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Introduction  
School District of Philadelphia Overview 
The School District of Philadelphia (District) currently authorizes 86 operating charter schools serving 
more than 63,000 students, including 21 Renaissance Charter Schools operating as neighborhood 
schools serving approximately 16,300 students in 2016-17.  

Overview of Process 
The Charter Schools Office (CSO) of the School District of Philadelphia received 5 applications for 
new charter schools by the submission deadline of November 15, 2016. After submission, one of 
these applications was withdrawn, leaving the CSO with 4 active new charter applications to 
evaluate. Each of these applications has been reviewed by a team of evaluators, led by the CSO, 
comprised of internal District employees and external reviewers with local and national expertise on 
the operation of successful charter schools. This evaluation report summarizes the individual and 
group assessments of the evaluation team and is limited to an evaluation of whether the application 
met the criteria set forth in the application instructions and certain aspects of the Pennsylvania 
Charter School Law.  This evaluation report is not intended to be a complete legal review of the 
charter application under the Pennsylvania Charter School Law. The School Reform Commission 
(SRC) by resolution at a public meeting will decide whether to approve or deny an application for a 
new charter school. 
 
CSO Vision 
To create a service-oriented environment that enables the District to support and monitor charter 
schools while ensuring their accountability.   

CSO Mission 
To assist the School Reform Commission and the School District of Philadelphia in meeting their 
legislative obligations under the Charter School Law and to promote accountability by exercising 
oversight for educationally sound and fiscally responsible charter schools as a means of improving 
academic achievement and strengthening school choice options in the District. 
 
Evaluation Criteria 
Broadly, charter school applications will be evaluated on the following criteria: 

• The extent to which the application considers the information requested in Section 1719-A of 
the Charter School Law and conforms to the legislative intent; 

• The capabilities of the applicant, in terms of support and planning, to provide comprehensive 
learning experiences to students; 

• The demonstrated, sustainable support for the charter school plan by parents, community 
members, and students; and 

• The extent to which the charter school may serve as a model for other public schools. 
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Proposal Overview 
 
Operator Name 
Friendship Philadelphia, Inc. 

Proposed School Name 
Friendship Whittier Charter School 

Application Summary 
Friendship Whittier Charter School (FWCS) proposes to open a new PreK-Grade 5 
configuration school in the 2017-18 school year. The applicant intends for the proposed 
school to offer a college preparatory, liberal arts focused academic program and uses the 
term “community school” to describe its plans for the proposed charter school. In the first 
year, the school proposes to serve 350 students in Kindergarten through Grade 2 and then 
add an additional grade a year, with a PreK also added beginning in the 3rd year of 
operation, until the school reaches a maximum enrollment of 695 students in PreK through 
Grade 5 in year 5. The proposed location of the school is in the West Allegheny 
neighborhood of Philadelphia. 
 
Analysis Summary 
The applicant presents an academic plan for an elementary school with an academic 
program focusing on college preparation. The educational program and curriculum is that 
utilized in the schools the applicant operates in Washington, DC and elsewhere; however, it 
was unclear to evaluators what, if any, modifications were made to the educational program 
design and curriculum to meet Pennsylvania (PA) Public School Code requirements and PA 
Core standards especially for English Language Learners. The applicant also provided 
limited information regarding how the educational and organizational program design was 
tailored to the needs and wants of the targeted school community in Philadelphia, 
specifically in the areas of social-emotional health and supports. However, the educational 
program does demonstrate a genuine desire to serve all students by differentiating 
instruction and other school programming in meaningful ways to support individual student 
needs, especially for students with IEPs.  
 
Evaluators found that the applicant’s operational plan does not appear to be appropriate for 
a school intending to operate in Pennsylvania, and there are several outstanding questions 
and concerns related to the school’s leadership, governance and service provider 
relationships. Evaluators raised concerns with the relationship between the incorporator, the 
proposed charter school and the proposed charter management organization. Concerns 
were also identified related to existing relationships amongst proposed Board members and 
the charter management organization. The inclusion of a PreK level of service as a charter 
school was not clearly explained, nor did evaluators find this to be aligned to the Charter 
School Law in Pennsylvania. Specifics provided in the application related to student health 
services, transportation and lottery preferences were found by evaluators to be inconsistent 
with local or state charter school requirements. The applicant’s plan for finance and facilities 
is also a weakness in the application, as there were several outstanding questions regarding 
the budget and the availability and viability of the proposed facility. Evaluators identified a 
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number of budgetary items that are inconsistent with the narrative or with the operation of a 
charter school of this scale and size in Philadelphia. Additionally, the applicant has not 
secured a facility for a proposed opening in eight months nor was an alternate facility plan 
presented. Finally, with respect to community support and engagement, the applicant did 
not demonstrate evidence of sustainable enrollment at the proposed school, nor was there 
evidence of deep and genuine engagement with the target community, that surrounding the 
proposed school.  
 
Mission 
As set forth in the application, the mission of Friendship Philadelphia, Inc., the proposed 
school’s management company, is “to provide a world-class education that motivates 
students to achieve high academic standards, enjoy learning and develop as ethical, 
literate, well-rounded and self-sufficient citizens.”  

Proposed Location  
3001 North 27th Street, 19132 in the West Allegheny neighborhood of Philadelphia. Note: 
The proposed building currently is owned by the District. 
 
Focus of the School/Academic Program  
Friendship Whittier Charter School is proposed as a college preparatory program with a 
focus on rigorous instruction, using research-based curricula focused on the liberal arts and 
supported by frequent student assessment, tracking and data-driven instruction. 
 
