- Most staffing needs are met 

though gaps still interfere 
with consistent 
instructional time or the 
ability to fully maximize 
instructional capacity.  

Evidence indicates adequate 
staffing levels occur among 
about 90-100% of staff.  
- Staffing structures fully 

support maximizing 
instructional time and 
capacity across all areas, 
and school leaders monitor 
and adjust staffing to 
maintain effectiveness.  

d) Faculty and staff are 
appropriately 
certified/sufficiently 
trained in areas to which 
they are assigned and 
possess the instructional 
proficiencies needed for 
the school population 
served.   

Evidence indicates that about 0-
25% of faculty and staff are 
appropriately certified, 
sufficiently trained, or possess 
the required instructional 
proficiencies for their assigned 
roles.  
- Gaps significantly impact 

the school’s ability to meet 
student needs.  

Evidence indicates that about 
26-49% of faculty and staff are 
appropriately certified, 
sufficiently trained, or possess 
the needed instructional skills.  
- Some improvements exist, 

but significant 
inconsistencies remain 
across grade levels, content 
areas, or staffing roles.  

Evidence indicates that about 
50-89% of faculty and staff are 
appropriately certified, 
sufficiently trained or possess 
the needed instructional skills.  
- Some improvements exist, 

but significant 
inconsistencies remain 
across grade levels, content 
areas, or staffing roles.  

Evidence indicates about 90-
100% of faculty and staff are 
appropriately certified, 
sufficiently trained, and 
consistently demonstrate the 
instructional proficiencies 
needed to meet the needs of 
the school’s student population.  
- The school regularly 

monitors and adjusts 
staffing assignments to 
maintain alignment and 
effectiveness.  
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e) Professional learning 
opportunities are offered 
regularly in order to 
support the staff in 
delivering culturally 
relevant and differentiated 
instruction to meet the 
needs of all learners.  

No or minimal evidence of a 
system for providing 
professional learning focused 
on culturally relevant or 
differentiated instruction. 
Opportunities are limited, 
infrequent, or dependent on 
individual initiative.    

Evidence indicates some 
professional learning 
opportunities related to 
culturally relevant or 
differentiated instruction are 
offered, but implementation is 
inconsistent. Early structures 
exist but they are not yet 
coordinated or applied 
schoolwide. 

Evidence indicates a shared 
professional learning system 
exists and there are regular 
opportunities to support staff in 
implementing culturally 
relevant and differentiated 
instruction. However, 
participation, application, or 
follow-through varies.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
professional learning system 
ensures all staff have regular, 
high-quality opportunities to 
build and refine skills in 
culturally relevant and 
differentiated instruction. 
Implementation is consistent, 
monitored for effectiveness, 
and refined based on evidence 
of impact on instructional 
practice.  

f) Professional learning 
opportunities are 
determined through 
analyses of student 
outcome data and clearly 
linked to strategic 
objectives and school 
improvement goals. 

No or minimal evidence exists 
of a system for using student 
outcome data or strategic 
priorities to determine 
professional learning.  
- Decisions are informal, 

inconsistent, or based on 
individual preferences rather 
than identified needs. 

Evidence indicates some 
professional learning 
opportunities are informed by 
student outcome data or 
strategic goals, but processes 
are inconsistent.  

- Early structures exist, but 
they are not yet systematic 
or widely used.  

Evidence indicates a system 
exists to determine professional 
learning based on analyses of 
student outcome data and 
alignment with strategic 
objectives.  
- Most staff experience 

professional learning that 
reflects identified needs, 
though implementation 
may vary in depth, 
consistency, or frequency.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
system ensures professional 
learning is consistently driven 
by student outcome data and 
clearly aligned to strategic 
objectives and school 
improvement goals.  
- Implementation is 

monitored for fidelity and 
impact, and professional 
learning is refined based on 
ongoing evidence.  

g) The teacher evaluation 
process is explicit and 
regularly implemented with 
a clear process and 
criteria.   

No or minimal evidence of a 
teacher evaluation process.  
- Evaluation practices are 

inconsistent, informal, or 
dependent on individual 
administrators rather than 
coordinated systems.     

Evidence indicates some 
components of a teacher 
evaluation process exist, but 
implementation varies across 
evaluators or departments.  

- Early structures are being 
developed, but procedures 
are not yet applied with 
consistency.  

Evidence indicates a teacher 
evaluation process exists and is 
implemented by most 
evaluators.  
- Criteria, expectations, and 

timelines are generally 
followed, though the 
consistency, depth, or 
frequency of 
implementation varies 
across some evaluators or 
staff groups.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
evaluation system is fully 
implemented with fidelity.  
- All evaluators use clear 

criteria and established 
procedures consistently. 
The system is monitored for 
quality and effectiveness 
and refined based on 
evidence of impact on 
instructional practice.  
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Supporting Artifacts for assessing area: Hiring Policy and Procedure manual, Staff Deployment Plan, Organizational Chart, List of school staff and credentials, 
PD calendar, School Improvement Plan, Teacher evaluation summary data, Survey Data, Focus Group Data, Staff Interviews  
 

Mission: Is the school's mission clearly understood by all stakeholders?  
  Planning (1 pt) Emerging (2 pts) Implementing (3 pts) Sustaining (4 pts) 

a) Procedures are in place for 
assessing all stakeholders’ 
perceptions, knowledge, 
and commitment to the 
intentions of the school’s 
mission. 

No or minimal evidence that 
procedures exist for assessing 
stakeholder perceptions, 
knowledge, or commitment.  
- Any data collection is 

informal, ad hoc, or 
dependent of individual 
initiative rather than 
coordinated schoolwide 
systems.  

 Evidence indicates some 
components of a stakeholder 
assessment process exist, but 
implementation varies across 
stakeholder groups.  
- Early structures are being 

developed, but procedures 
are not yet applied with 
consistency or aligned to a 
clear schoolwide approach.  

Evidence indicates procedures 
are in place and implemented 
for most key stakeholders.  
- Processes, tools, and 

timelines are generally 
followed, though the 
consistency, depth or 
frequency of implementation 
varies across some 
stakeholder groups.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
process is fully implemented 
with fidelity.  
- All key stakeholder groups 

are engaged through clear 
procedures, consistently 
applied tools, and 
established timelines. The 
system is monitored for 
quality and effectiveness 
and refined based on 
evidence of stakeholder 
perceptions, knowledge, 
and commitment over time.  

b) Procedures are in place for 
establishing meaningful 
partnerships with all 
families and community 
stakeholders to support the 
school’s mission.   

No or minimal evidence that 
procedures exist for establishing 
meaningful partnerships with 
families or community 
stakeholders.  
- Any engagement that occurs 

is informal, inconsistent, or 
dependent on individual 
staff rather than coordinated 
schoolwide systems.  

Evidence indicates some 
components of partnership-
building processes exist, but 
implementation varies across 
families and stakeholder 
groups.  
- Early structures are being 

developed, but procedures 
are not yet applied with 
consistency or aligned to a 
clear, schoolwide approach.  

Evidence indicates procedures 
are in place and implemented 
for most families and 
community stakeholders.  
- Engagement processes, 

tools, and expectations are 
generally followed, though 
the consistency, depth or 
frequency of partnerships 
varies across some groups.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
system for establishing and 
maintaining partnerships is fully 
implemented with fidelity.  
- All key families and 

stakeholders are engaged 
through clear procedures, 
consistent practices, and 
established timelines. The 
system is monitored for 
quality and effectiveness 
and refined based on 
evidence of its impact on 
advancing the school’s 
mission.  

 

Supporting Artifacts for assessing area: School Improvement Plan, Student handbook, Staff Handbook, Family Engagement Plan, Survey Data, Focus Group Data 
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Climate: Is the school climate responsive to the needs of students, staff, and families?  
  Planning (1 pt) Emerging (2 pts) Implementing (3 pts) Sustaining (4 pts) 
a) A multi-tiered framework 

designed to support the 
academic, behavioral, and 
social-emotional needs of 
students is in place. 

No or minimal evidence 
indicates that a multi-tiered 
framework is supporting the 
academic, behavioral, and 
social-emotional needs of 
students.  

Evidence indicates individuals or 
some teams are beginning to 
create a multi-tiered framework 
to support the academic, 
behavioral, and social-
emotional needs of students.  

Evidence indicates a multi-
tiered framework to support 
the academic, behavioral, and 
social-emotional needs of 
students is implemented in 
most areas. Procedures and 
expectations are generally 
followed; however, consistency 
varies across teams.  

Evidence indicates a multi-
tiered framework to support 
the academic, behavioral, and 
social-emotional needs of 
students is implemented with 
fidelity and supported by 
schoolwide systems that are 
embedded into the culture of 
the school.  

b) Is the school implementing 
the MTSS system aligned to 
the needs of students with 
fidelity? 

No or minimal evidence 
indicates that an MTSS system 
is in place to support the needs 
of students. 

Some MTSS structures exist 
within the school, but processes 
are not yet consistent, aligned, 
or implemented schoolwide. 

Evidence indicates an MTSS 
system is in place, and systems 
are aligned to meet the needs 
of students, but it is not used 
consistently schoolwide.  

Evidence indicates all 
components of an MTSS system 
are in place and the data 
collected consistently informs 
decision making to align with 
the needs of students 

c) Culturally responsive and 
evidenced based 
interventions are explicitly 
identified and 
implemented throughout 
the school to support the 
needs of students. 

No or minimal evidence that 
culturally responsive, evidence-
based intervention is 
implemented by staff.  
- Practices that occur are 

isolated, informal, or 
dependent on individual 
teachers rather than 
coordinated schoolwide 
expectations.    

Evidence indicates some staff 
are using culturally responsive, 
evidence-based interventions. 
- Implementation varies 

widely across classrooms. 
Initial structures or 
guidance are developing, 
but practices are not yet 
consistent or aligned across 
grade levels or teams.  

Evidence indicates a majority of 
staff consistently implement 
culturally responsive, evidence-
based interventions.  
- Expectations are generally 

followed, though the depth, 
consistency or fidelity of 
implementation varies 
across some classrooms or 
teams.   

Evidence indicates culturally 
responsive, evidence-based 
interventions are implemented 
schoolwide with fidelity.  
- All staff use agreed upon 

practices consistently, 
supported by clear 
expectations, monitoring 
processes, and refinement 
based on student-level 
outcomes.  

d) Explicit procedures for 
facilitating the 
development of strong, 
positive relationships 
between adults and 
students are clearly 
communicated to and 
implemented by all staff. 

No or minimal evidence that 
staff implement procedures for 
strong relationship-building.  
- Any practices that occur are 

isolated, informal, or based 
on individual initiative rather 
than coordinated schoolwide 
expectations.   

Evidence indicates some staff 
implement relationship-building 
procedures, but practices vary 
widely across classrooms.  

- Initial guidance or 
structures exist, but 
expectations are not 
consistently communicated 
or applied across teams.  

Evidence indicates most staff 
implement the school’s explicit 
procedures for strong 
relationship-building.  
- Expectations are generally 

followed, though 
consistency, depth or 
fidelity of implementation 
varies across classrooms or 
teams.  

Evidence indicates explicit, 
schoolwide procedures for 
fostering strong relationships 
are implemented with fidelity 
by nearly all staff.  
- Expectations are 

consistently applied, 
practices are embedded into 
the school culture, and 
systems are monitored and 
refined based on evidence 
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of their impact on student 
connectedness and well-
being.  

e) Procedures are in place for 
assessing staff, student, 
and family perspectives to 
ensure a sense of 
connectedness and 
engagement with the 
school. 

No or minimal evidence that 
procedures exist for gathering 
stakeholder perspectives.  
- Any feedback collected is 

informal, isolated, or 
dependent on individual 
staff rather than coordinated 
schoolwide systems.  

Evidence indicates procedures 
for gathering perspectives exist 
for some stakeholder groups, 
but implementation is 
inconsistent.  

- Early structures are being 
developed, but processes 
are not applied regularly.  

Evidence indicates procedures 
are in place and implemented 
for gathering perspectives from 
most stakeholder groups.  
- Tools, processes, and 

timelines are generally 
followed. However, 
consistency varies and not 
all stakeholders are 
engaged systematically. 
Data collected is not 
regularly assessed for 
informing change and 
decision-making.  

Evidence indicates a 
comprehensive system for 
gathering and assessing 
stakeholder perspectives is fully 
implemented with fidelity.  
- Processes are consistently 

applied across groups, data 
collected is regularly 
assessed to inform change 
and decision-making, and 
school leaders monitor the 
system’s quality and impact 
over time.  

 

Supporting Artifacts for assessing area: MTSS Handbook, Discipline Handbook, List of available interventions, Discipline Data, Classroom Management Plans, 
Classroom Observations, Family Engagement Plan, Survey Data, Focus Group Data, Staff, Student, Family Interviews. 
 

Family Communication: Is ongoing communication with students and families clear and helpful?  
  Planning (1 pt) Emerging (2 pts) Implementing (3 pts) Sustaining (4 pts) 

a) An active and ongoing 
system of communication 
between the school and 
family members in place.   

Evidence indicates 0-25% of 
staff regularly engage in active, 
ongoing communication with 
families.  
- Any communication 

practices that occur are 
isolated, informal, or 
dependent on individual 
staff initiative rather than 
coordinated schoolwide 
expectations.    

Evidence indicates 26-49% of 
staff regularly engage in active, 
ongoing communication with 
families, but implementation 
varies widely.  
- Initial structures or 

expectations may be 
developing, but practices are 
not consistently applied 
schoolwide.  

Evidence indicates 50-89% of 
staff regularly engage in active, 
ongoing communication with 
families.  
- Expectations are generally 

followed, but frequency 
consistency or depth of 
communication varies 
schoolwide. 

Evidence indicates 90-100% of 
staff regularly engage in active, 
ongoing communication with 
families.  
- There is an active, 

schoolwide communication 
system that is implemented 
with fidelity.  

- Nearly all staff consistently 
follow established 
procedures, and 
communication practices 
are embedded into the 
school’s culture. The 
communication system is 
monitored and refined 
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based on feedback from 
families and evidence of its 
effectiveness.  

b) Procedures for responding 
to concerns of families are 
clearly defined and 
implemented by all school 
staff and validated by 
families.   

No or minimal evidence that 
procedures for responding to 
family concerns are in place.  
- Any responses that occur are 

informal, inconsistent, or 
dependent on individual 
staff members rather than 
guided by established 
schoolwide expectations. 

Evidence indicates procedures 
exist for responding to concerns 
raised by some families, but 
implementation is inconsistent 
across staff or stakeholder 
groups.  
- Early structures may be 

developing, but processes 
are not applied regularly or 
communicated clearly to all 
families.  

Evidence indicates procedures 
for responding to family 
concerns are in place and 
implemented by most staff. 
- Expectations and timelines 

are generally followed; 
however, consistency varies 
across staff or departments, 
and not all families 
experience the process 
reliably.  

Evidence indicates clearly 
defined procedures for 
responding to family concerns 
are fully implemented with 
fidelity.  

- All staff consistently follow 
established processes, 
families validate that their 
concerns are addressed 
promptly and effectively, 
and school leaders 
monitor and refine the 
system based on feedback 
and evidence of 
effectiveness.  

c) Families are regularly 
informed in their native or 
home language of their 
students’ academic and 
behavioral strengths and 
areas of need.   

No or minimal evidence that 
families are regularly informed 
of students’ academic and 
behavioral strengths in their 
native or home language.  
- Any communication that 

occurs is informal, 
inconsistent, or dependent 
on individual staff members 
rather than coordinated 
expectations.  

Evidence indicates some 
families receive information 
about their students’ academic 
and behavioral strengths in 
their native or home language, 
but implementation is 
inconsistent.  
- Procedures may be 

developing, yet practices 
vary widely across 
classrooms or departments.  

