


 
 

 
Executive Summary: Christel House DORS programming 

 

 

Mission Statement 

To transform impoverished Indianapolis students into self-sufficient, contributing members of society 

through rigorous academic preparation and strong character development programs.   

DORS Specific mission - Christel House DORS empowers students by providing them the tools necessary 

to achieve high school graduation and post-secondary success. DORS will re-engage students who have 

previously left the educational system and allow students to choose their individual pathway to 

academic success. DORS will serve as a gateway for students to realize their hopes and dreams by 

becoming self-sufficient, contributing members of society. 

 

Vision Statement 

Christel House Schools is a recognized educational leader which transforms the lives of students from 

underserved communities. 

 

Governance & Leadership 

 

Christel House Schools (CHS) is the network structure that operates and supports Christel House DORS 

schools, along with the Christel House Academy and the IndyTeach teacher preparation programming.   

The legal public benefit corporation, Christel House Academy Inc., is doing business as (DBA) Christel 

House Schools (CHS).  The CHS Board of Directors acts as both the ‘school board’ for each charter school 

and as the corporate governing body.  This structure replicates the traditional strategy of a school 

district managing individual schools within the district, with some unique distinctions explained below.   

 

Christel House Schools holds the charter for Christel House DORS South (CHDORS-S) and Christel House 

DORS West (CHDORS-W).  Each school in the network has a school-based leadership structure that is 

responsible for day-to-day operations, teaching & learning, as well as student management.  However, 



all business services, certain academic and macro-leadership activities are managed at the network 

level.   While all student recruiting also occurs at the network level, the actual enrollment of students 

occurs at the school level.   This arrangement allows for efficiencies with economies of scale, while 

retaining most of the school’s autonomy as it relates to academics and student development.    

 

CHS has no agreements with EMOs or CMOs, nor does it have contracts with instructional services 

providers for anything other than ancillary support services.  From time to time, CHS enters into an 

agreement with outside consultants for the purpose of providing professional development or 

supplemental instruction.   As such, governance is fully managed by the existing bylaws and procedures 

established by the CHS Board of Directors.   It is an independent Board and exercises complete authority 

over CHDORS-W and CHDORS-S to ensure school operations are in compliance with all applicable 

federal, state, and local laws.   

 

The CHS Board consists of a highly skilled and diverse group of professionals, including educators, 

business leaders, CPAs, attorneys and philanthropists - - all of whom are passionately devoted to 

establishing charter schools that succeeds in preparing students to reach their full potential, regardless 

of ability or background.   

   

CHS is committed to continued Board member renewal and engagement by identifying qualified and 

energetic board members who understand the vision and mission of the organization.   Racial and ethnic 

diversity, which mirrors the populations being served by CHS, is a continued consideration in board 

appointments as well as expertise in education, child development, fundraising, and community 

engagement.  

 

As CHS seeks new board members, the Board takes into consideration the appropriate skill set needed 

at the time.  Prospective Board members who match these needs are identified by the Governance 

Committee of the Board, and approached regarding their willingness to serve. Once approved, and 

voted on by the Board, they are welcomed as CHS Board Members. On an annual basis, board members 

evaluate their personal contribution to the board, as well as the progress made by the entire Board.  

 

A table detailing current members of the CHS Board, including their employer and professional expertise 

can be found here: https://goo.gl/ZURKFv  

https://goo.gl/ZURKFv


 

The Board of Directors oversees each school’s activities in compliance with its Charter and all applicable 

laws.  The Board’s specific responsibilities are to:   

1) Ensure that the philosophy and mission of the school are followed;  

2) Ensure that student performance is monitored and the school is meeting performance 

standards;  

3) Ensure operational efficiency by approving and monitoring annual budgets, operating plans 

and performance;  

4) Order an independent audit of all revenues, assets, expenditures and liabilities;  

5) Review audit findings;  

6) Oversee the school's investments and capital improvement plan;  

7) Ensure legal and ethical integrity and maintain accountability;  

8) Establish policies which help the school achieve its mission and educational programs; and  

9) Enhance the school's public image by serving as ambassadors, advocates and community 

representatives. 

 

Each school’s principal has responsibility for all day-to-day operational issues and decisions, and reports 

to the Head of Christel House Schools (the organization’s Executive Director).  The principal manages 

issues of academic achievement, extracurricular activities, as well as school specific human resources 

and facilities matters.   Issues of financial, contractual and legal matters are managed with the support 

of the CHS Chief School Business Officer.    

 

Christel House International, the original organizer of Christel House Academy, continues to provide 

technical and fundraising support for CHS.  Christel House International requires high levels of 

accountability and transparency for all schools bearing the Christel House name though a special 

collaborative arrangement.  Christel House International maintains a trademark licensing agreement to 

manage intervention measures to mitigate any performance deficiencies.  Internally, Christel House 

International describes its expectations and measurements for the successful operation of every 

learning center in its Policy and Operations Manual (POM).   

  



CHS provides monthly reports to Christel House International to track progress toward mutually agreed 

upon annual goals.  By employing this type of oversight, Christel House International provides an 

additional layer of accountability and support to the network and the CHS Board.     

 

Educational Plan 

Since opening in 2002, Christel House Schools has been an agent of transformation for underserved and 

high needs students in Indianapolis. CHS pursues its goal of breaking the generational cycle of poverty 

by providing children with the academic and life skills necessary to achieve success in the 21st Century.  

With robust programs and services, CHS is rapidly closing the achievement gap for students who would 

otherwise be disenfranchised within the conventional academic setting.  Christel House DORS is a 

unique program in our network that extends our reach beyond the traditional K-12 student, impacting 

those 18 and over that have not graduated high school. This reach not only directly impacts the students 

at DORS, but also impacts the educational outcomes of future generations since children are 50% more 

likely to graduate from high school if their parents have their diploma. DORS and the Academy share 

resources and infrastructure to maximize student and community impact. 

 

DORS utilizes an educational model that is not traditional, as traditional schooling did not work for our 

students. DORS uses a blended learning model to meet each student where they are and prepare them 

for success. Instructors utilize the APEX digital curriculum and enhance it with projects, direct instruction 

and real-world applications. 