Enrollment Projections 
Academic Year Proposed Enrol lment Grades Served 

2017-18 350 K-2 

2018-19 450 K-3 

2019-20 570 PreK-4 

2020-21 670 PreK-5 

2021-22 695 PreK-5 

 

Proposed Opening Year  
þ	  	  	  2017	  -‐	  18	  
☐	 2018	  -‐	  19	  
	  

New or Experienced Operator (in Philadelphia) 
þ  New Operator 
☐ Experienced Operator 
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Section Summaries 
 
Opening and maintaining a high-performing charter school depends on having a complete, coherent 
plan and identifying highly capable individuals to execute that plan. The analysis below provides 
insight into the key strengths and weaknesses of the five main sections of the new charter school’s 
proposal.  
 
Mission and Vision  

The applicant describes a mission focused on preparing all students to achieve at high 
levels, by moving all students to grade-level mastery and college readiness regardless of a 
student’s socio-economic status, prior achievement, or educational needs. Additionally, the 
proposed school intends to motivate students to enjoy learning and to develop as ethical, 
literate, well-rounded, and self-sufficient citizens. The applicant referenced academic and 
educational program goals that included a range of college-level success metrics including 
college readiness, acceptance and persistence. Reviewers noted a misalignment between 
the grade levels the school proposes to serve at scale (PreK through Grade 5) and the 
stated mission of a college preparatory program that would offer “college level coursework 
connected to career study”, and questioned how the applicant would track success against 
a such a metric as well as ultimately evaluate the success of their efforts as students will be 
in the care of other secondary institutions for Grades 6-12. 

  
Academic Plan  

The applicant’s academic plan has certain strengths, specifically in the areas of rationale for 
the selected curriculum and the ability to support a range of learners and supports for 
students with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs). The academic plan also reflects 
high expectations for all learners and a focus on targeted professional development. 
However there are other areas in which information provided was limited or for which the 
proposed plan does not appear consistent or compliant with Pennsylvania requirements. 
The applicant outlines an academic plan that is centered on a rigorous curriculum supported 
by a comprehensive but also continuous assessment and data tracking plan. The 
assessment and data tracking plan does align with the applicant’s stated intention to 
provide deep and meaningful data-driven differentiation to meet individual student needs 
across grades and subject areas. The proposed academic plan is based upon the academic 
programming currently in use at various other Friendship operated schools around the 
nation which the applicant characterized as having a “proven record of success” including in 
Washington, DC, Baltimore, MD, and Baton Rouge, LA. Evaluators noted that none of the 
schools currently operated by Friendship are in Pennsylvania. Therefore, any evidence of 
success presented in the application is based on alignment to standards in other states, 
which are not identical to PA Core standards and PA state assessments. In fact, Louisiana 
has repealed the Common Core Learning standards as of March 2016. 

The applicant intends to utilize a number of pre-packaged curricular materials, including Wit 
& Wisdom for literacy and Eureka Math (both from Great Minds), and Zula for science. The 
applicant asserted alignment to PA Core standards; however some Year 1 curriculum is not 
PA Core aligned (specifically Science) and neither the charter management organization 
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(CMO) nor the proposed Executive Director has experience teaching in Pennsylvania, 
reflecting an experience gap with the PA Core standards. Reviewers noted that alignment of 
curriculum to PA Core standards in less than six months, in time for staff professional 
development, would be a significant lift for an organization new to the PA Public School Code 
standards and requirements. Further, the narrative is contradictory as it states that “as 
detailed in the crosswalk...it is clear that the curriculum (sic) has exceptional alignment to 
the PA requirements" (pg 5). This statement is contradicted by the applicant’s 
representation elsewhere in the application that Science, for example, is not yet aligned to 
the PA Core standards and that other alignment work will occur once PA based staff are 
hired. In addition, the applicant inappropriately makes the curriculum publisher responsible 
for the alignment to PA standards (pg 4) as opposed to the charter school itself. In the 
curriculum overview (curriculum attachment 1 of 3), there are two standards highlighted 
with a question mark. (pgs 25 & 34) Reviewers questioned whether this meant the planning 
team did not know what the standard meant, or did not know how to make the curriculum fit 
the standard; regardless, the reviewers noted this as a concern. 	  

Evaluators found a number of gaps, which compromised the rigor of evaluation, in the 
curricular materials submitted with the application. No sample unit or lesson plans were 
included with the application although the applicant proposes to open the school with three 
grade levels in just eight months. The only curriculum maps included were the ones provided 
by the curriculum companies. Reviewers questioned how these maps would align with the 
proposed Friendship assessment schedule, which has the students being heavily assessed 
(at least four times per quarter outside of PSSAs for most grades, and even more frequently 
in Grades 3 to 5) – an intense level of assessment for an elementary school program. 
Reviewers expressed a concern that the school would not have time or space in its schedule 
for all of the planned assessments, while still remaining on track with the curriculum maps 
provided. Further, with assessment monitoring, individualized student plans, inquiry based 
teaching, and basic classroom assessments, reviewers expressed concern that the amount 
of progress monitoring proposed could create significant challenges for a single classroom 
teacher to operationalize this model without significant support. In Year 1, the applicant 
proposes to merge school leadership team members and instructional support staff (see 
below) leaving classroom teachers with limited supports.  

The proposed school presents a model which intends to provide a personalized learning 
curriculum for students with varying needs. A key strength of the proposed academic plan is 
the level and type of differentiation proposed by the applicant. The proposed curricular 
materials (Wit & Wisdom, Eureka Math, and Zula Science) differentiate instruction for 
students with special needs. For example, one key focus of the Wit & Wisdom curriculum is 
building background knowledge and exposure repetition - key strategies for supporting 
English Language Learner (ELL) and special education students, and the science curriculum 
has project based elements, which naturally lend themselves to differentiation. The school 
proposes a range of additional intervention programs, primarily technology based, including: 
Wilson, Touch Math, and Achieve3000, and the school plans to allow for differentiated 
processes, student work products, and learning environments. The school would leverage 
technology and create flexible groupings to further differentiate instruction. In the narrative, 
the applicant has also included an overview to support gifted learners, including resource 
rooms for gifted students and an identification process. However, it was not clear from the 
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narrative and the budget which staff member would be responsible for implementing the 
gifted programming or how that staff member would balance other instructional 
responsibilities.  