Evidence indicates most families 
receive information about their 
students’ academic and 
behavioral strengths in their 
native or home language.  
- Expectations are generally 

followed, though the 
frequency, consistency or 
depth of communication 
varies across classrooms or 
departments.  

Evidence indicates all families 
regularly receive information 
about their student’s academic 
and behavioral strengths in 
their native or home language.  
- The process is implemented 

with fidelity, consistently 
applied across staff, and 
monitored for quality and 
effectiveness based on 
family feedback.  

d) The school’s 
communication methods 
are designed to promote 
family-school partnerships 
in ways that meet the 
needs of a diverse set of 
families.   

No or minimal evidence 
communication methods are 
designed to support family-
school partnerships or meet the 
diverse needs of families.  
- Any communication that 

occurs is informal, 
inconsistent, or dependent 
on individual staff rather 
than coordinated 
schoolwide systems.  

Evidence indicates that 
communication methods 
support family-school 
partnerships for some families, 
but implementation is 
inconsistent.  
- Initial structures or 

differentiated approaches 
may be developing, yet 
practices vary widely 

Evidence indicates 
communication methods are 
used to promote family-school 
partnerships for most families.  
- Expectations are generally 

followed, and some 
differentiated approaches 
are in place, though the 
consistency, accessibility or 
cultural responsiveness of 
communication varies 

Evidence indicates 
communication methods are 
comprehensively designed and 
fully implemented to promote 
family school partnerships for 
all families.  

- Practices are culturally 
responsive, accessible, and 
consistently applied across 
staff. The system is 
monitored and refined 
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across stakeholder groups 
and staff.   

across staff or family 
groups.  

based on feedback and 
evidence of its effectiveness 
across diverse family 
groups.  

 

Supporting Artifacts for assessing area: School Improvement Plan, Student and Staff Handbooks, Family Engagement Plan, Family Interviews, Welcome Packet, 
School Newsletters, Meeting notices, Parent Correspondence, Student progress reports, Survey and Focus Group Data  
 

SPED: Do special education files demonstrate legal compliance and are best practices being implemented in classrooms?  
  Planning (1 pt) Emerging (2 pts) Implementing (3 pts) Sustaining (4 pts) 

a) Services outlined in 
Individualized Education 
Plans (IEPs) adequately 
match the exceptional 
needs in present level of 
performance of the student 
and are being delivered as 
outlined.  

Evidence indicates services 
outlined in IEPs do not match 
student needs, or services are 
adequate and delivered as 
written for 0-25% of students.  
- Implementation is 

inconsistent or informal.   

Evidence indicates services 
outlined in IEPs match student 
needs and are delivered as 
written for 26-49% of students. 
- Implementation varies 

widely and structures for 
monitoring delivery are still 
developing.  

Evidence indicates services 
outlined in IEPs match student 
needs and are delivered as 
written for 50-89% of students.  

- Implementation is generally 
consistent, though 
structures for monitoring 
delivery varies.  

Evidence indicates services 
outlined in IEPs match student 
needs and are delivered as 
written for 90-100% of 
students.  

- Implementation is 
consistent schoolwide, 
monitored for quality and 
compliance, and refined 
based on evidence of 
student progress and 
effectiveness of services.  

b) IEP plans include student 
specific goals and plan for 
progress monitoring of 
student goals. Evidence of 
ongoing assessment is 
present. 

Evidence indicates 0-25% of IEP 
plans include student specific 
goals and plans for progress 
monitoring. 
- Implementation of ongoing 

assessment is not present, 
informal, or inconsistent.  

Evidence indicates 26-49% of 
IEP plans include student 
specific goals and plans for 
progress monitoring. 
- Implementation of ongoing 

assessment is starting to 
occur, but clear systems and 
monitoring are still being 
developed.  

Evidence indicates 50-89% of 
IEP plans include student 
specific goals and plans for 
progress monitoring. 

- Implementation of ongoing 
assessment generally occur, 
but systems and monitoring 
still vary schoolwide.  

Evidence indicates 90-100% of 
IEP plans include specific goals 
and plans for progress 
monitoring.  

- Implementation of ongoing 
assessment is consistent, 
schoolwide, and monitored 
for quality and compliance. 
Systems are refined based 
on evidence of student 
progress and effectiveness 
of services.   

c) IEP goals are rigorous, 
based on state and national 
learning standards, and 

Evidence indicates rigorous, 
standards-aligned goals 
connected to present levels of 

Evidence indicates 26-49% of 
students have IEP goals that are 
rigorous, aligned to learning 
standards, and connected to 

Evidence indicates 50-89% of 
students have IEP goals that are 
rigorous, standards-aligned, and 

Evidence indicates 90-100% of 
students with IEPs have goals 
that are rigorous, aligned to 
state and national learning 
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related to present levels of 
performance.  

performance are developed for 
0-25% of students with IEPs.  
- Many goals lack alignment, 

specificity, or appropriate 
rigor.  

their present levels of 
performance.  
- Implementation is 

inconsistent, and many 
goals show gaps in rigor 
alignment, or relevance to 
student needs.  

clearly ties to present levels of 
performance.  

- Expectations are generally 
followed, though some 
variation exists in the 
quality, clarity, or rigor of 
goals.  

standards, and are directly 
connected to their present 
levels of performance.  

- Goals development is 
implemented with fidelity 
schoolwide, monitored for 
quality and refined based 
on evidence of student 
progress and effectiveness.  

d) IEP goals are reviewed and 
revised annually 
as determined by present 
levels of student level of 
performance.   

No or minimal evidence that 
annual review and revision of 
IEP goals based on updated 
present levels of performance 
occurs, or it occurs only for a 
small number of students.  
- Reviews may be late, 

incomplete, or not aligned 
to students’ current needs.  

Evidence indicates some 
students have IEP goals 
reviewed and revised annually 
based on present levels of 
performance, but 
implementation is inconsistent.  
- Timelines, alignment, or 

quality of revisions vary 
across case managers or 
teams.  

Evidence indicates most 
students have IEP goals 
reviewed and revised annually, 
with updates generally aligned 
to current present levels of 
performance. 

- Expectations are typically 
followed, though there are 
variations in consistency, 
depth, or rigor.  

Evidence indicates that all 
students have IEP goals 
reviewed and revised annually 
with fidelity.  

- Revisions are consistently 
aligned to updated present 
levels of performance, 
implemented on time, 
monitored for quality, and 
refined based on evidence 
of student progress.  

e) IEP plans explicitly identify 
requirements for 
specifically designed 
curriculum and instruction, 
as well as accommodations 
that align with student 
needs. Evidence of 
specifically designed 
curriculum, instruction, and 
accommodations is 
present. 

Evidence indicates 0-25% of 
students receive specially 
designed instruction, curriculum 
modifications, and 
accommodations as described 
in their IEPs.  
- Supports are inconsistently 

provided, loosely aligned 
to documented needs, or 
implemented informally 
rather than as outlined.  

Evidence indicates 26-49% of 
students receive the specially 
designed curriculum, 
instruction, and 
accommodations documented 
in their IEPs, but 
implementation varies widely.  
- Structures or expectations 

may be developing, yet 
practices are inconsistently 
applied across classrooms 
or service providers.  

Evidence indicates 50-89% of 
students receive specially 
designed curriculum, instruction 
and accommodations that align 
with their IEPs.  

- Expectations are generally 
followed, though the 
consistency, fidelity of 
depth of implementation 
carries across some 
classrooms, programs, or 
instructional teams.  

Evidence indicates 90-100% of 
students receive the specially 
designed instruction, curriculum 
modifications, and 
accommodations outlined in 
their plans.  

- Supports are implemented 
with fidelity across 
classrooms, embedded in 
instructional routines, 
monitored for quality, and 
refined based on evidence 
of student progress and 
effectiveness.  

f) Evidence-based 
instructional practices and 
appropriate 
accommodations for 
students with disabilities 
are consistently 

No or minimal evidence that 
evidence-based instructional 
practices or required 
accommodations for students 
with disabilities are 
implemented in classrooms.  

Evidence indicates that some 
teachers implement 
appropriate instructional 
practices or accommodations 
for students with disabilities, 

Evidence indicates most 
teachers implement evidence-
based instructional practices 
and required accommodations 
with consistency. Expectations 
are generally followed though 

Evidence indicates that 
evidence-based instructional 
practices and required 
accommodations for students 
with disabilities are fully 
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implemented in classrooms 
to support access, 
participation, and progress.  

- 0-25% of classrooms 
observed showed staff 
using accommodations, 
differentiation, or best 
practices to support SPED 
students.  

but implementation is 
inconsistent.  
- Early structures or guidance 

may exist, but practices vary 
widely across classrooms.  

- 26-49% of classrooms 
observed showed staff using 
accommodations, 
differentiation, or best 
practices to support SPED 
students.  

the depth, fidelity, or frequency 
of implementation varies across 
some classrooms or 
instructional teams.  
- 50-89% of classrooms 

observed showed staff 
using accommodations, 
differentiation, or best 
practices to support SPED 
students.  

implemented with fidelity 
across all classrooms.  
- Practices are embedded into 

instructional routines, 
consistently aligned with 
student IEPs, and monitored 
by school leaders for 
effectiveness and impact on 
student progress. 

- 90-100% of classrooms 
observed showed staff using 
accommodations, 
differentiation, or best 
practices to support SPED 
students.  

 
Supporting Artifacts for assessing area: Reviews of IEPs, Case Conference Meeting notes, and Confidential Student Files; Parent Correspondence, Conference 
Notifications, Survey and Focus Group Data, RDA Accountability Workbook, Data taken from IDOE Data Center and Reports, Data taken from GPS: Indiana 
Graduates Prepared to Succeed  
 

MLL: Is the school fulfilling its legal obligations related to access and services to multilingual students and are best practices being implemented in 
classrooms?  

  Planning (1 pt) Emerging (2 pts) Implementing (3 pts) Sustaining (4 pts) 
a) Staff have a clear 

understanding of legal 
obligations, current 
legislation, research, and 
effective practices relating 
to the provision of services 
for ELL students.  

Evidence indicates only a small 
proportion of staff understand 
legal requirements, current 
legislation, research, or effective 
practices for supporting 
multilingual learners. 
- Knowledge is limited, 

inconsistent, or based on 
individual interpretation 
rather than coordinated 
training.   

Evidence indicates some 
instructional staff understand 
legal requirements, current 
legislation, or effective practices 
for multilingual learners, but 
understanding is inconsistent.  
- Initial training or structures 

may exist, but practices are 
unevenly applied.  

Evidence indicates most 
instructional staff have clear 
understanding of legal 
obligations, legislation, 
research, and effective practices 
for multilingual learners.  
- Expectations are generally 

met, though application of 
knowledge may vary in 
depth or consistency.  

Evidence indicates nearly all 
instructional staff demonstrate 
a strong understanding of legal 
requirements, research, and 
effective practices for 
multilingual learners. This 
knowledge is applied 
consistently, embedded in 
instructional decision-making, 
and reinforced through ongoing 
professional learning and 
monitoring of effectiveness.  

b) Staff have a knowledge of 
the process of language 
acquisition and the skillsets 
needed to differentiate 

Evidence indicates only a small 
proportion of instructional staff 
understand language acquisition 
processes or implement 

Evidence indicates some 
instructional staff implement 
differentiated strategies aligned 
to ILPs, but practices are 

Evidence indicates most 
instructional staff understand 
language‑acquisition processes 
and apply ILP‑aligned 

Evidence indicates nearly all 
instructional staff demonstrate 
strong understanding of 
language‑acquisition processes 
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instructional strategies per 
the modifications and 
accommodations listed in 
the ILP to meet the needs 
of ELL students. Lesson 
plans and/or lesson 
internalizations and 
observations include 
evidence that these 
differentiated strategies are 
implemented in classroom 
instruction.  

differentiated instructional 
strategies aligned to ILP 
modifications and 
accommodations.  
- Any differentiation that 

occurs is informal, 
inconsistent, or dependent 
on individual teacher 
preference rather than 
aligned to ILPs. 

inconsistent across classrooms 
or teams.  
- Early structures or training 

may be present, yet lesson 
plans and observations show 
uneven understanding of 
language acquisition and 
limited application of 
ILP‑aligned supports. 

differentiated strategies with 
consistency.  
- Lesson plans, 

internalizations, and 
observations generally 
reflect appropriate 
modifications and 
accommodations, though 
the depth or fidelity of 
implementation varies 
across some classrooms. 

and consistently implement 
ILP‑aligned differentiated 
strategies.  
- Evidence across lesson plans 

and observations shows 
high‑quality, embedded 
practices that are monitored 
and refined based on 
student progress and 
effectiveness. 

c) Procedures are in place to 
ensure relationships with 
ELL students, parents, and 
external providers are well-
managed and in compliance 
with Indiana law and 
regulations.   

No or minimal evidence that 
procedures exist to manage 
relationships with multilingual 
learners, their families, or 
external providers.  
- Any communication or 

coordination that occurs is 
informal, inconsistent, or 
dependent on individual 
staff rather than guided by 
schoolwide systems aligned 
to Indiana law. 

Evidence indicates that 
individuals or small teams are 
beginning to develop 
procedures to support 
communication and 
coordination for some 
multilingual learners.  
- Early systems exist in limited 

areas, but implementation is 
inconsistent and not yet 
aligned across stakeholder 
groups or compliant in all 
required areas. 

Evidence indicates that shared 
procedures exist to manage 
relationships with multilingual 
learners, families, and external 
providers for most students.  
- Expectations and processes 

are generally followed, 
though variations in 
consistency, clarity, or 
fidelity occur across some 
staff or stakeholder groups. 

Evidence indicates that 
comprehensive, schoolwide 
procedures are fully 
implemented to manage 
relationships with multilingual 
learners, families, and external 
providers.  
- Systems are consistently 

applied, fully compliant with 
Indiana law and regulations, 
monitored for quality, and 
refined based on stakeholder 
feedback and evidence of 
effectiveness. 

d) ILP plans include 
“strategies, instructional 
and assessment 
accommodations, 
modifications, goals for the 
student, the student’s 
English language 
proficiency levels, state and 
local assessment data, and 
details on their EL services 
(i.e. program model, 
frequency)” (IDOE EL 
Guidebook, 2023-2024). 
Evidence of academic 

Evidence indicates that only a 
small percentage of ILPs include 
the required components, and 
alignment to student needs are 
inconsistent.  
- Documentation is 

incomplete or does not 
reflect actual services or 
instructional supports, and 
subgroup analysis shows 
limited or unclear evidence 
of academic progress. 

Evidence indicates that some 
ILPs include the required 
components, but 
implementation is inconsistent 
across teachers or teams.  
- While portions of the ILP 

may be aligned to student 
needs, gaps exist in 
documentation, alignment, 
or use of data.  

- Subgroup analysis shows 
uneven or emerging 
evidence of academic 
progress. 

Evidence indicates that most 
ILPs contain the required 
elements and are aligned with 
student English language 
proficiency levels and 
instructional needs.  
- Expectations are generally 

followed, though variations 
appear in the quality or 
consistency of 
documentation and 
implementation.  

- Subgroup analysis reflects 
academic progress for most 
multilingual learners. 

Evidence indicates that all ILPs 
include the full set of required 
components outlined in the 
IDOE EL Guidebook and that 
each plan is aligned to student 
needs with fidelity.  
- ILP elements are 

implemented consistently 
in classrooms, monitored 
for quality, and refined 
based on data.  

- Subgroup analysis shows 
clear evidence of academic 
progress across multilingual 
learners. 

https://www.in.gov/doe/files/IDOE-EL-Guidebook-2023-2024.pdf
https://www.in.gov/doe/files/IDOE-EL-Guidebook-2023-2024.pdf
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progress is evident through 
student subgroup analysis. 

e) Evidence-based 
instructional practices and 
appropriate language-
development supports for 
multilingual learners are 
consistently implemented 
in classrooms to ensure 
access to grade-level 
content.  