 

Each student has an Individual Success Plan and DORS staff work diligently to meet each student where 

they are. The National Dropout Prevention Network has done numerous studies and identified 

strategies effective in dropout prevention. Individualized Instruction has been identified as one of those 

strategies because, “Each student has unique interests and past learning experiences. An individualized 

instructional plan for each student allows for flexibility in teaching methods and motivational strategies 

to consider these individual differences.”  Our students come in with various educational experiences 

and needs which are reflected in their Individual Success Plans. Individualized instruction is highly 

effective in working with high-risk students. Stainback states, “Dropout statistics show that numerous 

students are not succeeding because they are not treated as individuals.”  Individualized instruction 

provides the opportunity for students to learn at their own pace, in their own way, and be successful.   

 



Our educational approach combines the best elements of online and face-to- face learning. It is likely to 

emerge as the predominant model of the future — and to become far more common than either one 

alone. Our programming is designed to meet students where they are at, which oftentimes means 

targeted remediation to fill foundational reading and math gaps. We focus very heavily on lab classes 

that are designed to get students on grade level up front so that they are prepared with the basic skills 

to be successful in high school level classes. Our students come to us, on average, at a 5th grade 

academic level. Our model gives them intensive supports through direct instruction to increase those 

levels and then they shift to a more blended approach once those skills gaps are closed. 

Many students drop out of school because they are not engaged in the content and feel it is not 

relevant. Project-based learning (PBL) gives students ownership of their own learning and increases 

engagement, as research by the Buck Institute has found.  Project-based learning is based in the 

Constructivist approach of Vygotsky, Bruner, Piaget, and Dewey. Students engage in the learning 

process, seeing connections that extend beyond the classroom and into real world experiences. 

 

 APEX Learning is an online learning program that is used to individualize instruction for students. 

The online learning system allows students to work at their own pace and engage in multimedia 

presentations of instruction. Cheryl Vedoe, CEO of APEX Learning states, “Digital curriculum plays a 

significant role in empowering students to take charge of their learning. Research shows when this 

occurs, performance increases and learning accelerates; students stay in school, earn credits, and 

achieve at higher levels, resulting in higher graduation rates.” Apex Learning digital curriculum is based 

on time-tested pedagogical principles. The overall model is straightforward: Create an anticipatory set 

for the student; Provide focused instruction using varied teaching strategies such as guided-inquiry and 

direct instruction; Engage students in practice and application exercises that clarify and deepen 

conceptual understanding and mastery of skills; Assess student progress throughout the instructional 

phase with formative assessments that provide feedback to both students and teachers; Remediate 

where necessary; and Provide summative assessment with both objective (computer-scored) and open- 

ended (teacher-scored) instruments at the end of each unit and semester. This basic design for learning 

is enhanced by attention to multiple representations of information (including text, images, audio, 

video, animations, and interactive elements) that support students’ different learning styles. 

 

Gateway to College is a model in which students are supported into transitioning into the college 

setting. DORS partners with Ivy Tech Community College. Students who qualify for college level courses 



based on the ACCUPLACER assessment are eligible to take courses at Ivy Tech in which they receive high 

school and college credit. DORS Assessors help students enroll in Ivy Tech courses and provide ongoing 

support to ensure that the students are successful. These courses are taught by Ivy Tech instructors or 

qualified DORS instructors and follow the approved Ivy Tech syllabi. The Gateway to College is a 

program specifically for schools working with the dropout population in collaboration with local 

community colleges. The essential elements of a Gateway to College program are: “significant dual 

credit, sustainable partnerships, holistic student support, innovative teaching and learning, and 

intentional collaboration. 

 

 

  



 

 

School Performance  

Since 2002, Christel House Schools (CHS) has been an agent of transformation for traditionally 

underserved and at-risk students in Indianapolis. CHS pursues its mission of breaking the generational 

cycle of poverty by providing young people with the academic and life skills necessary to achieve success 

in the 21st Century.  With robust programs and services, CHA is rapidly closing the achievement gap for 

students who would otherwise be disenfranchised within the conventional academic setting.   Christel 

House DORS is a unique program in our network that extends our reach beyond the traditional K-12 

student, impacting those 18 and over that have not graduated high school. This reach not only directly 

impacts the students at DORS, but also impacts the educational outcomes of future generations since 

children are 50% more likely to graduate from high school if their parents have their diploma. DORS and 

the Academy share resources and infrastructure to maximize student and community impact. 

 

Christel House DORS received its charter from the Mayor of Indianapolis’ Office in 2011 and opened in 

August 2012 providing instruction to students in grades 9-12.  Christel House DORS has met its 

enrollment target for students and has maintained a wait list of over 100 students throughout the year.   

80% of new applicants heard of DORS through word of mouth of current students, a testament to the 

impact that the program is having on its students.  

 

Christel House DORS students have grown academically every year.   The Mayor’s Office has consistently 

rated both DORS Schools as meeting and exceeding standards.   Detailed accountability reports can be 

found at: http://oei.indy.gov/christel-house-dors  and http://oei.indy.gov/christel-house-dors-west .  

 

Reason for a Change in Authorizer 

While DORS currently has an active charter with the Mayor’s Office of Education Innovation, the costs 

associated authorization have become burdensome since the City began imposing fees in 2016.   In light 

of the fifty percent reduction in authorizing fees assessed by the Indiana Charter School Board, the CHS 

Board has elected to pursue a change in authorizer.    All charters with OEI remain in good standing and 

have received no adverse ratings or cautions.    

  

http://oei.indy.gov/christel-house-dors
http://oei.indy.gov/christel-house-dors-west


 

 

ICSB Charter School Change in Authorizer Proposal 

 

Section I: School Overview  

 

School Governance 

 

The CHS Board is comprised of a highly skilled and diverse group of professionals, including educators, 

business leaders, CPAs, attorneys and philanthropists - - all of whom are passionately devoted to 

establishing charter schools that succeeds in preparing students to reach their full potential, regardless 

of ability or background.   