The applicant intends to actively recruit students experiencing homelessness consistent with 
the practice at their Washington, DC schools. The applicant indicates that approximately 
10% of the students served at the Friendship schools in Washington, DC are experiencing 
homelessness. Based on this experience and program information provided in the 
application and supported by the proposed budget, the applicant would be adept at serving 
students who are experiencing a significant amount of transition and housing insecurity. The 
application proposes programming to support these students, such as the use of McKinney-
Vento funds to provide uniforms and additional clothing as well as the distribution of food on 
Friday afternoons so that students do not experience hunger over the weekend. At their 
existing schools, the applicant has instituted regular tracking and monthly homelessness 
census surveys, as well as training for teachers to recognize the signs of a student who may 
be experiencing housing insecurity. However, despite the school’s background in serving 
students experiencing homelessness, there is no obvious mention in the application of a 
homeless or foster care coordinator, or a staff liaison for students experiencing 
homelessness or temporary housing. 

The application narrative estimates that approximately 15% of students will require special 
education services (although the budget projects 17%), out of a total projected enrollment in 
Year 1 of 350 students. The rationale for these figures is unclear, as they are reflective 
neither of a nearby charter school nor of the average of all students living in the District’s 
Neighborhood Network 4, which includes the applicant’s proposed location. At 15%, this 
would amount to approximately 53 students in the first year of operation. Reviewers noted 
some concern for the proposed special education staffing model, particularly in the first year 
of operation, and questioned if the proposed school would have a cap on the size of a 
teacher’s special education caseload that would trigger an additional hire of a certified 
special education teacher. The applicant has outlined two special education teaching 
positions and one special education paraprofessional for Year 1 of operation. Additionally, 
reviewers questioned who would be responsible for scheduling and conducting IEP 
meetings, in the apparent absence of a special education coordinator.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

The applicant has provided a sufficient plan for identifying, accommodating and monitoring 
students with special needs, and has proposed a detailed plan for a Staff/Student/Support 
Team (SSST) process to identify and assist struggling students. The SSST team would use 
assessment data to monitor student performance on a regular basis. Intervention plans 
would be established for struggling students and then a follow up meeting would occur 8 -10 
weeks after implemented intervention(s). If a student does not progress, he or she would 
then be referred for special education evaluation. The school plans to serve students in the 
least restrictive environment, and also to provide a continuum of services in the inclusion 
and resource setting. The school states that students with disabilities and those needing 
remediation will be provided with equal instruction and access to adapted curriculum, with 
appropriate accommodations and modifications as outlined in their IEPs.  

Reviewers noted that the applicant did not adequately address the application question 
"How will Friendship respond to students who require programs not specifically included in 
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the design of our school's education program?" In response, the applicant stated that all 
students regardless of disability will be able to apply and enroll in the school, which 
demonstrates a clear commitment to serving all students. However, to evaluate this 
assertion reviewers wanted additional information about specifically how the proposed 
school would support a student who has more significant needs and requires a more 
restrictive classroom or dedicated assistance. For example, would the school have enough 
special education staff to offer additional programming for a student with greater needs, or 
enough budget contingency to hire more staff as needed?  

The applicant anticipates that approximately 2% of enrolled students will be ELLs, although 
this estimate appears to be based on representations made by parents and community 
members who attended interest meetings. The percentage of ELLs in the District’s 
Neighborhood Network 4 is 6%. The English as a Second Language department plan, as 
articulated in the application attachment, is thoughtful and actionable, and includes 
information on all aspects of the ESL learner: development of an ESL team, 
accommodations, testing, grading, and programming. However, the proposed ESL services, 
support and staffing plan are non-compliant with Pennsylvania requirements and are not 
aligned to Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) guidelines for instructional contact 
hours. (pg 10) The proposed plan has four designated ESL performance levels versus PDE’s 
six levels, non-daily instruction focused on inclusion rather than a direct instruction support 
model as required, and an insufficient number of planned instructional minutes based on 
ACCESS level as per PDE guidance. Additionally, the proposed plan does not provide for an 
ESL-certified instructor in Year 1 and appears to have non-compliant exit criteria for ELLs.  

The applicant has presented academic goals, which include the following:  

• Goal 1:  Students will improve performance by at least 15% over baseline each year on 
formalized measures of math and reading, including the NWEA Measures of Academic 
Progress (MAP) for K-2 and PSSA tests after 3rd grade. Students will grow by at least 15% per 
year as measured by pre and post-tests provided by the Zula science curriculum.  
 

• Goal #2: Maintain 95% attendance and 98% promotion rate. 

Reviewers were supportive of the growth emphasis of Goal #1, including the applicant’s 
intention to ensure that students will grow at an above-average rate. However, reviewers 
noted the lack of goals associated with absolute student achievement on the PSSA or other 
standardized assessment, and found this to be a deficiency, particularly in its misalignment 
with the applicant’s stated mission of moving all students to grade-level mastery and college 
readiness regardless of socio-economic status, prior achievement, or educational needs. 
Further, the applicant did not include any goals specifically related to closing the 
achievement gap among subgroups (although one such metric was listed as being included 
in the school-level dashboard report).  

In terms of school culture and climate, reviewers indicated that although Social/Emotional 
Learning (SEL) was a spoken theme throughout the application, there was limited SEL 
curriculum/philosophy and a lack of specified and budgeted supports provided in the 
application. The applicant did state in the executive summary that the school year would 
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begin with a ‘Culture Intensive’ for all students. During the first weeks of school, in addition 
to the curriculum, every class devotes time to teaching the school Code of Conduct and 
practicing the expected behaviors for each area of the school. The lesson plans in the 
Intensive do not assume students know appropriate behavior but rather, explicitly teach 
what is expected. The goal of the Intensive is to ensure students can articulate and 
demonstrate the Code and that they are motivated to follow it. As such, the Intensive did not 
appear to include a SEL component, but rather to be focused on understanding school 
culture and norms. 