No or minimal evidence that 
evidence-based instructional 
practices or language-
development supports for 
multilingual learners are 
implemented in classrooms.  
- 0-25% of classrooms 

observed showed staff using 
accommodations, 
differentiation, or best 
practices to support MLL 
students.  

Evidence indicates that some 
teachers implement 
instructional practices or 
language-development supports 
for multilingual learners, but 
implementation is inconsistent.  
- Early structures or guidance 

may exist, but practices vary 
widely across classrooms 
and are not aligned to a 
comprehensive schoolwide 
approach.  

- 26-49% of classrooms 
observed showed staff using 
accommodations, 
differentiation, or best 
practices to support MLL 
students.  

Evidence indicates that most 
teachers implement evidence-
based instructional practices 
and appropriate language-
development supports with 
consistency.  
- Expectations are generally 

followed, though the depth, 
fidelity or regularity of 
implementation varies 
across some classrooms or 
instructional teams.  

- 50-89% of classrooms 
observed showed staff using 
accommodations, 
differentiation, or best 
practices to support MLL 
students.  

Evidence indicates that 
evidence-based instructional 
practices and language-
development supports for 
multilingual learners are fully 
implemented with fidelity 
across all classrooms.  
- Practices are embedded into 

instruction, aligned to 
students’ language-
proficiency levels, and 
monitored by school leaders 
for effectiveness and impact 
on student access and 
success.  

- 90-100% of classrooms 
observed showed staff using 
accommodations, 
differentiation, or best 
practices to support MLL 
students.  

 

Supporting Artifacts for assessing area: Reviews of ILPs, Confidential Student File reviews, Survey Data, Focus Group Data, RDA Accountability Workbook, 
Reviews of ILPs, Review of ILP Conference Meeting notes, Confidential Student File reviews, Parent Correspondence, Survey Data, Focus Group Data, RDA 
Accountability Workbook, Data taken from IDOE Data Center and Reports, Data taken from GPS: Indiana Graduates Prepared to Succeed  
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Core Question 1: Is the educational program a success? 
Expanded Criteria 

 
Overview 
 
The Academic Performance Framework gauges the academic success of schools in serving their target populations 
and closing the achievement gap in Indianapolis. 
 
The framework consists of indicators designed to measure schools on how well their students perform and grow 
on standardized testing measures, attendance, and measures that capture academic progress. 
 
Collecting Evidence 
 
To use the framework throughout the school year, OEI will need the following: 
 

• ILEARN Assessment Data 
• PSAT and SAT Assessment Data 
• FAFSA Completion Information 
• Student Credit/Course Completion Data 
• ILEARN Results 
• IREAD-3 Results 
• DOE-ME Reports 
• DOE-STN Reports 
• DOE-AT Reports 
• Benchmark & Formative Assessment Data 
• Student Level Demographic Data 
• Federal Report Cards 
• WIDA ACCESS Assessment Data 

 
Unless noted otherwise, indicators are informed by data for students who have been enrolled for at least 162 days, 
or 90 percent of the school year, which is in line with other reporting practices related to academic accountability. 
Also, n-size is 10 unless stated differently. OEI relies as much as possible on state-level academic data reported by 
the Indiana Department of Education. In certain circumstances where data is not available, school-submitted 
information is requested. Questions about academic data may be directed to Holly Morgan, Deputy Director, at 
Holly.Morgan@indy.gov. 
 
Evaluation  
 
OEI will continue to evaluate and rate schools’ performance on an annual basis against the academic performance 
framework. We will have meetings three times a year where we focus on the benchmark data in order to predict 
performance and make mid-course corrections as necessary. Schools determined to be in academic distress will be 
subject to additional monitoring and/or corrective action at the discretion of OEI staff.  
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Elementary and Middle School Expanded Criteria 
 

Annual Growth: Are students making adequate growth as measured by Indiana’s accountability system? 
Only applicable to schools serving students in any one or combination of grades 4-8. 

Does not meet standard Results indicate that fewer than 60.0% of students are making adequate growth.  

Approaching standard Results indicate that 60.0-69.9% of students are making adequate growth. 

Meets standard Results indicate that 70.0-79.9% of students are making adequate growth. 

Exceeds standard Results indicate that at least 80.0% of students are making adequate growth. 

 
Formative Indicator Calculations 
 

Does not meet standard Fewer than 60% of students are on track to make adequate growth. 
Approaching standard Between 60.0%-69.9% of students are on track to make adequate growth. 
Meets standard Between 70.0%-79.9% of students are on track to make adequate growth. 
Exceeds standard At least 80% of students are on track to make adequate growth. 

 
Calculation: Students must make adequate growth under requirements of the federal Every Student Succeeds Act. 
This metric was used beginning in 2021 to determine growth based on state ILEARN results. This rate uses student 
growth percentiles (SGP) as the basis of the growth measure. SGP metrics are formulated based on how a 
student’s assessment performance compares with Indiana students who had similar achievement the prior year. 
Growth is calculated for all students based on their relative position compared to academic peers. The resulting 
student growth percentile is then compared to a growth target set by the state that translates into the amount of 
growth necessary for the student to reach proficiency by 2028, previously 2026.  
 
The school receives credit for each student demonstrating adequate growth by meeting or exceeding the annual 
growth target or attaining proficiency in both ELA and math. The adequate growth rate is calculated based on 
those students enrolled at the school for at least 162 days, or 90 percent of the school year, with two consecutive 
years of valid test results. 
 
Data Sources 
Summative: Federal Report Cards provided by IDOE 
Formative: Benchmark data shared by school (e.g., NWEA, Airways, DIBELS) 
 

Growth Over Time: Are students improving the longer they are enrolled at the school? 

Does not meet standard 
Students who have been enrolled at the school for two or more consecutive years show a 
decrease in combined proficiency rate of 5 or more percentage points OR no students are 
proficient. 

Approaching standard 
Students who have been enrolled at the school for two or more consecutive years show a 
change in combined proficiency rate of less than 5 percentage points but greater than -5 
percentage points. 

Meets standard 
Students who have been enrolled at the school for two or more consecutive years show an 
increase in combined proficiency rate of 5 or more percentage points OR the charter school 
has a combined proficiency of 70% or more. 

Exceeds standard 
Students who have been enrolled at the school for two or more consecutive years show an 
increase in combined proficiency rate of 15 or more percentage points OR the charter school 
has a combined proficiency of 80% or more. 

 
Calculation: Schools are evaluated based on students who are enrolled at the school for at least 162 days for two 
or more consecutive years. 
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Data Sources 
Summative: Student-level ILEARN data provided by IDOE (for current year and previous year) 
 

School Subgroups: Is the school providing an equitable education to all students within its building? 
Schools are evaluated for subgroup proficiency in Math and ELA. 

Does not meet standard 
School has more than 15 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch. 

Approaching standard 
School has no more than 15 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch. 

Meets standard 
School has no more than 10 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch. 

Exceeds standard 
School has no more than 5 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch. 

 
Calculation: Schools are evaluated on each subgroup with 10 or more tested students who have been enrolled for 
at least 162 days. Each subgroup is evaluated based on a combined ELA and Math proficiency. The rating for this 
indicator is based on the subgroup with the largest gap.  
 
Data Sources 
Summative: Student-level ILEARN data provided by IDOE 
 

State Subgroups: Is the school providing an equitable education to all students compared to the state? 
Schools are evaluated separately for subgroup proficiency and growth in Math and ELA. 

Does not meet standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance less than 25 (bottom quartile) 

Approaching standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance between 25 and 49 

Meets standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance between 50 and 74 

Exceeds standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance is 75 or higher (to quartile) 

 
Calculation: Schools are evaluated separately for each subgroup with 10 or more tested students who have been 
enrolled for at least 162 days. Each subgroup is evaluated for ELA proficiency, Math proficiency, ELA growth, and 
Math growth and ranked based on statewide performance in the same grades served by the charter school. 
Schools receive an overall rating for the indicator that represents the average rank across all reported subgroups. 
Subgroups include all race and ethnicity categories, English Language Learners, and students eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch. 
 
Data Sources 
Summative: ILEARN data provided by IDOE 
 

Attendance: Is the school’s attendance rate strong? 
Does not meet standard School’s attendance rate is less than 90.0% 

Approaching standard School’s attendance rate is between 90.0 – 94.9% 

Meets standard School’s attendance rate is greater than or equal to 95.0% 

 
Data Sources 
Summative: DOE-AT report 
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Formative: SIS attendance average (Average Daily Attendance/Average Daily Membership)  
 

Reading Proficiency: Are students mastering foundational reading standards as determined by IREAD-3? 

Does not meet standard IREAD-3 results indicate fewer than 69.9% of students are meeting grade level reading 
standards.  

Approaching standard IREAD-3 results indicate 70.0-79.9% of students are meeting grade level reading standards.  

Meets standard IREAD-3 results indicate 80.0-89.9% of students are meeting grade level reading standards.  

Exceeds standard IREAD-3 results indicate more than 90.0% of students are meeting grade level reading 
standards.  

 
Calculation: Schools will be assessed on IREAD-3 pass rates for all third-grade students enrolled at their school for 
162+ days, including those who retested and those who passed as second graders, regardless of where they tested 
as second graders. The data is inclusive of all testing windows for the applicable school year. Please note, this 
differs from school-level IREAD passing rates reported by IDOE. The state calculates those rates based on where 
students test on the day of the exam, regardless of length of enrollment. 
 
Data Sources 
Summative: Student-level IREAD-3 data provided by IDOE 
Formative: Check-ins with academic analyst 
 

Language Acquisition: Are students demonstrating growth as determined by WIDA ACCESS the longer they are 
enrolled at the school? 

Does not meet standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.29 or less on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

Approaching standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.30-0.39 on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

Meets standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.40-0.49 on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

Exceeds standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.50+ on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

 
Calculation: Schools are evaluated based on WIDA growth of multi-lingual learners in grades 1-12 who are enrolled 
at the school for at least 162 days for two consecutive years. 
 
Data Sources 
Summative: Student-level WIDA data provided by IDOE 
Formative: Check-ins with academic analyst 
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High School Expanded Criteria 
 

 
Calculation: Adequate growth, per College Board benchmarks, are a score increase of at least 60 points between 
exams. The analysis would be based on combined Evidence-Based Reading and Writing (ERW) and Math 
proficiency scores for 162-day students. 
 
Data Sources 
Summative: College Board assessment data including PSAT and SAT provided by IDOE 
 

Graduation Rate: Is the school preparing students to graduate on time as measured by Indiana’s cohort 
graduation rate? 

Only applicable to schools with a graduating class 

Does not meet standard School’s 4-year graduation rate is below 70.0% 

Approaching standard School’s 4-year graduation rate is 70.0 - 79.9% 

Meets standard School’s 4-year graduation rate is at 80.0 – 89.9% 

Exceeds standard School’s 4-year graduation rate is at least 90.0% 

 
Calculation:  Ratings are based on the non-waiver, four-year state graduation rate calculated in the IDOE 
Graduation Rate Report.  
 
Data Sources 
Summative: Non-waiver Graduation Rate reported by IDOE 
Formative: Count of students in the cohort on track to graduate with a waiver/certificate/diploma collected at 
every academic meeting  
 

School Subgroups: Is the school providing an equitable education to all students within its building? 
Schools are evaluated for subgroup proficiency in Math and ELA. 

Does not meet standard 
School has more than 15 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch. 

Approaching standard 
School has no more than 15 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch. 

Meets standard 
School has no more than 10 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch. 

Exceeds standard 
School has no more than 5 percentage point difference in the percentage of students passing 
standardized assessments amongst subgroups, which include all race categories, English 
Language Learners, and students eligible for free/reduced lunch.  

 

Annual Growth: Are students making adequate growth as measured by the SAT Suite of Assessments? 
Does not meet standard Fewer than 60.0% of students are making adequate growth. 

Approaching standard 60.0%-69.9% of students are making adequate growth. 

Meets standard 70.0%-79.9% of students are making adequate growth. 

Exceeds standard More than 80.0% of students are making adequate growth. 
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Calculation: Schools are evaluated on each subgroup with 10 or more tested students who have been enrolled for 
at least 162 days. Each subgroup is evaluated based on a combined ELA and Math proficiency. The rating for this 
indicator is based on the subgroup with the largest gap.  
 
Data Sources 
Summative: State SAT assessment data provided by IDOE 
 

State Subgroups: Is the school providing an equitable education to all students compared to the state? 
Schools are evaluated separately for subgroup proficiency and subgroup growth in Math and ELA. 

Does not meet standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance less than 25 (bottom quartile) 

Approaching standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance between 25 and 49 

Meets standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance between 50 and 74 

Exceeds standard Statewide ranking for subgroup performance is 75 or higher (to quartile) 

 
Calculation: Schools are evaluated separately for each subgroup with 10 or more tested students who have been 
enrolled for at least 162 days. Each subgroup is evaluated for ELA proficiency, Math proficiency, ELA growth, and 
Math growth and ranked based on statewide performance in the same grades served by the charter school.  
Schools receive an overall rating for the indicator that represents the average rank across all reported subgroups. 
Subgroups include all race and ethnicity categories, English Language Learners, and students eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch. 
 
Data Sources 
Summative: State SAT assessment data provided by IDOE 
 

Attendance: Is the school’s attendance rate strong? 
Does not meet standard School’s attendance rate is less than 90.0% 

Approaching standard School’s attendance rate is between 90.0 – 94.9% 

Meets standard School’s attendance rate is greater than or equal to 95.0% 

 
Data Sources 
Summative: DOE-AT report 
Formative: SIS attendance average (Average Daily Attendance/Average Daily Membership)  
 

 
Calculation: number of students who completed FAFSA / number of students within the cohort eligible for FAFSA. 
The only students who would be removed from the cohort would be those who are undocumented and do not 
have DACA status. 
 
Data Sources 
Summative: Indiana Commission for Higher Education FAFSA completion report 
Formative: Check-ins with academic analyst 
 

FAFSA: Is the school preparing students for postsecondary success through FAFSA completion? 
Does not meet standard Fewer than 75% of eligible students in the graduating cohort completed the FAFSA 

Approaching standard 75-84.9% of eligible students in the graduating cohort completed the FAFSA 

Meets standard 85-89.9% of eligible students in the graduating cohort completed the FAFSA 

Exceeds standard 90% or more of eligible students in the graduating cohort completed the FAFSA 
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Calculation: The final rating is calculated by adding up the points from the sub-indicators. Credits earned will 
include all credits earned by the student from eighth grade through the summer after ninth grade. 
 
The second sub-indicator will be calculated by totaling the number of Fs students receive in a core class during the 
academic year. A core class is defined as an English/Language Arts, Math, Science, or Social Studies class that 
fulfills a core requirement (English/Language Arts, Math, Science, Social Studies) for an Indiana diploma. A full list 
of these class descriptions can be found here. Students who make up a failed course during summer school will not 
count toward this metric. An F is defined as a final rating for a class in which no credit is earned by the student, 
relative to the school’s individual grading system. 
 
Data Sources 
Summative: School-reported summer school credits and state course completion reports for students enrolled at 
least 162 days provided by IDOE 
Formative: Check-ins with academic analyst. 
 

Language Acquisition: Are students demonstrating growth as determined by WIDA ACCESS the longer they are 
enrolled at the school? 

Does not meet standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.29 or less on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

Approaching standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.30-0.39 on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

Meets standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.40-0.49 on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

Exceeds standard Students who have been enrolled at the school for two consecutive years show an average level 
increase of 0.50+ on the WIDA assessment from 25-26 to 26-27. 