   

CHS is committed to continued Board member renewal and engagement by identifying qualified and 

energetic board members who understand the vision and mission of the organization.   Racial and ethnic 

diversity, which mirrors the populations being served by CHS, is a continued consideration in board 

appointments as well as expertise in education, child development, fundraising, and community 

engagement.  

 

The CHS Board has established both term limits and a cycle for staggered Board terms.   The policy is 

designed to create a predictable pattern for board development and recruitment, to ensure the Board’s 

Executive Committee is able to forecast Board needs over time.   

 

As CHS seeks new board members, the Board takes into consideration the appropriate skill set needed 

at the time.  Prospective Board members who match these needs are identified by the Governance 

Committee of the Board, and approached regarding their willingness to serve. Once approved, and 

voted on by the Board, they are welcomed as CHS Board Members. On an annual basis, board members 

evaluate their personal contribution to the board, as well as the progress made by the entire Board.  



 

The Board’s Governance Committee has established protocols for onboarding new Board members, to 

ensure rules and policies are understood prior to engagement in governance activities.  To support this 

effort, the committee also works with CHS leadership staff to maintain a ‘New Board Member’ 

handbook.    

 

 

The Board of Directors oversees each school’s activities in compliance with its charter and all applicable 

laws.  The Board’s specific responsibilities are to:   

1) Ensure that the philosophy and mission of the school are followed;  

2) Ensure that student performance is monitored and the school is meeting performance 

standards;  

3) Ensure operational efficiency by approving and monitoring annual budgets, operating plans 

and performance;  

4) Order an independent audit of all revenues, assets, expenditures and liabilities;  

5) Review audit findings;  

6) Oversee the school's investments and capital improvement plan;  

7) Ensure legal and ethical integrity and maintain accountability;  

8) Establish policies which help the school achieve its mission and educational programs; and  

9) Enhance the school's public image by serving as ambassadors, advocates and community 

representatives. 

 

It’s important for people at Board meetings to understand what decision are being made and for the 

Board to set a tone of professionalism.   The Board Chair is responsible for conducting all Board 

meetings in a way that promotes a fair and orderly exchange of information, that leads to good public 

decision making for the organization.   To support this effort, the Board follows Robert's Rules of Order 

as a framework for conducting all official Board meetings.   

 

While the Board Chair has the authority to alter the structure and format of each Board meeting, 

modern parliamentary procedure is the usual practice.   It is typical protocol for the CHS Board to have a 

motion first, then discussion on the motion with any modifications to it, and finally a vote on the 

motion, with majority vote deciding the issue if there are any disagreements.   In addition to this 



process, the CHS Board will engage in consensus decision-making.   In this alternative approach, 

discussion of potential proposals is held first, followed by the framing of a proposal, and then modifying 

it until the group reaches consensus.  However, even when using a consensus decision-making strategy, 

the Board Chair will require a motion and vote before the proposal becomes official Board action.   

 

Board members with a real or potential conflict of interests will recuse themselves from voting on the 

conflicting matters.   The only reason a board member should refrain from voting is when there is a real 

or potential conflict of interest – however, board members will not be compelled to recuse themselves.  

The Board has established policy that requires annual submission of conflict of interest statements for 

each individual Board member.   

 

The Board’s Governance Committee, in cooperation with CHS Staff, maintain an updated copy of the 

Corporation Bylaws.  The Bylaws of the Board specify the composition of the board, including the terms, 

election, and appointment of members, the election of officers, and the appointment of committees; 

the nature and frequency of meetings; the rules of procedure for meetings and committees; and the 

provisions for amending and suspending bylaws.  The CHS Board is committed maintaining Bylaws that 

comply with Indiana Code applicable to public charter schools.    

 

School Management  
 
Christel House Schools (CHS) is the overarching network structure that operates and supports the two 

Christel House Academy schools, along with the Christel House DORS adult high school programming 

and the IndyTeach teacher preparation programming.   The legal public benefit corporation, Christel 

House Academy Inc., is doing business as (DBA) Christel House Schools (CHS).  This structure replicates 

the traditional strategy of a school district managing individual schools within the district, with some 

unique distinctions that allow for each individual school to remain unencumbered and autonomous in 

key operational areas.     

 

Christel House Schools holds the charters for Christel House DORS West (CHDORS-W) and Christel House 

DORS South (CHDORS-S).  CHDORS-S currently operates on two sites- one on the Christel House South 

Campus at night, and the other co-located with IvyTech Community College’s Fall Creek Campus.   It is 

the intent of the organization to collapse all three sites into a single charter for efficiency and better 

support for students as they transition from one location to another.   



 

The revised structure can be visualized below:  

 

 

 
 
 

All student recruiting occurs at the network level, with the actual enrollment of students occurring at 

the school level.   This arrangement allows for efficiencies associated with scale, while retaining most of 

the school’s autonomy as it relates to academics and student development.    

 

CHS has no agreements with EMOs or CMOs, nor does it have contracts with instructional services 

providers for anything other than ancillary support services.  From time to time, CHS enters into an 

agreement with outside consultants for the purpose of providing professional development or 

supplemental instruction.    

 

CHS is led by a Head of Schools, Carey Dahncke, who also acts as the Executive Director and Board’s Vice 

President.    This position reports to the Board of Directors, and is the most senior executive in charge of 



managing the organization’s operations.  

 

The Head of Schools is supported at the network level by two key senior leadership positions: 1) the 

Chief School Business Officer, and 2) the Head of Curriculum & Instruction.    

 

The Chief School Business Officer (CSBO), Andrea Johnson, also acts as the Board’s Assistant Treasurer 

and is the corporation’s Fiscal Officer.  Organizationally, she is responsible for the administrative, 

financial, and non-academic operations of the organization.  The CSBO oversees strategic planning 

related to budgeting, financial management, contracts, human resources management, procurement, 

compliance, facilities, information technology and risk management. 

 

The DORS leadership team, coordinates and supervises assessment and standardized testing; curriculum 

planning, instructional support programming, and evaluation.  Leadership also manages program 

development and evaluation.   