According to the narrative, the proposed school would have “a psychologist and social 
worker available on an as needed basis” to address the social-emotional needs of the 
children in Year 1 and beyond. In the budget, however, this appears to be represented by 
just one individual, who is listed as “Guidance/Comm Res Dir/Psychologist”. This aspect of 
the application was unclear and confusing, given the applicant’s reference to the 
recommendations of the School Social Worker Association of America for roughly 1 
counselor for every 250 students and 1 social worker for every 400 students, and stated 
intention to provide necessary supports for students.  

In various places throughout the application narrative, the applicant indicates that it views 
the proposed FWCS as a “community school”. However, reviewers were not clear on whether 
the applicant intended to use this phrase to mean “neighborhood school”, or whether the 
applicant intends to operate a true community school that would provide extensive wrap-
around services to students and families. If the latter, reviewers expressed concerns 
regarding the general lack of planned wrap-around supports, absence of a full-time social 
worker, no evidence of trauma care for students or training for instructional and support 
staff, absence of integrated health and social-emotional services, and failure to provide non-
punitive truancy supports. Based on the evaluators concerns related to social-emotional 
health and supports, reviewers noted a concern that the applicant may not have invested 
adequate time in understanding the needs of the target population in West Allegheny, with 
zip code 19132 having the 2nd highest rate of incarceration of any zip code in Philadelphia, 
and approximately 40% of residents living at or below the federal poverty limit.  

Organizational Compliance 
 
The applicant’s plan for school operations appears to be based upon operations at other 
Friendship schools around the country, and in several areas is not appropriate for a school 
seeking to operate in Pennsylvania, as detailed below. Evaluators also note various 
compliance and conflict of interest concerns related to the applicant’s plan for leadership 
and governance. Finally, there are several areas in which more information is needed, 
particularly with respect to the applicant’s plans for student enrollment and staffing, for a 
comprehensive and thorough evaluation.  
 
The applicant team demonstrates a breadth of experience and expertise in running charter 
schools in Washington, DC and elsewhere in the nation, and includes several proposed 
board members as well as individuals associated with the Friendship Education Foundation 
(FEF). The applicant intends that FEF will serve as the CMO for the proposed charter school 
FWCS, although the application alternately refers to FWCS as the school and Friendship 
Philadelphia as the school and as the applicant, making it unclear what type of entity 
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Friendship Philadelphia is or if it will maintain a separate and distinct governance structure 
and operations from the proposed charter school FWCS. 

The various relationships among the incorporator (Joe Keeney, as head of 4th Sector 
Solutions), the CMO (Friendship Educational Foundation) and Friendship Philadelphia, Inc. 
(the applicant) are unclear, and the balance of power appears to rest with the CMO and its 
associated business manager (4th Sector Solutions) rather than with the Board of the 
proposed charter school as the holder of the charter. Two of the four current board 
members are associated with the CMO. Mr. Ewell, the only proposed Board member with 
school or instructional experience, also currently serves on the boards of two other 
Philadelphia charter schools, leaving reviewers with concern for his availability and capacity 
and the resulting capacity of this proposed Board. The board information presented in the 
application is described as the board of Friendship Philadelphia. As such, reviewers 
questioned whether this is planned to be an ‘uber-board’ over multiple charter schools in 
Philadelphia at scale or if this is instead proposed to be the board over the proposed charter 
school FWCS. (pgs 40, 50 and 51) Also, it was unclear why the incorporator (Joe Keeney) is 
a subcontractor to the CMO; additionally, the school's Board has no direct oversight or 
termination rights for the business manager subcontracted to the CMO. It was unclear to 
reviewers why the business manager relationship is not directly with the proposed charter 
school to ensure this oversight. The narrative does not clearly identify the frequency of 
evaluation for the CMO (whether two times per year, every two years or two times during the 
charter term – pg 54). Evaluators note concern if the charter management organization’s 
performance is not being formally evaluated annually. The proposed school has agreed to 
pay the CMO a management fee of 12%, although the application is not clear as to whether 
this is inclusive of local, state, and federal revenue, nor is the combined management fee 
represented as a line item in the budget.  

There were several other concerns noted with materials submitted related to school 
governance. The Board training schedule for Year 1 pushes key topics (such as charter 
school law, student discipline, district and school accountability) to the very end of the 
school year, rather than as part of an initial onboarding pre-opening. This raises a concern 
that less-experienced Board members may not be properly prepared to execute their duties 
throughout the school year. The narrative suggests that the principal of the proposed school 
can fire teachers (and other staff) without mention of need for Board approval of hiring and 
termination. (pg 31) These duties are not noted on the list of Board responsibilities.  

The bylaws submitted as an attachment to the application raised several concerns for 
evaluators. The bylaws are for Friendship Philadelphia, not for the proposed Friendship 
Whittier Charter School, and they appear to be those included with the application submitted 
by the applicant in November 2014, and have not been updated for the new application. 
The management agreement submitted as an attachment to the application is equally 
concerning. This document also appears dated and not to have been thoroughly updated, as 
it states conflicting start dates for the agreement - January 1, 2017 and July 1, 2015. 
Further, the management agreement identifies “School” as “Friendship Philadelphia” and 
makes reference to Grades 9-12, although this application is for a school that plans to serve 
PreK - Grade 5. Article 6 of the management agreement indicates the school will be open to 
all “residents of East Baton Rouge Parish”, indicating that this document was prepared for 



 

11 
 

use in another jurisdiction. Despite the internal inconsistencies noted above, this document 
was signed by Joe Harris (representing FEF) and by Donald Hense (as Board Chair of the 
School, but evaluators also note listed as a FEF staff member in the application) in October 
2016.   