 
Calculation: Schools are evaluated based on WIDA growth of multi-lingual learners in grades 1-12 who are enrolled 
at the school for at least 162 days for two consecutive years. 
 
Data Sources 
Summative: Student-level WIDA data provided by IDOE 
Formative: Check-ins with academic analyst 
 
 
 
 
 

 

On Track: Is the school preparing students to graduate on-time as measured by ninth grade on-track? 
Ninth grade students with at least 10 credits Percent of students receiving 1 or more F in core classes 

Fewer than 70% 
(1 pt) 

30.1% or more 
(1 pt) 

70-79.9% 
(2 pts) 

20.1-30% 
(2 pts) 

80-89.9% 
(3 pts) 

10.1-20% 
(3 pts) 

90%+ 
(4 pts) 

10% or fewer 
(4 pts) 

2-3 out of 8 pts 
DNMS 

4 out of 8 pts 
AS 

5-6 out of 8 pts 
MS 

7-8 out of 8 pts 
ES 

https://www.in.gov/doe/files/2024-2025-High-School-Course-Titles-and-Descriptions.pdf


 

Back to the Table of Contents 99 

Core Question 2: Is the organization in sound fiscal health? 
Expanded Criteria 

 
Overview 
 
The Financial Performance Framework gauges the financial health of schools in the short and long term through 
quarterly check-ins and the results of annual audits with independent auditors. The framework consists of 
indicators designed to measure schools on enrollment consistency, liquidity, long-term financial planning, and the 
school’s ability to meet short- and long-term debt obligations.  
 
Data Collection 
 
In order to use the framework throughout the school year, OEI will need the following: 
 

• Unaudited quarterly financial statements, including balance sheets, statements of activity and/or profit 
and loss statements for schools and networks as needed. 

• Annual budgets, including budget vs. actual analyses. 
• Annual Audit of Financial Statements submitted to the Indiana State Board of Accounts. 
• Enrollment (average daily membership) reported by the state on semi-annual Count Days in October and 

February. 
• Information related to loan and/or debt obligations. 

 
Evaluation  
 
OEI will continue to evaluate and rate schools’ and networks’ performance on an annual basis against the financial 
performance framework using the audited financial statements required of all charter schools and submitted each 
year to the Indiana State Board of Accounts.  
 
We will also have quarterly meetings and/or correspondence where we focus on the prior quarter’s unaudited 
financial statements and a budget vs. actuals comparison to understand financial trajectory and make mid-course 
corrections as necessary. Schools determined to be in financial distress will be subject to additional monitoring 
and/or corrective action at the discretion of OEI staff.  

 
Short-Term Health: Does the school demonstrate the ability to pay its obligations in the next 12 months? 

Applicable for all Mayor-sponsored charter schools 

Does not meet standard The school does not meet standard for two or more sub-indicators: a) Enrollment Variance, b) 
Current Ratio, c) Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand, and d) Debt Default. 

Approaching standard 

The school approaches standard for all sub-indicators: a) Enrollment Variance, b) Current 
Ratio, c) Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand, and d) Debt Default OR The school meets standard 
for three of the sub-indicators and does not meet standard on the remaining sub-indicator OR 
the school approaches standard for two of the sub-indicators and meets standard for the 
remaining two sub-indicators.  

Meets standard 
The school meets standard for three sub-indicators and approaches standard for the remaining 
sub-indicator: a) Enrollment Variance, b) Current Ratio, c) Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand, 
and d) Debt Default.  

Exceeds Standard The school meets standard for all sub-indicators: a) Enrollment Variance, b) Current Ratio, c) 
Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand and d) Debt Default. 
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The Short-Term Health indicator is calculated for all mayor-sponsored charter schools using school-specific data on 
enrollment, cash-flow, expenses, debt obligations, etc. For schools within networks, the Network Short-Term 
Health indicator will be calculated alongside the school-specific calculations.  
 
a) School-level Enrollment Variance Ratio 
 
The Enrollment Variance Ratio sub-indicator tells authorizers whether the school is meeting its enrollment targets 
as specified on the board-approved budget, thereby generating enough revenue to fund operations for the current 
school year. It also examines attrition between fall and spring counts.  
 
Enrollment is typically the largest source of revenue for a school. If a school is consistently hitting the enrollment 
targets used to build the annual budget, then it is bringing in the amount of necessary to ensure the school is in a 
healthy financial position. If the school consistently does not meet its enrollment targets, then the school will need 
to adjust its spending to reflect the reduced amount of revenue.  
 
Data Source: Estimated enrollment from the board-approved budget submitted to OEI on July 1 and actual 
enrollment from the Department of Education’s October and February Count Days (Average Daily Membership, 
ADM).   
 
Calculation: Average of the fall and spring enrollment variances.  
[(Fall ADM/July 1 board-approved budgeted enrollment)*100] + [(Spring ADM/Fall ADM)*100] / 2  
 

Does not meet standard Enrollment Variance is less than or equal to 89%. 

Approaching standard Enrollment Variance is between 90% - 94%. 

Meets standard Enrollment Variance equals or exceeds 95%. 

 
b) School-level Current Ratio 
 
The Current Ratio sub-indicator depicts the relationship between a school’s current assets (what they own) and 
current liabilities (what they owe).   
 
Current is defined as within the next twelve months. If the current ratio is 1.1 or greater, then a school owns more 
than it owes in the short term. If the school owns more than it owes, then it has a good chance of meeting its 
obligations. If a school owes more than it owns, then it may not be able to meet its financial obligations over the 
next twelve months.  
 
Data Source: Audited Statement of Financial Position/Balance Sheet 
 
Calculation: Current Assets/Current Liabilities 
 

Does not meet standard Current Ratio is less than 1.0 

Approaching standard Current Ratio is between 1.0 - 1.09 

Meets standard Current Ratio equals or exceeds 1.1 

 
c) School-level Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand 
 
The Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand sub-indicator indicates how many days a school can pay its expenses without 
another inflow of cash. 
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Best practice indicates a school should have between 30-60 unrestricted days cash on hand to cover unexpected 
expenses. This is particularly important given the cyclical nature of cash inflows and the restricted nature of many 
of the funds school use throughout the year. For this indicator, Unrestricted Cash includes cash and cash 
equivalents and excludes escrow accounts and board-restricted funds. Short-term investments that can be 
converted into cash quickly, such as treasury bills with a maturity of up to 90 days, will also be considered cash 
equivalents. 
 
Data Source: Audited Statement of Financial Position/Balance Sheet (checking or savings account balance, other 
unrestricted cash) and audited Statement of Activities/Income Statement (Total Expenses, Depreciation and 
Amortization), Statement of Functional Expenses (Depreciation) 
 
Calculation: Unrestricted Cash / ((Total Expenses – Depreciation)/365) 
 

Does not meet standard Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand is less than 30 days. 

Approaching standard Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand is between 30-44 days. 

Meets standard Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand equals or exceeds 45 days. 

 
d) School-level Debt Default 
 
The Debt Default sub-indicator indicates if a school is not meeting its debt obligations or covenants. Schools must 
meet all requirements when servicing debt and complying with other covenants in their agreements. 
 
Data Source: Notes to the audited financial statements 
 
Calculation: Reviewal of notes to the financial statements in the accrual-based audit 
 

Does not meet standard Default or delinquent payments identified and/or is in violation of covenants. 

Approaching standard The school is in violation of covenants, but audit indicates that a waiver was granted. 

Meets standard Not in default or delinquent. 

 
Network Short-Term Health: Does the network demonstrate the ability to pay its obligations in the next 12 
months? 

Not Applicable for standalone Mayor-sponsored charter schools 

Does not meet standard The network does not meet standard for two or more sub-indicators: a) Enrollment Variance, 
b) Current Ratio, c) Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand, d) Debt Default  

Approaching standard 

The network approaches standard for all sub-indicators: a) Enrollment Variance, b) Current 
Ratio, c) Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand, and d) Debt Default OR The school meets standard 
for 2 of the sub-indicators and does not meet standard on the remaining sub-indicator OR the 
school approaches standard for two of the sub-indicators and meets standard for the 
remaining sub-indicator.  

Meets standard 
The network meets standard for two sub-indicators and approaches standard for the 
remaining sub-indicator: a) Enrollment Variance, b) Current Ratio, c) Unrestricted Days Cash on 
Hand, and d) Debt Default. 

Exceeds Standard The network meets standard for all network-level sub-indicators: a) Enrollment Variance, b) 
Current Ratio, c) Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand, and d) Debt Default. 

 
The Network Short-Term Health indicator is calculated only for mayor-sponsored charter school networks using 
the organization’s consolidated financial statements. “Network” in OEI’s framework refers to the entire 
organization (campuses + administration). The analysis includes data on enrollment, cash-flow, expenses, debt 
obligations, etc., from the consolidated financial statements.  
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a) Network-level Enrollment Variance Ratio 
 
The Enrollment Variance Ratio sub-indicator tells authorizers whether the network is meeting its enrollment 
targets in the board-approved budget, thereby generating enough revenue to fund operations for the current 
school year. It also examines attrition between fall and spring counts.    
 
Enrollment is typically the largest source of revenue for a network. If a network is consistently hitting the 
enrollment targets at each school that are used to build the annual budget, then it is bringing in the amount of 
necessary to ensure it is in a healthy financial position. If the network consistently does not meet its enrollment 
targets, then it will need to adjust its spending to reflect the reduced amount of revenue.  
 
Data Source: Estimated enrollment from the board-approved budget submitted to OEI on July 1 and actual 
enrollment from the Department of Education’s October and February Count Day.   
 
Calculation: Average of the fall and spring enrollment variances.  
[(Fall ADM/July 1 board-approved budgeted enrollment)*100] + [(Spring ADM/Fall ADM)*100] / 2     
 

Does not meet standard Enrollment Variance is less than 90%. 

Approaching standard Enrollment Variance is between 90% - 94%. 

Meets standard Enrollment Variance equals or exceeds 95%. 

 
b) Network-level Current Ratio 
 
The Current Ratio sub-indicator depicts the relationship between a network’s current assets (what they own) and 
current liabilities (what they owe).   
 
Current is defined as within the next twelve months. If the current ratio is 1.1 or greater, then a network owns 
more than it owes in the short term. If the network owns more than it owes, then it has a good chance of meeting 
its obligations. If a network owes more than it owns, then it may not be able to meet its obligations.  
 
Data Source: Audited Statement of Financial Position   
 
Calculation: Current Assets/Current Liabilities 
 

Does not meet standard Current Ratio is less than 1.0 

Approaching standard Current Ratio is between 1.0 - 1.09 

Meets standard Current Ratio equals or exceeds 1.1 

 
c) Network-level Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand 
 
The Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand sub-indicator shows how long a network can pay its expenses without 
another inflow of cash. 
 
Best practice indicates a network should have between 30-60 unrestricted days cash on hand to cover unexpected 
expenses. This is particularly important given the cyclical nature of cash inflows and the restricted nature of many 
of the fund’s networks use throughout the year. For this indicator, Unrestricted Cash includes cash and cash 
equivalents and excludes escrow accounts and board-restricted funds. Short-term investments that can be 
converted into cash quickly, such as treasury bills with a maturity of up to 90 days, will also be considered cash 
equivalents. 
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Data Source: Audited Statement of Financial Position/Balance Sheet (checking/savings account balance, other 
unrestricted cash) and audited Statement of Activities/Income Statement (Total Expenses, Depreciation and 
Amortization), Statement of Functional Expenses (Depreciation) 
 
Calculation: Unrestricted Cash / ((Total Expenses – Depreciation)/365) 
 

Does not meet standard Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand is less than 30 days. 

Approaching standard Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand is between 30-44 days. 

Meets standard Unrestricted Days Cash on Hand equals or exceeds 45 days. 

 
d) Network-level Debt Default 
 
The Debt Default sub-indicator indicates if a network is not meeting its debt obligations or covenants. Networks 
must meet all requirements when servicing debt and complying with other covenants in their agreements. 
 
Data Source: Notes to the audited financial statements 
 
Calculation: Reviewal of notes to the financial statements in the accrual-based audit 
 

Does not meet standard Default or delinquent payments identified and/or is in violation of covenants. 

Approaching standard The network is in violation of covenants, but audit indicates that a waiver was granted. 

Meets standard Not in default or delinquent. 

 
Long-Term Health: Does the organization demonstrate long term financial health? 

For schools within networks, OEI will use the organization’s consolidated financials to determine long-term financial 
sustainability. OEI will provide narrative in accountability reports related to school-specific metrics in this area as needed. 

Does not meet standard 

The organization meets standard for one sub-indicator but does not meet standard for the 
remaining two sub-indicators: a) Three-year Aggregate Net Income, b) Debt to Asset Ratio c) 
Debt Service Coverage Ratio OR The school does not meet standard for any of the sub-
indicators. 

Approaching standard 
The organization meets standard for two sub-indicators: a) Three-year Aggregate Net Income, 
b) Debt to Asset Ratio c) Debt Service Coverage Ratio OR The school approaches standard for 
all 3 sub-indicators. 

Meets standard 
The organization meets standard for two sub-indicators and approaches standard for the 
remaining sub-indicator: a) Three-year Aggregate Net Income, b) Debt to Asset Ratio, and c) 
Debt Service Coverage Ratio. 

Exceeds standard The organization meets standard for all sub-indicators: a) Three-year Aggregate Net Income, b) 
Debt to Asset Ratio, and c) Debt Service Coverage Ratio. 

 
The Long-Term Health indicator is calculated for all mayor-sponsored charter schools. Sub-indicators for 
standalone schools will be calculated using audited financial statements, and those for networks will be calculated 
using the organization’s consolidated financial statements. “Network” refers to all campuses plus administration. 
 
a) Three-Year Aggregate Net Income  
 
Net income measures the difference between a school or network’s revenues and expenses (including non-cash 
expenditures such as depreciation and amortization) 
 
Net income indicates whether a school or network operates with a surplus or a deficit in a given time period. Net 
income is important because schools cannot operate at a deficit for sustained periods of time without risk of 
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closure. The Three-Year Aggregate Net Income is simply the sum of the net incomes for the most recent three 
years to understand if the school or network is generating a surplus in the long run. 
 
Data Source: Three Years of Audited Statements of Activity    
 
Calculation: Sum of Net Incomes for the past three years 
 
Note: For schools in year one and year two of operation, we are looking for positive net incomes each year. 
Aggregate metrics will not be calculated until year three. 
 

Does not meet standard Aggregate three-year Net Income is negative OR Aggregate three-year net income is not 
available and most recent year net income is negative.  

Approaching standard Aggregate three-year Net Income is positive and most recent year is negative OR Aggregate 
Three-year Net Income is negative and most recent year Net Income is positive.  

Meets standard Aggregate three-year Net Income is positive and most recent year Net Income is positive.  

 
b) Debt-to-Asset Ratio 
 
The Debt-to-Asset Ratio sub-indicator measures the amount of liabilities a school/network owes versus the assets 
they own; it measures the extent to which the school/network relies on borrowed funds to finance its operations. 
The debt-to-asset ratio is the long-term version of the current ratio. It compares school’s/networks total assets to 
their total liabilities. This is a snapshot of how much a school/network owns vs. how much they owe in total. A 
lower debt-to-asset ratio generally indicates stronger health. 
 
Data Source: Audited Statement of Financial Position   
 
Calculation: Total Liabilities/Total Assets 
 

Does not meet standard Debt-to-Asset Ratio exceeds 0.95 

Approaching standard Debt-to-Asset Ratio is between 0.91 – 0.95 

Meets standard Debt-to-Asset Ratio is less than or equal to 0.90  

 
c) Debt Service Coverage Ratio  
 
The Debt Service Coverage Ratio sub-indicator measures a school/network’s financial capacity to cover its debt 
obligations in the current fiscal year. This ratio depicts a school/network’s ability to pay its annual obligations once 
you add back the non-cash expenditure (depreciation), the amortization expense, and the interest expense. This is 
then divided by the total annual principal and interest obligation to understand if the income generated by the 
organization is enough to meet its current year obligations. Annual principal payment should be derived from the 
Statement of Financial Position by taking the difference between the previous and current year's long-term debt, 
net of current portion. This is noted as a long-term liability. 
 