 

The DORS charter school within the network is led by Founding Principal, Emily Masengale.  The 

principal is the most senior manager and academic leader within the school.  They are supported by 

assistant principals, an instructional coach, and lead teachers.   Additionally, each school employees 

administrative support personnel who assist the principals in their non-academic duties.    

  



Education Program  

 

DORS utilizes an educational model that is not traditional, as traditional schooling did not work for our 

students. DORS uses a blended learning model to meet each student where they are and prepare them 

for success. Instructors utilize the APEX digital curriculum and enhance it with projects, direct instruction 

and real world applications. 

 

Each student has an Individual Success Plan and DORS staff work diligently in meeting each student 

where they are. The National Dropout Prevention Network has done numerous studies and identified 

strategies effective in dropout prevention. Individualized Instruction has been identified as one of those 

strategies because, “Each student has unique interests and past learning experiences. An individualized 

instructional plan for each student allows for flexibility in teaching methods and motivational strategies 

to consider these individual differences.”  Our students come in with various educational experiences 

and needs which are reflected in their Individual Success Plans. Individualized instruction is highly 

effective in working with high-risk students. Stainback states, “Dropout statistics show that numerous 

students are not succeeding because they are not treated as individuals.”  Individualized instruction 

provides the opportunity for students to learn at their own pace, in their own way, and be successful.   

 

Our educational approach combines the best elements of online and face-to- face learning. It is likely to 

emerge as the predominant model of the future — and to become far more common than either one 

alone. Our programming is designed to meet students where they are at, which oftentimes means 

targeted remediation to fill foundational reading and math gaps. We focus very heavily on lab classes 

that are designed to get students on grade level up front so that they are prepared with the basic skills 

to be successful in high school level classes. Our students come to us, on average, at a 5th grade 

academic level. Our model gives them intensive supports through direct instruction to increase those 

levels and then they shift to a more blended approach once those skills gaps are closed. 

Many students drop out of school because they are not engaged in the content and feel it is not 

relevant. Project-based learning (PBL) gives students ownership of their own learning and increases 

engagement, as research by the Buck Institute has found.  Project-based learning is based in the 

Constructivist approach of Vygotsky, Bruner, Piaget, and Dewey. Students engage in the learning 

process, seeing connections that extend beyond the classroom and into real world experiences. 

 



 APEX Learning is an online learning program that is used to individualize instruction for students. 

The online learning system allows students to work at their own pace and engage in multimedia 

presentations of instruction. Cheryl Vedoe, CEO of APEX Learning states, “Digital curriculum plays a 

significant role in empowering students to take charge of their learning. Research shows when this 

occurs, performance increases and learning accelerates; students stay in school, earn credits, and 

achieve at higher levels, resulting in higher graduation rates.” Apex Learning digital curriculum is based 

on time-tested pedagogical principles. The overall model is straightforward: Create an anticipatory set 

for the student; Provide focused instruction using varied teaching strategies such as guided-inquiry and 

direct instruction; Engage students in practice and application exercises that clarify and deepen 

conceptual understanding and mastery of skills; Assess student progress throughout the instructional 

phase with formative assessments that provide feedback to both students and teachers; Remediate 

where necessary; and Provide summative assessment with both objective (computer-scored) and open- 

ended (teacher-scored) instruments at the end of each unit and semester. This basic design for learning 

is enhanced by attention to multiple representations of information (including text, images, audio, 

video, animations, and interactive elements) that support students’ different learning styles.   

Additionally, America’s Promise Alliance has recently partnered with APEX Learning to increase the 

nation’s graduation rate.  America’s Promise Alliance is the nation’s largest partnership organization 

dedicated to improving the lives of children and youth by raising awareness, supporting communities, 

and engaging in nonpartisan advocacy. 

 

The National External Diploma Program (NEDP) is an applied performance assessment system that 

assesses the high school level skills of adults and out-of-school youth. The NEDP evaluates the reading, 

writing, math and workforce readiness skills of participants in life and work contexts." Students can opt 

in to the NEDP Portfolio program which is a competency based program that combines academic rigor 

with real world relevance, aligning standards based modules to Core 40 requirements. 

 

Many students drop out of school because they are not engaged in the content and feel it is not 

relevant. Project-based learning (PBL) gives students ownership of their own learning and increases 

engagement, as research by the Buck Institute has found.  Project-based learning is based in the 

Constructivist approach of Vygotsky, Bruner, Piaget, and Dewey. Students engage in the learning 

process, seeing connections that extend beyond the classroom an into real world experiences.  

 



As the Chinese Proverb says, “Tell me and I forget. Show me and I remember. Involve me and I will 

understand.” Students delve deeply into inquiry and combine academic content with communication, 

collaboration, and critical thinking through rigorous, real-world projects. Students drive their own 

learning by using inquiry and technology to investigate a topic. PBL has been studied for years, and the 

research shows that it is effective in building deep content understanding, increasing academic 

achievement, and increasing student motivation to learn. PBL increases students’ proficiency in 21st 

Century skills and ability to integrate and explain concepts, especially with lower-achieving students.   

PBL is not based on students going out on their own and exploring a concept, there is indeed an element 

of direct instruction and scaffolding present in PBL. Teachers guide students in the learning process, 

model, and push the students to think deeply.  PBL is used to expand upon the digital curriculum. 

 

These experiences are open-ended driving questions, start with the vision of an end so students 

understand the need to know and explore, students engage in inquiry that helps them develop or create 

something new, students engage in critical thinking, problem solving, and communication. Students 

have some choice in what they are doing and engage in giving and receiving feedback that guides 

revisions. Students then have the opportunity to publicly present their projects.  

 

DORS students engage in inquiry and problem solving in all of their courses. The inquiry-based approach 

is needed for students who have been so disengaged from the educational setting that they have 

dropped out. The Forum for Education and Democracy recommends that all schools prioritize efforts 

that provide universal access to inquiry-based learning opportunities and connect students to real-world 

skills and challenges that prepare them for post-graduate success.  