Beyond the Board of directors, reviewers noted various other concerns and inconsistencies 
with respect to the school leadership team. First, evaluators note concern with regard to the 
bandwidth and operational and instructional capacity of the school opening team as related 
to the opening of a new school in Philadelphia in less than eight months. The application 
references various people associated with FEF and 4th Sector Solutions that are unlikely to 
be consistently on the ground in Philadelphia during the start-up phase. There is mention of 
a team of three local individuals that FEF will employ to support the CMO work in 
Philadelphia. This local FEF staff is proposed to include: a State Executive Director, a 
Director of Academic/Performance, and a School Resource Coordinator. It was unclear 
whether these would be current FEF employees or new hires. The application identifies 
James Waller as the Executive Director of the school. However, such a position is not 
budgeted. Elsewhere in the application narrative, Mr. Waller is referred to as an employee of 
FEF, the CMO.  
 
Beyond the Executive Director, key leadership positions at the school include a principal and 
two assistant principals. Overall, reviewers identified numerous inconsistencies between the 
budget template, the narrative and the chart for school leadership team staffing on pages 
30-34 of the narrative. For example, the narrative states the school leadership team will 
have a principal and two assistant principals, but the budget for Year 1 has one School 
Leader/Principal and one Assistant Principal/Dean. With regards to Year 1 school leadership 
team capacity, these two school leadership team members, per the application narrative, 
are to conduct approximately 230 approximately instructional staff observations in Year 1 
among the myriad of their other duties as Principal/School Leader/Academy Director and 
AP/Dean. Evaluators noted that with 350 students and a full K- Grade 2 span in Year 1 the 
lower elementary school academy director is not planned for Year 1, despite the fact that 
this position is identified as primarily responsible for the K – Grade 2 academic program of 
the proposed school. There were also inconsistencies related to oversight of the school 
leader. In one place, the narrative stated that the principal would be “coached and 
evaluated by the Friendship Chief Academic Officer” (unclear to evaluators who this is, 
presumably an employee of FEF), but elsewhere the application indicated that the governing 
board would contract with and manage the work of the CMO and that the principal would 
report directly to the Chair of the Personnel Committee of the Board. 

The application included a high-level annual calendar and a sample daily student schedule. 
The calendar has been developed to allow for 182 instructional days. However, the sample 
daily student schedule on page 39 of the narrative and in the schedule attachment does not 
align with the schedule overview on the previous page in terms of number of instructional 
minutes per day (350 versus 390), and start and stop times of the school day. Therefore 
evaluators were unable to confirm alignment of the proposed academic program with the 
proposed school calendar and schedule. 
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The applicant indicates that the proposed school would offer a healthcare plan that is 
comparable to the plan offered by the District, although no plan documents with estimated 
costs were included with the application. The applicant proposes to enroll employees in the 
Pennsylvania Public School Employees’ Retirement System (PSERS).  

The application and budget template indicate that the applicant does not understand the 
charter school transportation by the District under the Charter School Law and District 
transportation policies. In one statement, the applicant indicates that students will need to 
use public transportation (although this is proposed as a PreK – Grade 5 school) and in 
another, the narrative states that the proposed school would contract for services, likely with 
a third party, and has budgeted approximately $60,000 in Year 1 for student transportation. 

As indicated in the application, the food service contract has not yet been bid out, but the 
applicant anticipates contracting with a food service provider to provide daily breakfast, 
lunch, and afternoon snack to all students via the National School Lunch Program.  

Attendance and truancy will be monitored by the School Operations Manager (a position not 
included in the budget), who is also to generate PowerSchool reports and notify the SSST 
when a student reaches three unexcused absences. Such students, along with their parents, 
will be referred for a meeting with the SSST. The meeting will support the creation of an 
attendance plan, and parents will be notified of their responsibilities for ensuring 
compulsory attendance. If absences persist, students will be reported to a truancy authority. 
Reviewers noted a concern for the punitive approach and tone of proposed truancy plan as 
detailed in the application narrative in consideration of the recent changes in PA truancy law 
impacting approach, supports, reporting and consequences. Evaluators were also 
concerned that the applicant’s proposed truancy approach was not reflective of a proposed 
population of students that may be experiencing housing instability.  

The application and budget template do not support an understanding of the Charter School 
Law or the Public School Code requirements of the charter school related to provision of 
health services and screenings for students. No on-site nurse is referenced or budgeted, 
and the applicant did not identify any planned annual health screenings or services for 
students. Instead, the applicant referenced the possibly of reaching out to the District (which 
has no responsibility for charter school health services) or local health care providers for 
health service referrals.  

The applicant anticipates that a number of finance, human resources, procurement, and 
operations tasks will be sub-contracted out to a third-party provider called 4th Sector 
Solutions. According to the service agreement included as an application attachment, this 
entity will contract with FEF, the CMO, rather than directly with the school. The annual cost of 
the services with 4th Sector Solutions is unknown and was not identified, but the applicant 
anticipates that fees to the contractor will be paid by the CMO, with the cost not to exceed 
50% of the annual 12% management fee.   
 
The applicant indicates that the selection of the principal will be conducted by an outside 
human resources firm hired by the governing board, under the direction of the Personnel 
Committee. The applicant anticipates having this individual on boarded within 45 days after 
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charter approval. The principal will then be responsible for recruitment of the remaining 
staff, and will undergo several months of training onsite at various Friendship schools in 
Washington, DC. Few additional details regarding the staff recruitment process were 
provided, although the applicant did note various certification and clearance requirements 
for staff. However, the employee clearance process as proposed does not include 
compliance with Act 168. 

The applicant has included organizational charts and a staffing list summarized by year, 
which indicate how the school’s staffing plan would change year by year to reflect increases 
in student enrollment. There are several inconsistencies among the staffing lists, the 
narrative, and the budget. For example, the position designed in the narrative as the “School 
Operations Manager” is not identified in the budget, and the various counseling positions 
mentioned in the narrative are listed as only “Guidance Counselor” in the staffing list, and 
as “Guidance/Comm Res Dir/Psychologist” in the budget. Lastly, there are no specials 
instructors budgeted for Year 1 although the school intends to have 350 students enrolled.  