Data Sources: Audited Statement of Activity or Income Statement (change in net assets or net income, interest 
expense, depreciation expense) and Audited Statement of Financial Position (principal payment) 
 
Calculation: (Net Income + Depreciation+ Amortization + Interest Expense) / (Principal + Amortization + Interest 
Expense)  
 

Does not meet standard Debt Service Coverage ratio is less than 1.05 
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Approaching standard Debt Service Coverage ratio is between 1.05 – 1.1 

Meets standard Debt Service Coverage ratio equals or exceeds 1.2 

 
Fiscal Oversight: Does the organization demonstrate it has adequate financial management and systems? 

Does not meet standard The organization does not meet standard for one sub-indicator: a) Financial Audit OR b) 
Financial Reporting Requirements.  

Approaching standard The organization meets standard for the b) Financial Reporting Requirements sub-indicator but 
approaches standard for the a) Financial Audit sub-indicator. 

Meets standard The organization meets standard for both sub-indicators: a) Financial Audit b) Financial 
Reporting Requirements. 

 
The Fiscal Oversight indicator is calculated for all mayor-sponsored charter schools. Sub-indicators for standalone 
schools will be calculated using audited financial statements, and those for networks will be calculated using the 
organization’s consolidated financial statements. “Network” refers to all campuses plus administration. 
 
a) Financial Audit 
 
The annual accrual-based audit provides an opinion on the validity of the information being shared in the financial 
statements and provides insight into a school’s financial health.  
 
Data Sources: Annual accrual-based audit  
 

Does not meet standard The organization receives an audit with multiple significant deficiencies, a material weakness, 
or has a noted going concern assessment. 

Approaching standard Receives a clean audit opinion with one or more significant deficiencies noted but no material 
weaknesses or a noted going concern assessment. 

Meets standard Receives a clean audit opinion with no findings related to its internal controls over financial 
reporting. 

 
b) Financial Reporting Requirements 
 
Schools are required to submit all financial documentation in a timely manner. Adhering to the reporting 
requirements are critical in ensuring strong ongoing monitoring of a school or network’s financial health.  
 
Data Sources: Compliance items submitted to OEI, independent auditor, accountant, bookkeeper, and other 
relevant vendors 
 
Calculation: OEI reserves the right to consider the following when determining that a school does not meet 
standard for this sub-indicator: Compliance with charter requirements; Late submission or failure to submit 
quarterly financial documents; Late submission or failure to submit the annual accrual-based audit per OEI, SBOA, 
or Federal OMB deadlines; Cancellation of compliance meetings with OEI for non-emergency reasons and/or 
failure to reschedule meetings. 
 

Does not meet standard Fails to satisfy financial reporting requirements by submitting less than 80% of documents on-
time or is out of compliance with charter requirements. 

Meets standard Satisfies all financial reporting requirements by submitting at least 80% of documents on-time 
and is in compliance with charter requirements. 
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Core Question 3: Is the organization effective and well-run? 
Expanded Criteria 

 
Overview 
 
The Governance Performance Framework gauges the strength, capacity, and effectiveness of school and board 
leadership, as well as ability to remain in compliance with the terms of the charter and all other applicable laws 
and policies. The framework consists of indicators designed to measure schools and networks on governance 
oversight, board capacity and focus, compliance, and organizational leadership and collaboration. 
 
Data Collection 
 
In order to use the framework throughout the school year, OEI will need the following: 
 

• Board-approved minutes from every meeting and/or in-person observations of those meetings. 
• Assurance (through compliance submissions) that boards are meeting requirements of Indiana Open Door 

Law. 
• On-time compliance submissions through the Charter Achievement Portal. 
• Results from evaluations of the board, school leadership, and CMO (if applicable). 
• Notes and information from semi-annual board chair check-ins between board chairs and Governance 

Analysts. 
• Any relevant complaints from students, parents, or staff. 

 
Evaluation  
 
OEI will continue to evaluate and rate schools’ and networks’ performance on an annual basis against the 
governance performance framework using the minutes, reports, and observations of board meetings and results of 
regular check-ins with board and school leadership throughout the year. Schools determined to be out of 
compliance will be subject to additional monitoring and/or corrective action at the discretion of OEI staff.  
 
Governance Oversight: Does the board demonstrate strong governance oversight? 

Does Not Meet Standard The board does not meet standard on one or more sub-indicators with no evidence of a credible 
plan to address the issues.  

Approaching Standard 

The board either 1) approaches standard for all three sub-indicators, 2) meets standard for two 
sub-indicators and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator 3) approaches standard for two 
sub-indicators and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator 4) exceeds or meets standard 
for one sub-indicator, approaches for one, and does not meet for one; and may or may not have 
a credible plan to address the issues. 

Meets Standard 

The board either 1) meets standard for two sub-indicators and approaches standard for one sub-
indicator, 2) exceeds standard for one sub-indicator, meets for one, and approaches or does not 
meet for one, 3) exceeds standard for two sub-indicators and does not meet standard for one 
sub-indicator 4) exceeds standard for two sub-indicators and approaches standard for one sub-
indicator, or 5) meets standard for all sub-indicators. 

Exceeds Standard The board exceeds standard for at least two sub-indicators and meets standard for one. 

 
Governance Oversight centers the board’s prioritization of academic outcomes, financial viability of the school, 
and governance accountability. A board that is focused on data is just as important as a data-driven school leader.  
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a) The board exercises relentless focus on student academic outcomes 
 
Boards are expected to regularly discuss student data, in aggregate and disaggregated by subgroup. This should 
occur at least three times per year to correspond with beginning-, middle-, and end-of-year assessments and 
checkpoints. Governance analysts will consult with academic analysts on this indicator. 
 
Data Sources:  

• Board discussions of academic data  
• Board meeting minutes  
• Academic and or/or progress report-outs on board goals  
• Evidence of an academic committee and/or individual(s) on the board who collaborate with the school 

leader to closely monitor progress. 
 

Does not meet standard • The board is unable to gauge whether students are on track; or 
• The board does not have an active academic committee. 

Approaching standard • The board was engaged during academic performance discussions.  
• The board did not regularly discuss disaggregated data. 

Meets standard 

The board did three of the following: 
• Centered student academic outcomes in discussions.  
• Discussed disaggregated academic data regularly. 
• Worked with school leadership to adjust course when needed. 
• Has an academic committee that regularly meets with school leadership to review 

academic data and reports to the full board. 

Exceeds Standard 

The board did all the following: 
• Centered student academic outcomes in discussions.  
• Discussed disaggregated academic data regularly.  
• Worked with school leadership to adjust course when necessary. 
• Has an academic committee that regularly meets with school leadership review 

academic data and reports to the full board. 

 
b) The board has active committees with clear goals 
 
Boards bylaws should include provisions for committees that regularly meet for their intended purpose. OEI 
suggests, at the least, that a board has an academic, finance, and governance committee. Committees should set 
goals and consistently report to the full board. Board members and non-members who are part of the school 
community may serve on committees.  
 
Data Sources:  

• Evidence of committees that operate against a clear charge  
• Evidence that committees are able to articulate their progress on goals  
• Board bylaws 
• Board meeting minutes 
• Committee report-outs 

 

Does not meet standard 

• There is no evidence of active committees; or 
• Committee goals do not align to school-specific goals; or 
• The board has committees, but there is minimal to no evidence progress to goals was 

shared. 

Approaching standard 
The board has two of the following: 

• Active committees rooted in student/school-level success. 
• Each committee has goals aligned to student/school-level success.  
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• Committees share progress to goals with recommendations to full board when 
necessary.  

• At a minimum, committees in academics and finance. 

Meets standard 

The board has three of the following: 
• Active committees rooted in student/school-level success. 
• Each committee has goals aligned to student/school-level success.  
• Committees share progress to goals with recommendations to full board when 

necessary.  
• At a minimum, committees in academics and finance. 

Exceeds Standard 

The board has all the following: 
• Active committees rooted in student/school-level success. 
• Each committee has goals aligned to student/school-level success.  
• Committees share progress to goals with recommendations to full board when 

necessary.  
• At a minimum, committees in academics and finance. 

 
c) The board has evaluation systems in place to monitor itself and school leadership 
 
It is important that boards have strong systems that allow them to hold school leadership accountable to the 
promises in the charter contract and set high expectations for student performance. Similarly, the board should 
also take time to reflect on its own performance and progress toward helping the school achieve its mission and 
vision. Evaluations should drive plans for improvement and avoid punitive measures. If evaluations are not 
satisfactory and require leadership changes, the board should also have a strong succession plan on file to allow 
for seamless transition and limited, if any, disruption for students, staff, and families. 
 
Data Sources:  

• Board self-evaluations 
• Board evaluation of executive director or CEO 
• Board of evaluation of the CMO/EMO 
• School leader self-evaluation 
• School leader succession plan 

 

Does not meet standard • The organization is missing all evaluations; or 
• The board did not submit a school leader succession plan. 

Approaching standard • The organization is missing two or more required evaluations; or 
• The board has an outdated school leader succession plan on file. 

Meets standard 
The organization did all the following: 

• The organization completed all but one of the required evaluations. 
• The board has an updated school leader succession plan on file. 

Exceeds Standard 

The organization did all the following: 
• The board evaluated the school leader. 
• The school leader conducted a self-assessment. 
• The board conducted a self-assessment. 
• The board evaluated its education service provider, if applicable. 
• The board has an updated school leader succession plan on file. 

 
 

Board Composition and Vision: Is the board active, knowledgeable, diverse, and does it work toward a 
strategic vision? 

Does not meet standard The board does not meet standard on one or both sub-indicators with no evidence of a 
credible plan to address the issues. 

Approaching standard The board either 1) approaches standard for one or both sub-indicators, 2) meets standard for 
one sub-indicator and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator, 3) exceeds standard for 
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one sub-indicator and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator; and may or may not have 
a credible plan to address the issues. 

Meets standard 
The board either 1) meets standard for both sub-indicators, 2) meets standard for one sub-
indicator and exceeds standard for one sub-indicator, or 3) exceeds standard for one sub-
indicator and approaches standard for one sub-indicator. 

Exceeds standard The board exceeds standard for both sub-indicators. 

 
Board Composition and Vision centers on the board’s ability to craft a diverse team to lead the school as well as 
the ability to accurately monitor and keep a pulse on the overall health of the school.   
 
a) The board has diverse members with essential skillsets where all members are contributing 
 
Historically, OEI has looked to evaluate board diversity by the presence of academic, legal, finance, HR, and 
operations skills on the Board, as well as the expectation that board members backgrounds are also diverse in 
terms of race, ethnicity, and other markers of identity, particularly those relevant to the school's student 
population.  
 
Data Sources:  

• Board roster and board member resumes 
• Board member attendance (individual and committee) 
• Board meeting schedule, agendas, packets, reports, minutes, meeting discussions, and notes 
• Gender and racial/ethnic diversity of the board relative to the students served at the school 
• State-audited school-level demographics  
• Board-submitted goals for recruiting diverse members (if not captured in board-submitted formal tracking 

system, policies, and/or bylaws) 
 

Does not meet standard 

The board did most of the following: 
• Board experiences lack diverse and strategic skills. 
• The board met quorum at less than 80% of meetings. 
• Board committees were rarely represented in meetings. 

Approaching standard 

The board did most of the following: 
• Board experiences include one of the following skillsets: law, finance, or academics. 
• The board met quorum at 80% of meetings. 
• Committees were represented at 80% of meetings. 

Meets standard 

The board did most of the following: 
• Board members mostly reflect the student population or measurable goals were set 

for recruitment. 
• Board experiences include two of the following skillsets: law, finance, or academics. 
• The board met quorum at 90% of meetings. 
• Committees were represented at 90% of meetings. 

Exceeds Standard 

The board did all the following: 
• Board members reflect the student population or measurable goals were set for 

recruitment. 
• Board experiences include law, finance, and academics. 
• The board met quorum at 100% of meetings. 
• Committees and members were represented and contributing at every meeting. 

 
b) The board uses clear and accurate data as part of a formal tracking system to monitor school health 
 
One of the primary roles of a charter school board is working with the school leader to set, monitor, and evaluate 
performance against annual goals that are aligned with the school’s long-term strategic vision. A school’s annual 
goals reflect the unique approach and strategies it uses to ensure delivery on the promises articulated in its 
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charter. Goals vary from year to year and depend upon student performance, school leadership, operations, and 
overall functioning of the board. 
 
Data Sources:  

• Progress monitoring and ongoing mechanisms to formally track performance on school-level goals  
• Board meeting minutes  
• Committee/board reports 
• Formal tracking system with board’s annual goals 

 
Does not meet standard • The board does not have goals and/or a way to monitor their progress. 

Approaching standard 

The board did most of the following: 
• There is no evidence of a formal tracking system in place. 
• Targets include a combination of academic, finance, and operational indicators. 
• The board has general goals, but only assesses progress once per year. 

Meets standard 

The board did most of the following: 
• The board exercises oversight of the financial and operational health of the school 

using clear and accurate data and a consistent set of metrics. 
• At minimum, targets include academic, finance, and operational indicators. 
• The board sets annual goals and discusses progress towards goals at least quarterly. 

Exceeds Standard 

The board did all the following: 
• Exercised tight oversight of the health of the school using clear and accurate data 

and a consistent set of metrics. 
• At minimum, targets included academic, finance, and operational indicators. 
• Set annual goals and discusses progress towards goals at all board meetings. 

 
 

Compliance: Does the school satisfactorily comply with all its governance obligations? 
Does Not Meet Standard The organization does not meet standard on two or more sub-indicators with no evidence of a 

credible plan to address the issues. 
Approaching Standard The organization either 1) approaches standard for all four sub-indicators, 2) meets standard 

for three sub-indicators and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator 3) approaches 
standard for three sub-indicators and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator 4) exceeds 
standard for one sub-indicator, meets for one, approaches for one, and does not meet for one; 
and may or may not have a credible plan to address the issues. 

Meets Standard The organization either 1) meets standard for two sub-indicators and approaches standard for 
two sub-indicators, or 2) meets standard for three sub-indicators and approaches standard for 
one sub-indicator or 3) exceeds standard for one sub-indicator, meets for one, and approaches 
for two sub-indicators or 4) meets standard for all sub-indicators 

Exceeds Standard The organization exceeds standard for at one sub-indicator and meets standard for the rest. 

 
The Compliance indicator determines adherence to the reporting requirements calendar and the sufficiency of 
information submitted by boards to OEI. It also reviews school-level compliance with applicable laws. Most of 
these items are outlined in the board’s charter agreement. The spirit of this indicator encourages boards and 
schools to be timely and proactive in their compliance items while remaining in good standing with laws specific to 
the state of Indiana.  
 
a) Compliance Document Submission 
 
OEI maintains a document submission platform, where schools are given access to upload required items each 
month. These requirements are details in the Calendar of Reporting Requirements found later in this handbook. 
 
Data Sources:  
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• Compliance items submitted in the Charter Achievement Portal (CAP) 
 
Calculation: Documents submitted on time / Documents required 
 

Does not meet standard • The organization submitted fewer than 75% of compliance documents on time. 

Approaching standard • The organization submitted 75-85% of compliance documents on time. 

Meets standard • The organization submitted 86-94% of compliance documents on time. 

Exceeds Standard • The organization submitted at least 95% of compliance documents on time. 

 
b) Charter Compliance 
 
The organizer is expected to remain in compliance, at all times, with the terms of the charter contract and its 
associated amendments. Failure to do so may result in a formal Notice of Noncompliance or Notice of Deficiency 
and engagement in OEI's performance improvement process. 
 