 

Gateway to College is a model in which students are supported into transitioning into the college 

setting. We partner with Ivy Tech Community College. Students who qualify for college level courses 

based on the ACCUPLACER assessment are eligible to take courses at Ivy Tech in which they receive high 

school and college credit. DORS Resource Specialists help students enroll in Ivy Tech courses and provide 

ongoing support to ensure that the students are successful. These courses are taught by Ivy Tech 

instructors or qualified DORS instructors and follow the approved Ivy Tech syllabi. Students start their 

experience at Ivy Tech in a small group of their peers initially in the Student Success course, which serve 

as an introduction and then transition into traditional Ivy Tech courses after their first semester.  The 

Gateway to College is a program specifically for schools working with the dropout population in 



collaboration with local community colleges. The essential elements of a Gateway to College program 

are: “significant dual credit, sustainable partnerships, holistic student support, innovative teaching and 

learning, and intentional collaboration.”   

 

English Language Arts: DORS English Language Arts classes provide a balance of reading, writing, 

grammar, listening, speaking, and literature studies. Students not only prepare for post-secondary 

English courses, but they also develop a deeper connection to the community as they engage in 

communication, collaboration, and critical thinking. Students develop essential skills in reading and 

writing. They expand their horizons by reading texts of different genres and about different cultures of 

the world. Students critically and reflectively evaluate the literature that they read in writing and 

through speaking. Students learn the process to write well including: prewriting, drafting, revising, 

editing, and producing a final piece of work. Students write clear, coherent multi-paragraph essays. They 

are able to compose works for various types of audiences and write for various purposes. Students learn 

to conduct research and to develop their communication skills.  

 

Mathematics: In Mathematics classes, DORS students expand upon the skills that they learned in the 

middle grades. Math classes interconnect reasoning and problem solving so that math is more than a 

collection of numbers, rules, and formulas that a student will soon forget. Instructors teach for and 

through problem solving. In Algebra I they focus on five areas: Relations and Functions; Linear Equations 

and Inequalities; Quadratic and Nonlinear Equations; Systems of Equations and Inequalities; and 

Polynomial Expressions. Algebra II extends beyond the concepts taught in Algebra I and students extend 

their understanding of functions to include polynomial, rational, and radical functions. Geometry covers 

six major areas: Congruency and Similarity; Measurement; Analytic Geometry; Circles; and Polyhedra.  

 

Science: In Science courses, students gather and evaluate scientific evidence, assess risks and benefits, 

ask questions, make decisions based on scientific evidence, and incorporate science-based inquiry. 

Biology focuses on making connections between living things and their environment, connecting science 

with sustainability. They learn the themes of structure and function, matter and energy flow, systems, 

and interconnectedness of life. Chemistry helps students develop an understanding of the impact of 

Chemistry on society and learn about topics such as: atomic structure, bonding in matter, chemical 

reactions, redox reactions, electrochemistry, phases of matter, equilibrium and kinetics, acids and bases, 



thermodynamics, quantum mechanics, nuclear reactions, organic chemistry, and alternative energy. 

Students learn that Chemistry is all around them every day.  

 

Social Studies: Students study how geographic features, human relationships, beliefs and values, 

political and social structures, economics, science and technology, and the arts have developed and 

influenced life in countries around the world. The courses emphasize the development of historical 

analysis skills such as comparing and contrasting, differentiating between facts and interpretations, 

considering multiple perspectives, and analyzing cause-and-effect relationships.  

 

Gateway to College: All dual enrollment courses follow Ivy Tech’s state approved curriculum.  Dual 

enrollment courses taught at DORS encompass course content that is identical to on-campus offerings 

and incorporates the same syllabi, class assignments, and examinations while utilizing comparable 

textbooks.  

 

Health Services: Due to the age of students, we work with them to refer out to local health services 

agencies that best fit their needs. 

 

Counseling and Psychological Services: Services are provided to improve students' mental, emotional, 

and social health. These services include individual and group assessments, interventions, and referrals. 

Organizational assessment and consultation skills of Resource Specialists (social workers) contribute not 

only to the health of students but also to the health of the school environment. Professionals such as 

Academic Assessors (counselors), psychologists, and Resource Specialists (social workers) provide these 

services. Resource Specialists provide in house counseling services; however refer out to community 

based agencies if the students’ needs exceed our in hour capacity. Academic Assessors focus on 

assessing academic needs and creating a student's individual learning plan. DORS prioritizes these 

support roles as we know that the needs of our students are critical to their overall success. We have a  

Student Support Team Lead that manages the Assessors and Resource Specialists at each site. We 

prioritize staffing at least two Assessors and two Resource Specialists at each site which provides a 

student to support team member ratio much smaller than that at most high schools. 

 

ASSESSMENT: 

 



ISTEP & End of Course Assessments 

 

Christel House DORS complies with all IDOE required ECA testing (based upon the student’s cohort).   

 

End of Course Assessments are administered to students at the end of each Algebra 1, Biology I, and 

English 10 courses. These tests are based on Indiana's Academic Standards and are designed to measure 

student performance on the standards, reporting categories, and indicators in these courses. The tests 

are developed by the Indiana Department of Education. The content of these tests is based on material 

students should be exposed to by the end of each course. 

 

Teacher Driven Assessments 

 

Christel House DORS uses comprehensive assessment when monitoring student progress. While we 

assess student achievement, at DORS it is also very important to recognize personal growth. Student 

test scores/assessment rubrics are be attached to their Student Success Plans, as Success Teams reflects 

on growth and use the data to best support the students. 

 

Initially, students take the TABE® (Test of Adult Basic Education) Online. The TABE is the most 

comprehensive and reliable assessment in adult basic education, providing a solid foundation for 

effectively assessing the skills and knowledge of adult learners.  TABE gives us baseline academic data in 

reading and math on each and every student and help us place them in the appropriate courses, track 

their progress, and evaluate the effectiveness of the instruction the students are receiving. If a student is 

well below grade level, we give them the supports needed to make gains and make steady academic 

progress. Students take the TABE every six months to monitor academic progress. This helps us look at 

the pace of each student’s growth through the program and tailor their experience to nurture that 

growth.  