The applicant’s plan for professional development (PD) was somewhat unclear, as the 
stated commitment to PD was not reflected in the budget. The budget proposes 
approximately $1,000 per year per instructional team member (not including the 
administrative team), yet elsewhere in the narrative, reference is made to $2 million spent 
on PD for Friendship Charter Schools in DC and more than $200,000 that will be spent on 
PD for Friendship Philadelphia. These amounts are not aligned with the budget presented. 
Also, the PD plan included as an attachment says that "PD will be overseen by the 
Professional Development Manager/Leadership Coach", but nothing in the staffing plan 
indicates who that will be, or if that will be an added responsibility for one of the two Year 1 
school leadership team members. (In the Principal's job description, professional 
development is not a listed responsibility.) The first line of the PD plan states that “the 
school is only as good as the PD it offers”, but reviewers found that the plan lacked focus 
and detail about when and how PD would be offered to the staff. Each of the three curricular 
programs mentioned by the applicant in the academic plan offers its own optional PD that 
would be offered to staff over the summer, but it was unclear if this would be made 
available in Year 0 prior to the school’s opening. At least some aspects of the PD plan 
appear to be targeted to individual instructors’ needs rather than one-size-fits-all 
programming. For example, the proposed school plans to offer "4 phases of effective 
leadership" training that would be optional for top teachers to become academic trainers. 
There is mention of PD on differentiation and cultural responsiveness throughout the 
narrative, but not in the attached PD plan. Overall, reviewers noted that there was no clear 
school-wide focus to the PD, which would be essential in the beginning stages of a new 
school opening. They also found that the PD plan seemed to be trying to cover too much – 
effective leadership, three new curricula, and behavior intervention, to name a few topics – 
and that the budgeted amounts for PD were not reflective of the applicant’s stated strong 
commitment to staff development and professional learning.  

The applicant’s plan for recruitment of students proposes to focus on families living near the 
former Whittier school building in zip code 19132 in North Philadelphia. The school plans to 
recruit students via social media as well as direct marketing to local families. The applicant 
identified they would canvass the neighborhood with fliers (including supermarkets, 
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laundromats, and libraries), hold enrollment carnivals and make presentations at houses of 
worship and community organizations. The school sees student recruitment as the 
responsibility of all staff members, and the narrative demonstrates a deep commitment to 
recruiting and welcoming all students, regardless of socioeconomic status, housing 
situation, or educational need.  
 
Reviewers noted various concerns with the applicant’s overall student enrollment plan. The 
application states the school intends to be a PreK-5 model, with PreK enrollment beginning 
in Year 3. The applicant does not appear to be aware that a Pennsylvania charter school 
cannot operate a PreK program under its charter nor use any charter school operating funds 
to serve PreK students (including payment of debt service or rent). The applicant, however, 
has counted the PreK students as part of the charter enrollment totals and appears to 
intend to serve these students within the same building as the K-5 school, with no clear 
delineation of funds dedicated to that space. It is also unclear what staff would support 
these PreK students nor what entity would employ and pay expenses for the PreK staff. 
Further, the applicant has proposed a lottery preference for PreK students interested in 
matriculating to Kindergarten seats; however, the PreK students cannot be granted 
preference to the Kindergarten lottery, because they are not charter school students. 
 
The applicant submitted a Code of Conduct with the application attachments; however, it 
appears to be in draft form, and references Friendship Philadelphia but not the proposed 
charter school FWCS. The Code lists Friendship’s core values:  wisdom, justice, courage, 
compassion, hope, respect, responsibility and integrity, and also the four key beliefs that 
underpin the entire document: everyone must be safe, individuals must be kind, individuals 
must be responsible, and practice the GOLDEN RULE. The discipline policy, which is included 
in the code, lists various actions for which students may be disciplined, but is not clear as to 
various tiers of offenses or what types of consequences might be associated with particular 
violations. The range of consequences includes suspension and expulsion, as well as a 
description of due process procedures.   

The applicant has a responsive and aligned plan for after-school programming, although the 
enrichment and extracurricular activities do not appear to be fully developed. Friendship 
Cares is FEF’s signature before and after school program. The program is free of charge for 
all families. It extends the school day, provides increased instructional opportunities, and 
keeps students from troubled neighborhoods engaged at school. The applicant plans to 
offer this program at FWCS, and has indicated an after-school coordinator in the narrative 
and the budget. However, in terms of additional extracurricular activities, no MOUs were 
provided with community organizations or other providers. The applicant indicated an 
intention to rely upon parents to staff after-school clubs, but reviewers noted concern that 
no reference was made of supports or accommodations the school might be required to 
make in consideration of the high rates of incarceration and unemployment in the West 
Allegheny neighborhood where the school intends to locate.  
 
Finance and Facilities 
The applicant’s plan for finance and facilities was a weakness in the application, and there 
were several outstanding questions raised by evaluators regarding the budget and the 
availability and viability of the proposed facility.  
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Reviewers did note that completed one and five-year budget templates were included with 
the application, as well as a detailed narrative that explained the budget assumptions. 
Modest inflation was factored into revenue and expenses throughout the budget, and the 
school budgeted a small surplus each year that builds up a small reserve fund over the 
charter term. The financial measures listed by the applicant appear appropriate, are 
reflective of intentionality towards fiscal health and sustainability, and the proposed 
financial targets are adequate. The narrative discusses managing situations where 
forecasted revenues are less than expected. The school has identified which expenses it 
would reduce first if it needed to cut spending in order to balance the budget. The narrative 
indicates the applicant understands the importance of ensuring financial procedures align 
with GAAP, and policies presented appear to align. There is a plan for an outside auditor to 
perform an annual financial audit, and financial controls are explained.  
 