Data Sources:  

• Complaints or charges from individuals or institutions pertaining to compliance 
• Notifications of deficiencies (from OEI or other sources) 

 

Does not meet standard • The organization was out of compliance with multiple sections of its charter and/or 
applicable law or was unable to resolve several violations during the school year. 

Approaching standard • The organization was out of compliance with one or more sections of its charter 
and/or applicable law but worked to resolve the issue(s) during the school year. 

Meets standard • The organization remained in compliance with all sections of its charter and 
applicable laws. 

 
c) Compliance with OEI's Incident Communication Policy 
 
Boards are required to craft plans to notify OEI when issues arise at the school level. To meet OEI’s standards of 
communication, the board must notify the authorizer of any school-level incident within 24 hours of occurrence. 
Additionally, school leadership should engage in regular, responsive communication with OEI. This includes in 
regard to scheduling meetings, providing feedback, and addressing other concerns as needed. This policy is 
detailed further in a later section of this handbook. 
 
Data Sources:  

• Charter agreement 
• Communications with school and/or board leadership 
• Board-submitted plan to notify OEI of incidents 
• Cancellation of compliance meetings with OEI for non-emergency reasons and/or failure to schedule or 

reschedule meetings 
 

Does not meet standard • In the event of a material incident, the organization did not comply with OEI’s 
Incident Communication Policy. 

Meets standard • In the event of a material incident, the organization complied with OEI’s Incident 
Communication Policy. 

 
d) Compliance with Indiana Open Door Law 
 
As public schools, charter school boards must ensure board meetings are held in accordance with Indiana Open 
Door Law. A reference guide is included later in this handbook, as well as a link to the full requirements. 
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Data Sources included but not limited to: 

• Signed IODL Assurance Form 
• Board meeting notices, agendas, and full board as well as committee meeting minutes (if applicable) 
• Evidence of board meeting transparency via communication outlets (calendar, meeting notices, minutes, 

social media, etc.) 
• Evidence of in-person quorum at full board as well as committee meetings (if applicable) 

 

Does not meet standard • The board failed to comply with IODL on multiple occasions and/or did not resolve 
issues at subsequent meetings. 

Approaching standard • The board failed to comply with IODL at one meeting but resolved issues at 
subsequent meetings. 

Meets standard • The board complied with IODL at all meetings. 

 
 

Leadership: Is the school leader strong in their academic and organizational leadership? 

Does Not Meet Standard The organization does not meet standard on two or more sub-indicators with no evidence of a 
credible plan to address the issues. 

Approaching Standard 

The organization either 1) approaches standard for all four sub-indicators, 2) meets standard 
for three sub-indicators and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator 3) approaches 
standard for three sub-indicators and does not meet standard for one sub-indicator 4) exceeds 
standard for one sub-indicator, meets for one, approaches for one, and does not meet for one; 
and may or may not have a credible plan to address the issues. 

Meets Standard 

The organization either 1) meets standard for two sub-indicators and approaches standard for 
two sub-indicators, or 2) meets standard for three sub-indicators and approaches standard for 
one sub-indicator, 3) exceeds standard for three sub-indicators and does not meet standard 
for one sub-indicator 4) exceeds standard for two sub-indicators and approaches standard for 
two sub-indicators 5) meets standard for all sub-indicators. 

Exceeds Standard The organization exceeds standard for at least two sub-indicators and meets standard for the 
rest. 

 
Academic Strength and Organizational Leadership centers on the performance of the school leader as well as the 
relationship between the school leader and the board. The spirit of this indicator aims to encourage collaboration 
between the school leader and the board. This indicator also reinforces that the board is expected to hold the 
school leader accountable for strong school outcomes.  
 
a) School and/or network leaders show a clear track record of success 
 
This sub-indicator is based on results for the prior year's academic accountability (Core Question 1) report. Results 
are reviewed and used to determine a rating. For networks with multiple schools, school-level ratings are averaged 
to determine an overall rating. 
 
Data Sources:  

• State-audited summative data  
• Academic team performance analysis  
• Formative assessment data  
• Additional academic data, including, but not limited to graduation, rate, IREAD-3 data, PSAT, attendance 

 

Does not meet standard • The organization has an average of Does Not Meet Standard for its most recent 
academic accountability report. 

Approaching standard • The organization has an average of Approaches Standard for its most recent 
academic accountability report. 
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Meets standard • The organization has an average of Meets Standard for its most recent academic 
accountability report. 

Exceeds Standard • The organization has an average of Exceeds Standard for its most recent academic 
accountability report. 

 
b) School and/or network leaders are fully present and give data-driven updates to the board 
 
OEI expects school leadership to consistently attend board meetings in order to both provide the board with 
updates and transparently represent to the community the health of the school. This sub-indicator relies on 
observations from governance analysts and interpretation of meeting minutes. 
 
Data Sources:  

• Board meeting minutes  
• School leadership reports to the board  
• School leadership attendance and reporting structure  
• School leadership ability to report on progress indicators across multiple campuses (if network) 

 

Does not meet standard 

• Attended fewer than 60% of board meetings. 
• Did not present on academic or financial outcomes or presentations were not 

accurate. 
• Did not present on school trends and/or there were no plans to address concerns. 

Approaching standard 

• Attended 60% of board meetings. 
• Did not present on academic or financial outcomes or presentations were not 

accurate. 
• Informed the board when trends declined but did not adjust course accordingly. 

Meets standard 
• Attended 80% of board meetings. 
• Presented transparent and accurate academic and financial information. 
• Made mid-course adjustments to improve results when trends declined. 

Exceeds Standard 
• Attended 100% of board meetings. 
• Presented transparent and accurate academic and financial information. 
• Made mid-course adjustments to improve results when trends declined. 

 
c) School and/or network leadership collaborates with the board to handle school-level complaints 
and concerns 
 
This sub-indicator relies on observations during meetings as well as any complaints or issues that occur over the 
course of the year. This could be in the form of specific complaints to OEI, or issues that OEI is made aware of. We 
expect that the school and board leaders can effectively work together to ensure students, families, and staff have 
their concerns or problems addressed, and that the problem-solving process includes collaboration and effective 
communication. 
 
Data Sources:  

• Board meeting minutes  
• School leadership reports 
• Parent/stakeholder complaints 

 

Does not meet standard • The board was unaware of several issues or concerns at the school level. 
• There is little to no evidence of collaboration to resolve issues. 

Approaching standard 

• The board was not always aware of or brought on in a timely manner regarding 
school concerns or issues. 

• There is evidence of some collaboration between board and school leadership to 
resolve issues. 



 

Back to the Table of Contents 114 

Meets standard 

Leadership did at least two the following when concerns arose: 
• Presented thorough data to the board. 
• Collaborated with the board to develop solutions that centered the best interests of 

students. 
• Resolved most school-level issues or complaints. 

Exceeds Standard 

Leadership did all of the following when concerns arose: 
• Presented thorough data to the board. 
• Collaborated with the board to develop solutions that centered the best interests of 

students. 
• Resolved all school-level issues or complaints. 

 
d) The school and/or network maintains leadership stability in key administrative positions with a 
clear plan for succession 
 
A successful school requires stable, consistent leadership. Schools are expected to ensure leadership stability at 
the administrative level (deans, directors, principal, executive director, CEO, etc.) to allow the school to meet its 
mission and vision and effectively carry out instruction and implement building culture. This sub-indicator will also 
consider the extent to which any transitions resulted in disruption for the school community. 
 
Data Sources:  

• Academic meetings 
• Quarterly finance meetings  
• Board chair check-ins  
• Other communications as indicated 

 

Does not meet standard 
• School leadership was unstable with significant administrative turnover. 
• School leadership changes disrupted school operations, student success, or charter 

compliance. 

Approaching standard 
• School leadership was unstable with minimal administrative turnover. 
• School leadership changes disrupted school operations, student success, or charter 

compliance. 

Meets standard 
• School leadership was stable with minimal administrative turnover. 
• School leadership changes had minimal disruption on school operations, student 

success, or charter compliance. 

Exceeds Standard 
• School leadership was stable with minimal administrative turnover. 
• School leadership changes did not disrupt school operations, student success, or 

charter compliance. 

 



 

Back to the Table of Contents 115 

Core Question 4: Site Visit Schedule and Vendor Information 
 

Overview 
 
The site visit framework assesses the processes and systems that impact a school’s academic, financial, and 
governance outcomes in Core Questions 1, 2 and 3. 
 
During the term of its initial charter, a school receives a site visit and evaluation against Core Question 4 in the 
second, third and sixth years. The third-year comprehensive review culminates in a school’s mid-charter review, 
while the sixth-year visit serves to inform charter renewal decisions. In subsequent standard charter terms (seven 
years), a school receives a site visit and evaluation against Core Question 4 in the third and sixth years. In 
subsequent 15-year charter terms, a school receives a site visit and evaluation in the fifth, 10th, and 14th years. 
The third-, fifth- or 10th-year review culminate in a school’s mid- or interim charter review, while the sixth- or 
14th-year visit serves to inform renewal decisions.  
 
Evaluations are completed by external consultants who contract with each school or network. The Office of 
Education Innovation will publish completed evaluations alongside annual accountability reports on its website. 
 
Please note, beginning in 2026-27 OEI transitioned the Mid-Charter Review for all schools to year three, rather 
than year four. This means that for schools opening in 2026-27 or later, site visits will occur in consecutive years 
early in the term. Please direct any questions to Shaina Cavazos, Director, OEI. 
 
Schools required to schedule site visits for 2026-27 
 
Third Year (Mid-Charter for schools after first term) 

• Avondale Meadows Middle School 
• Indiana Math and Science Academy - North 

 
Sixth Year (Renewal) 

• Tindley Summit Academy 
• Indianapolis Metropolitan High School 
• Vision Academy 
• Indiana Math and Science Academy - West 
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OEI Site Visit Participation  
 
OEI team members will attend select site visits to observe, ensure the site visit protocol is implemented with 
fidelity, and gain better understanding of the school’s day-to-day operations. OEI may participate in some or all of 
the visit. This could include classroom observations, focus groups, or building walkthroughs. To protect authorizer 
objectivity and school autonomy, OEI team members will not provide feedback from the site visit or draft any 
areas of the Core Question 4 accountability reports. School leaders will be notified of OEI’s participation in the site 
visit prior to the scheduled visit.   
 
Site Visit Debrief  
 
For site visits that OEI elects not to participate in, the evaluation team should find time to debrief the highlights of 
the site visit with a member of OEI staff.   
 
Report Drafts   
 
External evaluators will include OEI on all Core Question 4 report draft correspondence with school leaders. 
Revisions to draft reports will be limited to factual corrections and will not include changes to ratings unless they 
are related to factual inaccuracies. OEI will not provide feedback on report drafts or address areas of concern 
within the correspondence.   
 
Evaluator Selection   
 
OEI will provide schools with a list of approved evaluators that they may contract with at their own cost to 
complete the site visit. Mayor-sponsored charter schools may not contract with the same external evaluator more 
than twice sequentially. This is not limited to the current charter term. The only exception to this policy is 
circumstances in which a school is required to contract with a specific evaluator at OEI’s discretion. These 
circumstances may include, but are not limited to, a school’s placement on a Notice of Noncompliance or Notice of 
Deficiency, the initiation of a special education investigation by the Indiana Department of Education in the current 
or preceding school year, or direct constituent complaints to OEI.  
 
Example of Acceptable Evaluator Contract Timeline  
 

    
          Initial Charter Term                                                                          Renewed Charter Term  
  
To improve the diversity of the pool of external evaluators, OEI will continue to engage in a Request for 
Information process on an ongoing basis.   
 
Conflict of Interest Policy  
 
Schools may not use an individual as an external evaluator to complete their Core Question 4 site visit evaluation if 
the school has worked or is currently working with the individual in a consultant capacity in the past three years. 
This prohibition only applies to the individual evaluator, not the organization that employs the individual. A school 
may use an organization that they have used or are currently using in a consulting capacity to complete the 
evaluation so long as the individual completing the evaluation has never worked with the school in a consulting 
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capacity. It is the responsibility of the evaluation team to make OEI aware of the most recent work the team has 
engaged in with the school ahead of the site visit. Prior to completing a contract with an evaluator, the school and 
prospective evaluator must sign an assurance form indicating an awareness and understanding of OEI’s site visit 
protocol and related policies. OEI will provide this form to schools and evaluators. 
 
Important Note: Once a school has selected an evaluator, under no circumstances may the evaluator engage in 
any kind of preliminary evaluation with the school outside of collecting publicly available data or information that 
might be necessary for the context of planning or conducting the site visit. Pre-visits or advance evaluations of any 
kind that compromise the independence and integrity of the site visit process could result in additional 
consequences that include OEI rejecting the report, requesting the school engage a different evaluator to repeat 
the process, or removing the evaluator in question from the approved list. Questions on this may be directed to 
Shaina Cavazos, Director of Charter Schools. 
 
Presentations to mayor-sponsored charter school boards  
 
In the event a charter school received more than two ratings of “Does Not Meet Standard,” OEI may ask the 
evaluation team to complete a presentation to the school’s board detailing the findings of the site visit. The school 
would be required to contract with the evaluation team at market rate. Evaluators will include this caveat in their 
proposed scope of work.   
 
Cost 
 
External evaluators have the autonomy to set their own pricing. Costs will depend on various factors including, but 
not limited to, the model, size, and grade band of the school and could range from $10,000 to $20,000. We 
encourage schools to reach out to the evaluators for more information on their pricing and procedures. 
 
Collecting Evidence 
 
Consultants will inform schools of required evidence to evaluate against Core Question 4. Below is a sample list of 
supporting artifacts school leaders may produce to provide evidence in support of indicators in the Core Question 
4 framework. Evaluators are responsible for ensuring the accuracy of information (data, test passing rates, etc.) 
provided for use in the evaluation. All data included in the report must be confirmed using the IDOE’s Data Center 
and Reports page.   

 
Supporting Evidence CQ4 Indicator 

Assessment calendar and samples Instruction, MLL Compliance 

Classroom Observations Curriculum, Pedagogy, Instruction, Climate, SPED 
Compliance 

College and career readiness data  Postsecondary Support 

Conference notifications Compliance 

Confidential student file reviews (including PHLS) Compliance, MLL Compliance 
Counseling Department Policies and Procedures, Advising Procedures 
and Protocols Postsecondary Support 

Curriculum documents (pacing guides, maps, example lesson plans) Curriculum, Pedagogy 

Data protocol documents  Pedagogy, Instruction 

Data reports Instruction, MLL Compliance 

Demographic information Family Communication 

Disaggregated Reports on Course Enrollment Postsecondary Support 

Discipline policy materials  Climate 

Family/Community engagement plan Mission, Climate, Family Communication 

https://www.in.gov/doe/it/data-center-and-reports/
https://www.in.gov/doe/it/data-center-and-reports/
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Focus Groups  
Curriculum, Pedagogy, Postsecondary Support, 
Instruction, Staffing, Mission, Climate, Family 
Communication, Compliance, 4.10 

Graduation Data  Postsecondary Support 

Hiring policy and procedure manual  Staffing 

Instructional Calendars  Curriculum, Pedagogy, Instruction 

ILP conference meeting notes MLL Compliance 

Lesson Plans, Lesson Plan Internalization Protocol/System  Pedagogy, MLL Compliance 
List of school curricula, Course of Study (including Pathway, AP, IB, 
and dual credit options) Postsecondary Support 

List of school staff and credentials  Staffing 

Master Calendar  Pedagogy, Instruction 

MOUs with college and community partners  Postsecondary Support 

Supporting Evidence CQ4 Indicator 

MTSS data  Instruction, Climate 

Organizational chart  Staffing 
Parent correspondence (including, but not limited to, ILP input, ELL 
notification of services, WIDA results/notification of WIDA test, etc.) 