 

After the TABE, students also take the ACCUPLACER® to determine if they are eligible to take courses at 

Ivy Tech Community College. Some students come in with the skills to begin courses at Ivy Tech right 

away and some need remediation to help prepare them for the courses.  

 



DORS students each compile student portfolios during their College and Career Prep class. Students 

keep an electronic portfolio and also have a hard copy of their portfolio. Student portfolios track the 

student’s progress from their very first encounter with DORS. 

 The student essay they complete during Orientation serves as that student’s first baseline writing 

sample. Portfolio assessment is ongoing, providing both formative and summative opportunities to 

monitor student growth. Portfolios incorporate a variety of forms of student work, giving a 

multidimensional view of their learning process and readiness to transition to college and/or career. 

The curriculum includes formative, summative, and diagnostic assessments that are integrated 

throughout. The introduction to each lesson clearly establishes learning objectives for students. 

Embedded assessments address those learning objectives and are specifically designed to test students 

including higher level thinking skills. Additionally, teachers collaboratively create rubrics to assess 

student projects. 

 

Support for Learning 

 

Support for student learning is central to the design of Christel House DORS. We strive to have a school 

culture that empowers all members of the Christel House DORS community to reach for their highest 

potential. Our students and staff members have made the choice to be a part of Christel House DORS. 

We anticipate a highly motivated group of students, as they are beyond the compulsory attendance age 

and are coming on their own record. We support each student as much as possible, and maintain high 

expectations at all times.  

 

DORS staff members provide students with academic support on their classes as we take a highly 

individualized approach. Additionally, students who are performing well below grade level according to 

the TABE test are assigned an academic lab course that they take to receive elective credits. During this 

time, teachers work on remediation skills with students to help prepare them for high school level 

courses. Additionally, students who are struggling in one or more academic areas are enrolled in 

Foundations courses on APEX, which provides them additional practice and leveled instruction to 

strengthen their core skills.  

  

Although we are highly individualized in our approach to a student’s education, we also strive to show 

them the importance of being a member of a team. Our project-based learning approach helps students 



develop the skills to collaborate and communicate with others, as most life circumstances involve 

interacting with others to get the job done.   

  

Each student at DORS has a Student Success Team. This team is put together to ensure that the student 

stays on the pathway to success. The team holds the student accountable and helps the student access 

resources they may need to support their journey. This is a group of people that care about the success 

of the individual student, not allowing any student to fall between the cracks. The Student Success Team 

is made up of the student, their Resource Specialist, at least one other DORS staff member, a student 

selected Success Team member (a family member or friend that can be an advocate for the student – 

both support and hold them accountable), and any other resources that the student may need. (for 

example, if a student has an outside caseworker, they will be invited to be a member of the team). 

Additional Success Team meetings can be scheduled more frequently if the student is in need of 

additional support.  

  

 

Due to the age of the students, we do not have extracurricular activities such as sports. However, we 

encourage students to be highly engaged in community activities. Students are required to participate in 

at least two Resource Events per month. There are many opportunities and resources out there, but it is 

a skill to actually access those resources and take advantage of opportunities. We instill in our students 

the desire to seek resources and opportunities to enhance any situation. Resource Specialists work with 

the students to identify any specific areas of needs in which we can connect the student with a 

community organization.  Students can bring in documentation of a meeting with a community agency 

or participate in workshops that community agencies provide on the DORS campus. Some students are 

not  in need of any community agency support and in their case they are required to participate in at 

least two community service opportunities per month. We also help our students realize that if they do 

not need support from a community agency and have the capacity to help others instead, that is a gift 

that should not go to waste. Valuing community as a resource and letting yourself be a resource can 

both make lasting impacts.  

 

We are currently working with the organization, Childcare Answers which is a nonprofit agency that 

helps parents find childcare and assists them with issues related to childcare. DORS support staff help 

students obtain vouchers if they are eligible and have not yet applied. If a student is not eligible for 



government childcare support, DORS helps them cover the costs if they go to a childcare facility that we 

have partnered with. These funds are set into a social services fund in the budget. We understand that 

childcare can often be a barrier to student access and we work to support students in obtaining quality 

childcare when they are at school.  

  

Additionally, any student enrolled in Ivy Tech courses has access to their student support services 

including: free tutoring, Disability Support Services, Success Coach, Career Service support, student 

organizations, and more. Student utilize the library as well. DORS students taking any Ivy Tech courses 

have access to the Ivy Tech support services. The Gateway Resource Specialist helps students access 

these resources. 

 

At DORS we provide supports to meet the needs of all students. Regardless of their age, we put supports 

in place to ensure that students are receiving the services necessary. During the enrollment process, we 

determine if a student had an IEP at their previous school. Each student with an IEP that is under the age 

of 21 has a Teacher of Record to ensure compliance and guide other staff members in the 

accommodations needed by the specific student, following all state and federal laws. We have Special 

Education teachers employed to offer additional assistance to students who need it. We contract out 

Occupational Therapy and Physical Therapy services with Crossroads Easter Seals and Mental Health 

referrals through Cummins Behavioral Health.  

 

DORS staff members use anchor activities to monitor students who seem to be struggling. Anchor 

activities are ongoing assignments that students work on throughout a unit or grading period, rather 

than in a set short period of time.  Anchor activities give staff members a long-term example of a 

student’s work so that they may make an educated decision about whether the issue needs to be looked 

into further. Staff then follow the RTI process to provide the student with an intervention plan, monitor 

progress, and make informed decisions. If it is decided that testing is needed, the student is referred for 

a psychological evaluation to determine eligibility of services. We contract out for the testing as well. 

We also help Special Education students who are over 21 connect with Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) 

counselors to see if they are eligible for services through VR. The Resource Specialist help any student 

enrolled in Ivy Tech courses access the college’s Disability Support Services. The Office of Disability 

Support Services provides assistance to students, who qualify for reasonable accommodation under the 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), and Sections 504 and 508 of the Rehabilitation Act. 