Regarding revenues and expenses, assumptions were clearly outlined in the narrative and 
appear to be based on thoughtful analysis. The applicant may be under-budgeting total per-
pupil revenue and missing other revenue sources, however. For example, the applicant has 
assumed a blended per pupil rate of $10,236.84 for Year 1 and $10,363.10 for Years 2-5. 
This is less than the current District blended rate of $10,886.18 (assuming 14% special 
education enrollment). Average teacher salaries are adequate for the Philadelphia market.  
 
Despite the strengths listed above, reviewers noted a number of concerns and questions 
related to the budget. In terms of staffing, the applicant does not appear to budget a stand-
alone ESL teacher. The organizational chart lists five members of the leadership team (a 
Principal, two Directors, an Assistant Principal, and a Dean) but the budget only allows for 2-
3 people over the charter term (one Principal and two Dean/AP/Directors). The budget is, 
however, in alignment with the narrative, which also only mentions one Principal and two 
Dean/AP/Directors. Another staffing concern relates to school operations. The executive 
summary mentions that a School Operations Manager, an office manager, and a student 
information/data manager oversee school operations. However, the budget only identifies 
one business staffer, one administrative support/attendance person, and one after 
school/school information manager. As such, the narrative indicates operations are 
supported by three FTEs, but the budget indicates instead that this in one full-time 
operations FTE and then two additional people who are full-time but will have other 
significant duties besides supporting operations. Additionally, there is no evidence of 
nursing or health services in budget, with the exception of $15,000 allocated to health 
consultants, and the “psychologist/social worker” is budgeted at only $8,575 for year 1. The 
application narrative identifies that the proposed school would have day porters, evening 
cleaners (custodial staff) and grounds keeping staff. Based on average custodial costs in 
Philadelphia, it was unclear if the budgeted total “custodial services and supplies” of 
$81,339 would reflect all of these staffing supports and supplies.  
 
A number of concerns were specifically related to planning and staffing for special education 
students. First, reviewers noted that two special education teachers for a projected 53 
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special education students in Year 1 does not seem sufficient. The estimated percentage of 
students that would require special education services varies across the narrative and the 
budget, making it difficult to precisely evaluate the proposed plan. The executive summary 
indicates 14%, but the narrative ranges from 15% to 17%, as do the revenue assumptions in 
the budget. The applicant did not provide a detailed enrollment chart identifying the number 
of regular education students versus special education students in the five-year budget 
projections as requested in the application guidance.  
 
With respect to anticipated funding sources, most of the school funding would be through 
federal and local sources. The applicant has calculated federal funding based on District 
per-pupil averages, but reviewers noted the estimates in the budget did not appear accurate 
based on this methodology. The audited financials for the Washington, DC Friendship 
schools have Title I and II money equal to NSLP money, whereas the Philadelphia budget 
has this at twice as much. Additionally, the applicant’s rationale for anticipated increases in 
federal funding is unclear. Between Years 1 and 4, expected enrollment increases by 100 
students per year, but federal funding increases by approximately $60,000, then $170,000, 
and then again $170,000. 
 
The narrative indicates the applicant has fundraising experience, but is not counting on 
fundraising revenues as part of budget. The applicant has not assumed additional funding 
vehicles (e.g., grants) even though the school plans to pursue them. One exception is the 
start-up grant from the Philadelphia School Partnership (PSP) that is budgeted as a prorated 
$350,000, with a $262,500 commitment in Year 1. However, PSP provided a commitment 
letter for only $50,000 as a planning and application grant; the funds identified in the 
budget from PSP appear not to be committed.  

In terms of employee benefits, the applicant’s audited financials have total personnel costs 
as 62% of total expenses for the currently operating DC schools; for the proposed 
Philadelphia school it is also 62%. The proposed school’s internal benefit rate increases 
from 42% in Year 1 to 51% in Year 5, allowing for increases in health care and pension costs 
at a faster rate than increases in salaries. However, evaluators note that benefits are 
calculated incorrectly. Full-time employee benefits (which are to be paid in full by the 
employer per the narrative) are budgeted at only $538 per month premium for medical, 
dental, vision and life insurance. Reviewers noted that this expense is low for average small 
employer plans and extremely low for plans that are comparable to those offered by the 
District. The applicant has also incorrectly budgeted the FICA expense. As a result, the 
benefit rate in Year 1 should be closer to 50.51%, not 42%, which adds an extra $150,000 
to expenses and would result in a negative ending balance for the Year 1 budget.  

Reviewers also noted outstanding questions related to the management agreement. The 
applicant indicates that the management fee is 12% of charter revenue but this expense is 
not clearly delineated in the budget. Neither the budget nor the narrative provide a total cost 
for all services paid to the CMO (FEF) other than to state a 12% management fee (pg 40 and 
41). The narrative does not state 12% of what amounts (local, state, and/or federal). The 
budget template does not have a line item(s) for management fee and instead line item lists 
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a number of costs that appear to be the responsibility of the CMO. In addition to the 
management agreement, there is a service agreement between the CMO and another 
vendor. The cost of this agreement is unknown, but it is expected to be included in the 12% 
management fee. 

Various non-personnel expenses in the application narrative do not align with amounts listed 
in the budget. For example, the narrative identifies special education consultants and 
supplies at $24,500 yet the budget states $15,925. The biggest differences are 
Professional Development (narrative identifies $221,627 but budget states $23,500) and 
Finance, HR, and OPS expenses (narrative identifies $198,127 but budget lists this expense 
as educational consultants and has Human Resources & Other Consultants budgeted at 
$16,511).  
 
The applicant appears to understand insurance requirements. However, the school has not 
presented any evidence of communication with a broker for insurance coverage or quotes, 
and therefore has provided no documentation to support the budgeted expense of $30,000 
per year as estimated.  
 