Family Communication, Compliance, MLL 
Compliance 

PLC agendas/materials  Pedagogy, Instruction 

Professional development agendas, schedule, materials, etc.  Curriculum, Pedagogy, Postsecondary Support, 
Instruction, Climate, MLL Compliance 

Public meeting notices  Family Communication 

RDA accountability workbook  Compliance, MLL Compliance 

Review of case conferences meeting notes Compliance 
Review of IEPs (at least 20% of them) Compliance 

Review of ILPs (at least 20%) MLL Compliance 

School discipline data  Climate 

School Handbook Postsecondary Support 

School Improvement Plan Family Communication 

School newsletters Family Communication 

Secondary Completion Data  Postsecondary Support 

Staff deployment plan Staffing 

Staff Handbook  Curriculum, Pedagogy, Instruction, Mission, Family 
Communication 

Student Handbook Postsecondary Support, Mission, Climate, Family 
Communication 

State standards Compliance 
Student and teacher data trackers (or similar items i.e. dashboards, 
etc.) Curriculum, Instruction, MLL Compliance 

Student progress report cards/forms Family Communication, MLL Compliance 

Survey Data  Curriculum, Postsecondary Support, Mission, Family 
Communication, Compliance, MLL Compliance 

Teacher evaluation rubric  Pedagogy, Staffing 

Welcome packet Family Communication 

 
 


	OEI Overview
	About OEI
	Background
	Meet    the Team
	Our Work

	The Indianapolis Charter School Board
	Overview
	Board Members

	Who’s Responsible for What?
	Overview
	Indiana State Board of Education
	Indiana Department of Education
	Office of Education Innovation


	Charter Agreement
	CHARTER AGREEMENT
	SECTION 1. AUTHORITY AND GRANT OF CHARTER
	1.1 Grant.  The Authorizer hereby grants a charter to the Organizer for the maintenance and operation of an Indiana public charter school to be known as FULL SCHOOL NAME (“Charter School”), pursuant to the authority of Indiana Code Article 20-24. This...
	1.2 Authority.  Charter schools authorized by the Authorizer are required to adhere to all applicable federal and state laws, the Authorizer’s policies and procedures, and this Charter Agreement. Together—these laws, policies and procedures, and this ...

	SECTION 2. LEGAL STATUS AND ESTABLISHMENT OF CHARTER SCHOOL
	2.3 Legal Status. The Charter School is an Indiana public school and shall be subject to applicable law, in addition to any policies relating to charter schools adopted by the Authorizer.
	2.4 Effective Date. The Charter shall take effect upon the execution of this Charter Agreement by the Authorizer and a duly authorized representative of the Organizer (the "Effective Date"). It is understood that prior to the Charter's issuance on the...
	2.5 School Establishment. The Organizer shall not provide instruction to any student attending the Charter School unless and until:
	a. The Organizer substantially completes, in a timely manner, through the Authorizer’s current document submission process, all of the Prior Actions set forth in Exhibit A;
	b. The Authorizer shall have confirmed in writing the substantial completion of such Prior Actions; and
	c. The Organizer provides a written statement to the Authorizer confirming the approval by the Indianapolis Public Schools Board of Commissioners of an agreement to join the Indianapolis Public Schools Innovation Network if the Organizer applied as a ...

	SECTION 3. IDENTIFICATION OF THE ORGANIZER; DESCRIPTION OF ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE PLAN
	3.1 Organization. The Charter School is established and operated by the Organizer, a not-for-profit corporation formed and organized under the applicable laws of the State of Indiana, and (a) having secured a determination from the Internal Revenue Se...
	3.2 Board of Directors.
	a. The Organizer has a Board of Directors ("Board") whose members constitute the governing body of the Charter School. The Board shall manage the Charter School’s activities in compliance with the Charter and applicable law.
	b. The Organizer represents that it conducted or will conduct within ninety (90) days of the Effective Date:
	i. an expanded criminal history check pursuant to Indiana Code § 20-26-5-10 on each current Board member, and at least fourteen (14) days prior to the approval of any new Board member, to the fullest extent permitted under applicable law after obtaini...
	ii. an Indiana expanded child protection index check pursuant to Indiana Code § 20-26-5-10(e) on each current Board member, and before or not later than sixty (60) days after the start date of the new Board member.
	c. Any person convicted of the following acts is prohibited from serving on the Board, unless such prohibition is expressly waived by the Authorizer in writing:
	i an offense described in Indiana Code § 20-26-5-11.2(b); or
	ii any theft, misappropriation of funds, embezzlement, misrepresentation, or fraud.
	3.3 Governance. The Organizer shall operate the Charter School under the governance plan set forth in its application for the Charter, which is attached to this Charter Agreement and incorporated herein by reference as Exhibit B (“The Application”).
	3.4 Bylaws. The Board shall initially operate pursuant to the bylaws set forth in the Application (“Bylaws”). The Board shall meet within thirty (30) days of the Effective Date and duly ratify such Bylaws. Thereafter the Board shall operate pursuant t...
	3.5 Conflict of Interest. Any Board member, officer of Organizer, or individual who is to hold a leadership position in the operation of the Charter School, including any administrative position (together, "Interested Persons"), any family member of a...
	3.6 Dissolution. The Organizer represents that its governing documents provide that, upon dissolution, (a) all remaining assets, except funds received from the Indiana Department of Education (the "Department"), must be used for nonprofit educational ...
	3.7 Escrow Account for Dissolution. The Organizer agrees to establish an escrow account of no less than Thirty Thousand Dollars ($30,000.00) to pay for legal, wind down of operations, and audit expenses that would be associated with a dissolution of t...
	3.8 Third Party Responsibilities. To the extent that applicable law renders any of the Organizer's obligations set forth herein the responsibility of the governing body of the Charter School, the Charter School, or any other third parties, as opposed ...

	SECTION 4. OPERATION OF THE CHARTER SCHOOL
	4.1 Application. The Organizer represents that the information provided in the Application was accurate when submitted and remains accurate as of the Effective Date. Any modifications made to the Application following submission to the Authorizer, but...
	4.2 School Improvement Plan. As permitted under Indiana Code § 20-31-5-2, the Charter shall serve as the Charter School's strategic and continuous school improvement and achievement plan (hereinafter referred to as the "School Improvement Plan"). To t...
	4.3 Performance Framework. The Authorizer will evaluate the Charter School based on the academic, financial, governance, and all other standards set forth in the Authorizer’s Performance Framework, attached as Exhibit C (“Performance Framework”) to th...
	4.4 Educational Service Providers. A third-party organization that provides any of the following services for the Organizer:
	a. Manages or operates the Charter School;
	b. Provides a significant portion of the managerial or instructional staff to the Charter School; or
	c. Provides a significant portion of the instruction or instructional programming to the Charter School;
	is considered an educational services provider (“ESP”) for the purposes of this Charter Agreement. The relationship between the Organizer and an ESP must meet the requirements as set forth in Exhibit D (“Requirements with Respect to an Education Servi...

	SECTION 5. CURRICULUM, INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS, AND PUPIL ASSESSMENT
	5.1 Curriculum. The Organizer shall adopt a curriculum for the Charter School as a Prior Action. The Organizer shall ensure the Authorizer can easily access the curriculum, through the internet or by making a copy of the curriculum. Curricular materia...
	5.2 Educational Benchmarks of Charter School. The benchmarks and indicators of performance for measuring academic progress of students attending the Charter School must be as described in the Application, the Charter, the Accountability Plan, and any ...

	SECTION 6. PUPIL ENROLLMENT
	6.1 Grades Served; Number of Students. The Organizer is authorized to enroll students in accordance with the grade levels and enrollment limits set forth in the Application. The Organizer must receive the express written approval of the Authorizer pri...
	i the grade levels offered at the Charter School; or
	ii student enrollment overall or by grade level from the limits set forth in the Application.
	6.2 Open Enrollment. The Organizer shall enroll any eligible student who submits a timely application for enrollment. Enrollment may only be limited pursuant to the provisions of Indiana Code § 20-24-5.
	6.3 Recruitment; Enrollment. The Organizer's recruitment and enrollment policies for the Charter School are subject to all federal and state law and constitutional provisions that prohibit discrimination on the basis of disability, race, color, gender...
	6.4 Student Records. The Organizer shall maintain all student records, including enrollment information, electronically on a system that is mutually acceptable to the Organizer and the Authorizer.
	6.5 Unified Enrollment.  The Organizer shall participate in the unified enrollment system that is operated by Enroll Indy, or otherwise. This paragraph does not apply to an Adult High School, as defined by Indiana Code § 20-24-1-2.3.
	6.6 Student Identification Numbers. The Organizer shall assign and use student identification numbers both in administering the state’s standardized assessment program and in meeting other Indiana data reporting requirements. The Organizer shall follo...

	SECTION 7. SCHOOL CALENDAR
	7.1 At least ninety (90) days prior to the start of each school year, the Organizer shall submit its proposed start date to the Authorizer for approval. The Organizer shall have students in attendance at the Charter School beginning on the proposed st...

	SECTION 8. PERSONNEL
	8.1 Licensing, Background Checks, and Benefits. Organizer will ensure that all Charter School personnel meet applicable licensing requirements, complete required background checks—including, where applicable, an Indiana expanded child protection index...

	SECTION 9. PHYSICAL PLANT
	9.1 Applicable Law. As a Prior Action, the Organizer shall identify a location for the Charter School and develop facilities for the Charter School that comply with: (a) all applicable law, including building, fire and safety, and zoning and land use ...
	9.2 Material Changes. The Organizer shall notify the Authorizer immediately as to any of the following and provide any supplemental information to or engage in the charter amendment process with the Authorizer as requested:
	a. any material change in the availability or condition of the physical plant, such as through flood, fire, or other unanticipated circumstance;
	b. any allegation that the Organizer or the lessor has breached any lease, deed or other land use agreement concerning the physical plant; or
	c. any proposal to move the Charter School from its current facility to another or from its current location to another.
	9.3 Construction of Facility. As required under Indiana Code § 20-24-7-7, if the Organizer uses public funds for the construction, reconstruction, alteration, or renovation of a public building, then bidding and wage determination law, and any other l...

	SECTION 10. BUDGET, FINANCIAL PLANS, AND AUDITS
	10.1 Organizer as Fiscal Agent. The Organizer is the fiscal agent for the Charter School. The Organizer has exclusive control of, and is responsible for, the funds received by the Charter School and the financial matters of the Charter School.
	10.2 Separate Accounts; Audits. The Organizer shall maintain separate accountings of all funds received and disbursed for the Charter School and shall follow applicable law concerning separate maintenance of federal funds.
	10.3 Adoption of Unified Accounting System. The Organizer shall adopt and implement the unified accounting system prescribed by SBOE and the Indiana State Board of Accounts (“SBOA”).
	10.4 Acquisition of Real and Personal Property. The Organizer may, for educational purposes, acquire real and personal property or an interest in real and personal property by purchase, gift, grant, devise, or bequest.
	10.5 No Tuition. The Organizer shall not charge tuition for any student, except that it may charge for preschool or before-and-after-school programs, unless prohibited under applicable law.
	10.6 Federal Funding. The Organizer shall make all applications, enter into all contracts, and sign all documents necessary for the receipt by the Charter School of any aid, money, or property from the federal government.
	10.7 Administrative fee. Beginning on July 1st before the school’s fourth (4th) school year of operation, the Organizer shall pay to the Authorizer an administrative fee (“Administrative Fee”) in an amount equal to one percent (1%) of the total amount...
	a. This fee is due and payable within thirty (30) days from the date that the fee is invoiced to the Organizer.
	b. The imposition of this fee applies prospectively from the date of this Amendment. That is, a Charter over four (4) years old does not have arrearage.
	c. All other terms and conditions of the Charter, including prior amendments, remain in full force and effect in the same manner as set forth therein.

	SECTION 11. INSURANCE; INDEMNIFICATION
	11.1 Insurance. The Organizer shall maintain as a Prior Action a certificate of insurance as specified by the Authorizer.
	11.2 Indemnification. The Organizer shall indemnify and hold harmless the Authorizer, and its respective officers, agents, and employees from and against any and all claims, actions, damages, expenses, losses or awards, including attorney’s fees, aris...
	a. the negligence of the Organizer;
	b. any action taken or not taken by the Organizer; or
	c. any noncompliance or breach by the Organizer of any of the terms of this Charter Agreement, or laws applicable to the Organizer’s operations during the term of this Charter Agreement.
	11.3 Surviving Provisions. Notwithstanding the expiration, non-renewal, or revocation of this Charter Agreement, the Organizer agrees that the insurance coverage and indemnification requirements shall continue in force and effect with respect to any c...
	11.4 Notice of Potential Claims. The Organizer and the Authorizer shall make a good faith effort to notify each other of any actual or potential claims subject to indemnification pursuant to this Charter Agreement, but failure to do so shall not inval...

	SECTION 12. TRANSPORTATION PLAN
	12.1 The Organizer shall develop, implement, and maintain as a Prior Action a Transportation Plan that provides for safe, reasonably accessible transportation for all students attending the Charter School and complies with all applicable local ordinan...

	SECTION 13. DISCIPLINE AND SAFETY PROGRAM
	13.1 Discipline; Student Rights; School Safety. The Organizer shall develop, implement, and maintain as a Prior Action a school safety plan, including a discipline plan, to provide for a safe learning environment at the Charter School for students, st...
	13.2 Expulsion or Involuntary Transfer. No student shall be expelled or transferred involuntarily from the Charter School except in accordance with applicable law governing the conduct and discipline of students, including Indiana Code §§ 20-33-8-19 a...

	SECTION 14. DESEGREGATION ORDER
	14.1 The Organizer shall comply with any applicable desegregation order and any related plan in the Application.

	SECTION 15. COMPLIANCE ISSUES
	15.1 Compliance with Constitution; Discrimination Law; Applicable Law Generally. The Organizer shall ensure that the Charter School complies with this Charter Agreement, Authorizer policies, all applicable Indiana statutes—specifically including those...
	15.2 Inspection; Certification. In addition to any requirements set forth in this Charter Agreement, the Authorizer may designate the Authorizer's representatives to enter the premises of the Charter School during or outside of school hours, on a sche...
	a. the Organizer's articles of incorporation;
	b. the Organizer's bylaws;
	c. Board policies;
	d. names and contact information for current and former Board members;
	e. the Organizer's enrollment and admissions process for the Charter School;
	f. a list of all formerly and currently enrolled students and, for each student, the following information: full legal name, social security number, student identification number (for purposes of state testing), birth date, home address, school corpor...
	g. a list of all former and current staff members and teachers who work at the Charter School and, for each one, the following information: name, social security number, birth date, home address, compensation, evidence of certification to teach or pro...
	h. evidence of insurance;
	i. the terms of any lease agreement that the Organizer is a party to that is related to Charter School;
	j. documentation of loans and other debt of the Organizer related to Charter School;
	k. detailed accounting of school expenditures and sources of income received that are current through the preceding month, within twenty (20) days after the last day of such month;
	l. copies of all required certifications, health permits, and safety permits for occupancy of the physical plant for the purposes of the Charter School;
	m. copies of all professional services agreements; and
	n. evidence of tax-exempt status.
	15.3 Notice of Litigation. The Organizer shall notify the Authorizer within five (5) business days of either the Charter School or any member of the Board or school administration being named a plaintiff or defendant in any court proceeding arising fr...
	15.4 Document Submission Platform. The Authorizer may, from time to time as determined to be necessary, provide approval or confirmation through its document submission process. The Organizer shall use the document submission process, with access furn...