  

DORS also employs ELL teachers for students with English Language Learning needs. We have created a 

robust ELL program in which students get English interventions at an intensity determined by their 

individual WIDA placement test. Christel House DORS follows all federal and state laws regarding special 

education and students with limited English proficiency. The APEX online learning program has built in 

supports for English language learners as well as students with special needs (such as audio to aid 

reading, visuals, grade level content presented on individualized reading level, etc.). Special Education 

and ESL staff work with students in one on one sessions or small groups during these times. Specific 

student to teacher ratios, and procedures for general and special education staff collaboration, roles, 

and responsibilities are driven by students’ IEPs. 

  

Academically advanced students have the opportunity to take dual credit courses through Ivy Tech 

Community College. DORS teachers give students extensions to their work to keep them engaged and 

challenge them academically, enriching their educational experience. DORS teachers collaborate in 

professional development sessions in collaboration with Christel House Academy teachers and Ivy Tech 

staff members in which the needs of special student populations are be addressed. 

 

Student Services 

 

Student services range from school guidance to programs that enhance the education and well-being of 

students, including academic assistance and study tips, help with home, school, and/or social concerns, 

or any issues or questions students may want to discuss with Resource Specialist or Assessors.  

 

Support through the Life Skills and Enrichment Program  

 

The Life Skills and Enrichment program, a key component of Christel House DORS provides opportunities 

for every student to participate in activities that teach the core values of Responsibility, Respect, 

Independence and Integrity.  Students are required to participate in at least two Resource Events per 

month. There are many opportunities and resources out there, but it is a skill to actually access those 

resources and take advantage of opportunities. We hope to instill in our students the desire to seek 

resources and opportunities to enhance any situation. Resource Specialists work with the students to 

identify any specific areas of needs in which we can connect the student with a community organization.  



Students can bring in documentation of a meeting with a community agency or participate in workshops 

that community agencies provide on the DORS campus. Some students may not be in need of any 

community agency support and in their case they are required to participate in at least two community 

service opportunities per month. We also hope to help our students realize that if they do not need 

support from a community agency and have the capacity to help others instead, that is a gift that should 

not go to waste. Valuing community as a resource and letting yourself be a resource can both make 

lasting impacts. Some examples of Resource Events for the original DORS are: campus tour of IUPUI; 

Energizing Indiana workshop; How to be a Mentor presented by a staff member of Big Brothers Big 

Sisters; HIV/AIDS Awareness workshop present by Wishard Health; volunteer opportunity at Gleener’s 

Food Bank; Family Literacy Night through Indy Reads and more. 

 

SPECIAL STUDENT POPULATIONS 

 

Special Education 

 

At DORS we provide supports to meet the needs of all students. Regardless of their age, we put supports 

in place to ensure that students are receiving the services necessary. During the enrollment process, we 

determine if a student had an IEP at their previous school. Each student with an IEP that is under the age 

of 21 has a Teacher of Record to ensure compliance and guide other staff members in the 

accommodations needed by the specific student, following all state and federal laws. We have Special 

Education teachers employed to offer additional assistance to students who need it. We contract out 

Occupational Therapy and Physical Therapy services with Crossroads Easter Seals and Mental Health 

referrals through Cummins Behavioral Health.  

 

DORS staff members use anchor activities to monitor students who seem to be struggling. Anchor 

activities are ongoing assignments that students work on throughout a unit or grading period, rather 

than in a set short period of time.  Anchor activities give staff members a long-term example of a 

student’s work so that they may make an educated decision about whether the issue needs to be looked 

into further. Staff then follow the RTI process to provide the student with an intervention plan, monitor 

progress, and make informed decisions. If it is decided that testing is needed, the student will be 

referred for a psychological evaluation to determine eligibility of services. We contract out for the 

testing as well. We also help Special Education students who are over 21 connect with Vocational 



Rehabilitation (VR) counselors to see if they are eligible for services through VR. The Resource Specialist 

help any student enrolled in Ivy Tech courses access the college’s Disability Support Services. The Office 

of Disability Support Services provides assistance to students, who qualify for reasonable 

accommodation under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), and Sections 504 and 508 of the 

Rehabilitation Act. 

 

Academically advanced students have the opportunity to take Honors and AP courses through APEX and 

dual credit courses through Ivy Tech Community College. DORS teachers give students extensions to 

their work to keep them engaged and challenge them academically, enriching their educational 

experience. DORS teachers collaborate in professional development sessions in collaboration with 

Christel House Academy teachers and Ivy Tech staff members in which the needs of special student 

populations are addressed. 

 

Students with Limited English Proficiency 

 

DORS, in compliance with all federal requirements and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, does not exclude 

students on the grounds of race, color, or national origin or deny those benefits of any program or 

activity.   

There are many ways to identify students in need of language services. The initial identification process 

consists of the following: 

 

Home Language Survey 

 

Initial registration form: Students indicate if another language is spoken at home.  This is the first 

opportunity to identify how many second language learners there may be. An official registration form 

contains questions regarding home language and previous bilingual services. 

 

Home Language Survey: When any student is enrolled in the school for the first time, students complete 

a home language survey. If the survey indicates a language other than English, the student must be 

referred for language proficiency testing.  All students have a Home Language Survey on file and kept 

with the students’ permanent records. 

 



English Language Assessment 

 

All students with a primary language other than English are assessed for English Language Proficiency 

using WIDA Access Placement test at entry, and WIDA Access annually.  English proficiency assessment 

includes listening, speaking, reading and writing.  English testing and program placement must occur 

within the first four weeks of school/student enrollment.  

DORS employs an ESL teacher for students with English Language Learning needs. Christel House DORS 

follows all federal and state laws regarding special education and students with limited English 

proficiency. Indy Reads has a Learning Lab at Christel House DORS where students can get additional 

Literacy and English language support. The APEX online learning program has built in supports for 

English language learners as well as students with special needs (such as audio to aid reading, visuals, 

grade level content presented on individualized reading level, etc.). 

  



 

Financial Management  

 

The entity’s total fiscal management falls under the responsibility of the Chief School Business Officer 

(CSBO).  Final decision making on financial matters and CSBO oversight is the Head of School’s 

responsibility.    The Board’s Finance, Audit and Compensation Committee provide Board level oversight 

and consultation to both the Head of Schools and the CSBO.   