In terms of financial management, the proposed school plans to contract with the CMO who 
will contract with a third party to provide financial services. The third party proposed to 
provide financial services, 4th Sector Solutions, has experience providing these services to 
the Washington, DC Friendship schools and other schools, although it is not clear whether 
the contractor has experience with Pennsylvania charter schools. A bio for the CMO leader 
and the 4th Sector Solutions leader are included with the application, as well as the finance 
team structure of the third-party vendor. As noted above, reviewers questioned why the CMO 
is contracting with a third-party to support financial operations, instead of the proposed 
school contracting with that entity directly.  
 
The applicant attached audited financials for its Washington, DC schools, and evaluators 
note these schools appear to be in solid financial health. However, these financial reports 
were aggregated, making it difficult for reviewers evaluate the health of any individual 
school. Additionally, reviewers noted the audited financials of Friendship’s Baltimore school 
would be more pertinent as it has been operating for a shorter period of time. 
 
The applicant intends to locate the proposed school at 3001 North 27th Street, in the former 
Whittier school building, zip code 19132. This building is currently owned and for sale by the 
District. The applicant indicated in the narrative that it is seeking to acquire and renovate 
this facility, and provided a plan and timeline for doing so. 
 
The most significant concern regarding the facility is that the applicant has not provided 
evidence that the facility would be available to the school should a charter be granted. The 
applicant did indicate that it has been in communication with The Flynn Company, the sales 
agent acting on behalf of the District, in order to present an offer on the building. However, 
the only documentation provided by the applicant related to acquisition of the property was 
an email from The Flynn Company sent to the applicant on October 3, 2016 describing the 
steps the applicant would need to take in order to make an offer on the property. No 
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documentation of an actual offer to the District was submitted by the applicant at the time 
of application, nor was there any evidence of negotiations having occurred related to an 
offer to purchase or acceptance of a purchase offer by the District. The applicant did not 
submit any plans for an alternate facility in the event that the Whittier building was not 
available or sold to another party. As such, the applicant has not indicated that an 
appropriate facility would be available to house the proposed school at the time of proposed 
opening in September 2017.  
 
Friendship identified its prior experience with purchasing and renovating a facility to open a 
charter school. As such, the applicant is confident that its 6 to 9 month acquisition and 
renovation plan is realistic for a school opening in September 2017; however, reviewers 
were concerned that the timing may not be sufficient.  
 
Reviewers noted several additional concerns regarding the facility. First, the plan for funding 
the acquisition of the facility was not clear, nor was there a clear monetary offer identified in 
the application (although the budget included a rent or debt service expense of $150,000). 
This expense would amount to only 3.5% of the total budget for the proposed school, 
whereas the audited financials for Friendship’s schools in Washington, DC, indicate interest 
and rent as 7.7% of total expenses. Further, the narrative states that the CMO team plans to 
occupy space at the Friendship Whittier school building. Reviewers question whether the 
CMO would reimburse the school for use of this space, or provide a credit to the school 
against the management fee. Neither option was reflected in the budget and the proposed 
charter school’s public revenues are not appropriate for funding of any expenses for a CMO.  
 
Family and Community Engagement and Support 
 
The applicant intends to locate the school in the West Allegheny neighborhood of 
Philadelphia, which the applicant also refers to as “Swamp Poodle”. At the time the 
application was submitted, the applicant had previously engaged with a small parent group 
and had taken some parents to Washington, DC to visit the Friendship schools there. 
Additionally, the applicant submitted several letters of support for the proposed school from 
community organizations and businesses with the application: the Men of Bethune, Catch 
22 Seafood and Grill, the East & West of Broad Communities that Care Network, and Tabor 
Community Partners. Tabor Community Partners appears to be located far from the 
proposed school site, however, in Germantown.  

Apart from the school visits in Washington, DC and the letters of support mentioned above, 
the applicant demonstrated limited evidence of engagement with the community or 
responsiveness to their likely needs. In particular, the applicant provided minimal evidence 
of need or priorities of the community, apart from information related to the number of 
school-aged children living in the neighborhood as compared to the number of available 
seats in ‘quality’ schools. It was not clear from the application how the applicant adjusted 
aspects of its mission or educational programming in order to align with neighborhood 
priorities. The sign-in sheet submitted with the application from a community meeting on 
September 27, 2016 indicates only two ‘citizens’ in attendance, in addition to Friendship 
personnel and individuals representing Parent Power. As a result, reviewers have no 
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evidence of how the plans for the proposed school were specifically affected by community 
and family input.  

The applicant has submitted five letters of intent to enroll signed by parents, but the letters 
do not include any information about the prospective students, so it is not clear whether the 
students would be grade-eligible for the proposed school. Additionally, the applicant 
submitted nine non-duplicative parent surveys, which included four students who likely 
would be of an appropriate age to attend the proposed school in Year 1; however, the parent 
survey requested parents to respond to various questions but did not ask parents to indicate 
whether they would consider enrolling their children in the proposed FWCS. Taken as a 
whole, this does not indicate evidence of sustainable support for a school intending to open 
in school year 2017-18 with 350 students in Kindergarten through Grade 2.  

If approved for a charter, the school plans to keep potential parents and other community 
members informed of the school’s ongoing development through community meetings, 
parent meetings and regular communication with stakeholders. The applicant indicated that 
feedback from community members will support the ongoing development of the proposed 
school’s programming as well as student and staff recruitment efforts.   
 
The applicant provided little information regarding how parents would be engaged in the 
proposed school after its opening, either on a day-to-day basis or in terms of critical check-
ins around the school’s progress, although the applicant does state a desire to forge strong 
relationships with families in order to reduce barriers to student achievement.  To that end, 
the applicant plans to encourage all parents to volunteer at the school, and even seems to 
be reliant upon parent volunteers to operate a significant percentage of the after-school 
program offerings. Reviewers noted that using parents as after school workers or unpaid 
volunteers is not a sufficient parent engagement strategy, especially as the applicant plans 
to operate in a neighborhood with an unemployment rate twice that of Philadelphia on 
average, which would necessitate full-time employment for these families as opposed to 
part-time or unpaid work. 	  