	SECTION 16. TERM, REVIEW, RENEWAL, AND REVOCATION
	16.1 Term. The term of the Charter Agreement commences on the Effective Date and end forty-five (45) days after completion of the seventh (7th) school year of operation of the Charter School.
	16.2 Performance Review. The Authorizer shall review the Organizer’s performance no less frequently than annually (“Performance Review”). The content and scope of each Performance Review is determined by the Authorizer. As part of the overall review p...
	a. results on mandatory Statewide annual assessments, as defined in 511 IAC § 6.2-10-1(29), including the number and percentage of students meeting state academic standards;
	b. student attendance rates;
	c. graduation rates; and
	d. number and percentage of students completing the Core 40 curriculum.
	16.3 Renewal. This Charter Agreement may be renewed or not renewed, solely at the discretion of the Authorizer, in accordance with the provisions of Indiana Code § 20-24-4.
	16.4 Grounds for Revocation or Nonrenewal. The Charter and this Charter Agreement may be revoked by the Authorizer at any time before the expiration of the term if the Authorizer determines that one (1) or more of the following has occurred:
	a. the Organizer fails to comply with any of the terms and conditions set forth in this Charter Agreement, including all applicable federal and state laws;
	b. the Organizer fails to commence Charter School operations or have students in attendance at the Charter School in accordance with Section 7;
	c. the Organizer fails to use the accounting principles required under applicable law;
	d. the Authorizer has cause to believe the health or safety of students enrolled at or staff employed by Charter School may be in jeopardy;
	e. the Organizer files for bankruptcy or becomes insolvent; or
	f. the Organizer fails to meet the educational goals of the Charter School set forth in the Application, the Performance Framework, or this Charter Agreement.
	16.5 Revocation/Nonrenewal Process. If the Authorizer becomes aware of circumstances that may provide cause for revocation or nonrenewal of the Charter, the Authorizer must provide the Organizer with written notice of the revocation or nonrenewal and ...
	a. List and the reasons for the possible revocation or nonrenewal;
	b. Set a date for which shall not be less than fifteen (15) business days from the date of the notice, by which time the Organizer may respond in writing showing cause why the Charter should not be revoked or proposing to cure the condition;
	c. State that the Organizer may request a proceeding and that that request must be in writing and is due at the same time as the written response; and
	d. State that the Organizer may obtain representation from counsel.
	If the Organizer requests a proceeding, the Authorizer must set and provide notice to the Organizer of the date, time, and place of the proceeding. The proceeding is to allow the Organizer the opportunity to submit documents or give testimony in suppo...
	16.6 Non-Renewal, Revocation, or Expiration. If the Charter is not renewed, is revoked, or expires:
	a. The Organizer shall follow the procedures set forth in the Charter School Closure Plan (“Closure Plan”);
	b. The Organizer shall be responsible for winding down the operations of the Charter School, including payment of any and all debts, loans, liabilities (contingent or otherwise) and obligations incurred at any time by the Organizer in connection with ...
	c. The Organizer shall cooperate with the Authorizer to affect the orderly closing of the Charter School and shall comply with all applicable laws.

	SECTION 17. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
	17.1 Calendar of Reporting Requirements. The Authorizer must annually provide to the Charter School a calendar that sets forth the schedule for all reports that the Charter School shall submit to the Authorizer, as required hereunder, and the dates by...
	17.2 Budgets and Accounting Reports; Timing. The Organizer shall adopt a July 1 through June 30 budget and accounting year (the "Accounting Year"). The Organizer shall gather, calculate, and submit budgets and accounting information requested hereunde...
	17.3 Public Inspection. The Authorizer may make any of the reports herein available for public inspection, to the extent permitted under applicable law.

	SECTION 18. GENERAL PROVISIONS
	18.1 Notice. All notices, reports, and other documents covered by this Charter Agreement and required to be sent to one of the parties shall be in writing or via the Authorizer’s document submission process and, as needed, shall be delivered by electr...
	18.2 Governing Law. The Charter and this Charter Agreement are governed by, subject to, and construed under the laws of the State of Indiana without regard to its conflicts of laws or provisions.
	18.3 Waiver. Authorizer’s delay or inaction in pursuing its remedies set forth in this Charter Agreement, or available by law, shall not operate as a waiver of any of Authorizer’s rights or remedies.
	18.4 Counterparts; Signature by Facsimile. This Charter Agreement may be signed in counterparts, which together shall constitute the original Charter. Signatures received by facsimile by either of the parties shall have the same effect as original sig...
	18.5 Amendment. This Charter Agreement may be amended only by a written instrument executed by the Organizer and the Authorizer or, where explicitly permitted in the Charter Agreement, following receipt of the express written consent of the Authorizer.
	18.6 Severability. If any provision of this Charter Agreement is held to be invalid, illegal, or unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, the provision shall be stricken, and all other provisions of this Charter Agreement which can operate ...
	18.7 Entire Agreement. This Charter Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the parties and supersedes all prior agreements, written or verbal, between Authorizer and Organizer. No statements, promises or agreements whatsoever, in writing o...
	18.8 Construction. Any interpretation applied to this Charter Agreement, by the parties hereto, by an arbitrator, court of law, or by any other third party, may not be made against Authorizer solely by virtue of Authorizer or Authorizer’s representati...
	18.9 Disputes. The Organizer and Authorizer shall not exercise any legal remedy with respect to any dispute arising from the Charter without (a) first providing written notice to the other party setting forth a description of the dispute, and (b) ther...
	18.10 No Third-Party Beneficiary. Nothing in this Charter Agreement, either expressed or implied, shall be construed to give any non-party any legal or equitable rights hereunder.
	18.11 Assignment. The Organizer shall not transfer or assign any of its rights or obligations under this Charter Agreement without the amendment of this Charter Agreement.
	18.12 Authority. The Organizer is duly authorized to enter into this Charter Agreement, and the persons executing this Charter Agreement have been duly authorized to do so by the Board.
	18.13 Surviving Provisions. In addition to the surviving terms and conditions set forth in Paragraph 11.3 of this Charter Agreement, Paragraphs 3.5, 16.6, 18.9, and 18.10 of this Charter Agreement shall also survive the expiration, non-renewal, or rev...
	18.14 Report Due Dates. If an Organizer is obligated to provide reports or other information on a date that falls on a holiday or a weekend, the Organizer may provide such reports or other information on the next business day after the holiday or week...

	SECTION 1. REQUIRED PRIOR ACTIONS
	1.1 Physical Plant. The Organizer shall submit to the Authorizer a written description of the physical plant where the Charter School will be located, and the facilities that will be constructed, reconstructed, altered, or renovated as part of the phy...
	d. acquire, through purchase, lease or otherwise, the location of its proposed physical plant and submit such documentation to the Authorizer;
	e. submit documentation to the Authorizer no later than June 1 that the Organizer is taking the necessary steps to ensure all inspections—including, but not limited to, inspections by the State Department of Health, the Marion County Health Department...
	f. obtain all required zoning, land use, or other building related permits for its proposed physical plant and submit such documentation to the Authorizer no later than June 1;
	g. successfully complete all inspections and submit such documentation to the Authorizer; and
	h. obtain the Authorizer’s written approval of its proposed physical plant prior to the proposed commencement of the Charter School's first school year.
	1.2 Insurance.
	1.2.1 The Organizer shall provide the Authorizer evidence of the following schedule of required minimum insurance with an insurance company licensed to do business in Indiana that has at least an A- rating from A.M. Best:
	1.2.2 The City must be listed as an additional named insured on each of these policies. The Authorizer may request further documentation at any time. The insurance provided by the Organizer must apply on a primary basis. No funds, assets, insurance, o...
	1.2.3 The Organizer shall submit its proposed insurance coverage for Directors' and Officers' Liability Coverage/Educators' Legal Liability/Employment Practices Liability, Automobile Liability, Sexual Abuse Liability and Workers Compensation Liability...
	1.3 Comprehensive Special Education Plan. The Organizer shall submit a comprehensive special education plan that complies with applicable law to the Authorizer prior to the commencement of the Charter School’s first school year.
	1.4 Financial Plan. The Organizer shall submit an updated five-year financial plan (“Financial Plan”). The Financial Plan must include a detailed budget, identifying required start-up costs and a cash flow plan identifying the sources of funds that wi...
	1.5 Curriculum. The Organizer shall, if not already provided in its Application, submit a detailed and specific curriculum, which must serve as the basis for educating students who attend the Charter School.
	1.6 Transportation. The Organizer shall submit a detailed and specific plan for transporting students that attend the Charter School.
	1.7 School Safety Plan. The Organizer shall submit a detailed and specific school safety plan. The school safety plan shall include an emergency preparedness plan for the Charter School that meets the requirements set forth in 511 IAC § 6.1-2-2.5.
	1.8 Escrow Account for Dissolution. The Organizer shall establish an escrow account of no less than Thirty Thousand Dollars ($30,000)  to pay for legal, wind-down of operations, and audit expenses that would be associated with a dissolution should it ...

	SECTION 2. FAILURE TO COMPLETE PRIOR ACTIONS
	2.1 If the Organizer does not substantially complete any of these Prior Actions in a timely manner, the Authorizer may revoke the Charter, subject to the notice and cure provisions of this Charter Agreement.
	1. Request for Proposals. Prior to entering a Service Contract, the Organizer shall issue a request for proposals and require potential ESPs to respond to a request that meets the requirements in Indiana Code § 20-24-3-2.5.
	2. Board Independence. The Organizer’s board of directors (“Board”) shall be structurally independent of the ESP and shall set and approve broad school policies, such as the budget, curriculum, student conduct, school calendars, and dispute resolution...
	3. Authorizer Approval of Service Contract. The Organizer shall submit the proposed Service Contract to the Authorizer prior to its execution by the parties. If the Authorizer determines that the Service Contract:
	a. does not comply with the provisions set forth in this Exhibit;
	b. does not comply with applicable law;
	c. does not comply with the Charter Agreement generally;
	d. is otherwise contrary to public policy; or
	e. may jeopardize the Organizer’s nonprofit or tax-exempt status;
	then the Authorizer must notify the Organizer within ten (10) days of receipt and state the basis for objecting to the Service Contract. In such event, the Organizer shall not enter into the Service Contract unless and until the deficiencies noted by ...
	4. Required Terms of Service Contract. The Service Contract must include, in substance, the following terms:
	a. The ESP’s agreement to adhere to all applicable terms and conditions of the Charter Agreement;
	b. A reasonable fixed term, not to exceed the term of the Charter, and provisions allowing for termination:
	i. at any time by the mutual written agreement of the Organizer and the ESP;
	ii. by the Organizer, upon any material breach of the Service Contract by the ESP; and
	iii. by the Organizer or ESP, upon such other grounds as are specified by the Service Contract.
	c. The ESP’s commitment to furnish all information relating to its contract with the Organizer that is deemed necessary by the Organizer or the Authorizer:
	i. to fulfill the Organizer's reporting requirements under the Charter;
	ii. for the Authorizer's oversight of the Charter School operations; and
	iii. as otherwise required under applicable law or the Charter Agreement.
	This includes, when relevant, financial information being prepared by the ESP in accordance with the uniform accounting principles prescribed by the SBOE and SBOA;
	d. All ESP employees, contractors of the ESP, or employees of contractors of the ESP who have direct, ongoing contact with children at the Charter School within the scope of their employment, must be subject to criminal background check requirements a...
	e. No public funds that are disbursed to fund the operations of the Charter School shall flow directly to the ESP;
	f. The ESP shall comply with all applicable requirements, terms, and conditions established by any federal or state funding source; and
	g. The Board shall be structurally independent of the ESP and shall set and approve broad school policies, such as the budget, curriculum, student conduct, school calendars, and dispute resolution procedures. Notwithstanding any provision to the contr...
	5. Areas to be Addressed in Service Contract. The Service Contract must:
	a. Clearly delineate the respective roles and responsibilities of the ESP and the Organizer in the management and operation of the Charter School;
	b. Identify whether individuals who work at the Charter School are employees of the Organizer or of the ESP. However, if employment status will vary from employee to employee, the Service Contract must set forth a process for determining whether an in...
	c. Set forth procedures that are consistent with applicable law for determining whether assets purchased for use at the Charter School are owned by the Organizer or the ESP;
	d. Identify the procedures that the Organizer shall use to monitor and oversee the ESP;
	e. Specify the methodology for calculating the ESP's compensation, including all amounts to be paid to the ESP by the Organizer, whether as contract payments, lease payments, management fees, administrative fees, licensing fees, expenses, claims on re...
	f. Define the services that the ESP will provide to the Organizer; and
	g. An ESP shall not require the Organizer to include the ESP’s name or attach the ESP’s name to the Charter School’s name as a term of a Service Agreement.
	6. Contact Information. The Organizer shall provide the Authorizer with contact information for the ESP employee or employees who will be primarily responsible for providing services under the Service Contract.
	7. Negotiation of Service Contract and Legal Counsel. The Service Contract must be developed and finalized by the Organizer and the ESP through arm's length negotiations in which the Organizer shall be represented by legal counsel. Such legal counsel ...
	8. Board Approval. The Board shall formally approve the Service Contract with a majority vote.
	9. Compliance with Laws. Organizer shall comply with all laws including but not limited to Indiana Code § 20-24-3-2.5 when choosing and contracting with an ESP


	CHARTER SCHOOL RENEWAL AGREEMENT
	SECTION 1. RECITALS
	1.1 Authorizer and Organizer entered into the Charter School Agreement (the “Charter Agreement”) on DATE ORIGINAL CHARTER WAS SIGNED.
	1.2 Authorizer and Organizer renewed the Charter Agreement on or about the following dates.
	1.3 Pursuant to the Authorizer’s authority to review the performance of the school operated by the Organizer and renew the Charter, the Authorizer renewed the Charter for SCHOOL NAME on or about DATE OF PUBLIC RENEWAL HEARING.

	SECTION 2. AGREEMENT
	The parties agree as follows:
	2.1 The Authorizer reviewed the Organizer’s performance in operating the Charter School and agrees to renew the Charter Agreement for seven (7) years through the 2032-33 school year.
	2.2 The Organizer shall participate in the unified enrollment system that is currently being operated by Enroll Indy.
	2.3 The Authorizer may amend Exhibit C-1 from time to time and must give written notice of any such change to the Organizer.
	2.4 This Renewal is effective upon the date of execution.

	SECTION 3. AMENDMENTS
	3.1 Paragraph 1.1 shall be deleted and replaced with the following:   “Grant. Authorizer hereby grants a charter to Organizer for the maintenance and operation of an Indiana public charter school to be known as SCHOOL NAME (“Charter School”), pursuant...
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	Special Case: Charter Splits
	A charter split occurs when an existing charter school authorized to serve a combined grade span is restructured into two or more distinct charter schools serving separate grade configurations. Charter splits are structural changes, not new school app...
	As with other amendment types, a split may not be used to avoid academic, financial, governance, or operational accountability. OEI retains full discretion over whether to approve a split and may condition approval on specific readiness or compliance ...
	Schools seeking a charter split must:
	• Notify OEI of the school’s plans to submit a split request at least 30 days prior to submission.
	• Submit the request during the standard amendment window, signed by the governing board chair.
	• Participate in a meeting with OEI staff, if necessary.
	At a minimum, the request must include:
	• A board resolution approving the proposed split
	• The grades to be separated and the effective school year
	• Proposed name of each resulting school
	• Whether the split involves a change in physical location
	• Rationale for the split
	• Analysis of financial, staffing, operational, and facility impacts on each resulting school
	• Assurances that the split is not intended to avoid accountability
	• Updated organizational charts and enrollment plans for each school
	• A communication plan for families, students, and staff
	• A commitment to pursue all required actions with the Indiana Department of Education, including submission of a corporation profile amendment and requests for new school and corporation identification numbers, as applicable
	The Mayor’s Office reserves the right to reject or seek additional information on requests that do not follow the above procedure and/or lack any material sections or documents listed above.
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