 

The CSBO has a staff of accounting, facility and human resource professionals that assist in the routine 

and daily operations of the entity.  This team is comprised of a collection of employees, contractors and 

contracted services.  Collectively, they form the network’s Business Office.   The vast majority of each 

charter school’s financial management occurs within the Business Office.   

 

Each school’s administrative staff handle routine and typical daily activities that relate to financial 

management.   These activities are performed in concert with the Business Office’s activities.  School 

level purchases are ultimately decided and approved by that school’s principal, but processed within the 

Business Office.   This system allows for checks and balances between the network and each school.   

 

Each school has historically met the Office of Educational Innovation’s performance metrics consistently.   

The last compressive review of the schools ‘Organization’s Fiscal Health’, as defined by OEI’s Financial 

Performance Framework, can be found at http://oei.indy.gov/wp-

content/uploads/2017/04/CHASouth.Core_.Question.2.2015.2016.FINAL_.DRAFT_.pdf      This report 

shows the school ‘exceeding standard’.   This framework evaluates the 1) Enrollment Ratio, 2) 

Enrollment Variance, 3) Current Ratio, 4) Days Cash on Hand, and 5) Debt Default.   Also included in the 

framework is an assessment of the school’s long-term health, using the school’s 1) Aggregate Three-Year 

Net Income, 2) Debt to Asset Ratio, and 3) Debt Service Coverage (DSC) Ratio.     OEI’s staff also 

reviewed each school’s financial management practices, looking specifically at the Financial Audit and 

Financial Reporting Requirements.   

 

 

 

 

http://oei.indy.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/CHASouth.Core_.Question.2.2015.2016.FINAL_.DRAFT_.pdf
http://oei.indy.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/CHASouth.Core_.Question.2.2015.2016.FINAL_.DRAFT_.pdf


Organization and Compliance  

 

The network staff engage in routine reviews and evaluations of operational challenges at each school 

that include facilities, transportation, technology, lunch programming, and human resource needs.   As 

part of the Annual Business Planning process, school and network staff collaborate with Christel House 

International staff to determine the operational, educational and fiscal objectives in the upcoming 

school year.   Each school’s Annual Business Plan then becomes a key tool in driving the strategy and 

practices to ensure annual goals are met.    

 

Through this process, each school has established a history of forecasting and engaging creative 

solutions to problems that may have otherwise plagued the school down the road.   At present, each 

Christel House school enjoys a safe and sound facility for school operations.  Additionally, key 

operational issues function smoothly and the Authorizer, Department of Education and Independent 

Auditors have found no deficiencies within the organization.     

 

Christel House DORS has current and active charters with the Mayor of Indianapolis, Office of 

Educational Innovation.    Christel House DORS South has a long history of meeting compliance 

agreements with OEI.    

 

A copy of the OEI Accountability reports from 2012 to present, can be found at: 

http://oei.indy.gov/christel-house-dors   

 

  

http://oei.indy.gov/christel-house-dors


 

Section II: Performance Record  

 

Under the State accountability system for adult charter high schools, Christel House DORS South 
received a C letter grade in 2015-16 and the school received a B letter grade in 2016-17.     

 
Christel House DORS students come to DORS performing significantly below grade level (at the 5th grade 
level on average) but are still able, through DORS programming, to find success and demonstrate 
significant growth. From the 2015-16 school year to the 2016-17 school year, DORS students grew on 
the English 10 ECA by 19.5%, and we anticipate this growth to continue. In addition to this, DORS has 
outperformed the most recently published Algebra 1 ECA state average of 69.8% consistently over the 
past 2 years, with current data for the 2017-18 school year at 100% passing.  

 
Over 63% of our students are English Language Learners, and with this change in demographic we have 
adjusted our English and ESL curriculum to better prepare them for high school level English classes. The 
ESL population grew from 13% in 2012-13 to 63% currently. 

 
Christel House DORS Historical ECA Data 

 

Area 2015-2016 School Year  2016-2017 School Year 

Algebra 1 ECA   

Pass + Percentage  13%  20.5%  

Pass Percentage 83% 80% 

Did Not Pass Percentage 17% 20% 

English 10 ECA  

Pass + Percentage 0% 0% 

Pass Percentage 32% 51.5% 

Did Not Pass Percentage  64% 49.5% 

 
 

Additionally, Christel House DORS students have consistently outperformed the State Board of 
Education’s College and Career Readiness metric of 80% of graduates having CCR (dual credit or career 
certification). In 2015-16, 97% of DORS graduates had CCR, and in 2016-17 96.4% of DORS graduates had 
CCR.  
 

  



 

 

Section III: Additional Information Required for School with Non-Renewal Notices 

 

 

Not applicable to any of the Christel House Schools charters.   

 









































































































 

 

Christel House Academy Inc 
Conflict of Interest Policy 

 
Article I 
Purpose 

 
The purpose of the conflict of interest policy is to protect this tax-exempt organization’s 
(Organization) interest when it is contemplating entering into a transaction or 
arrangement that might benefit the private interest of an officer or director of the 
Organization or might result in a possible excess benefit transaction.  This policy is 
intended to supplement but not replace any applicable state and federal laws governing 
conflict of interest applicable to nonprofit and charitable organizations. 
 

Article II 
Definitions 

 
1. Interested Person 
Any director, principal officer, or member of a committee with governing board 
delegated powers, who has a direct or indirect financial interest, as defined below, is an 
interested person. 
 
2. Financial Interest 
A person has a financial interest if the person has, directly or indirectly, through 
business, investment, or family: 

a. An ownership or investment interest in any entity with which the 
Organization has a transaction or arrangement, 

b. A compensation arrangement with the Organization or with any entity or 
individual with which the Organization has a transaction or arrangement, 
or 

c. A potential ownership or investment interest in, or compensation 
arrangement with, any entity or individual with which the Organization is 
negotiating a transaction or arrangement. 

 
Compensation includes direct and indirect remuneration as well as gifts or favors that 
are not insubstantial. 
 
A financial interest is not necessarily a conflict of interest.  Under Article III, Section 2, a 
person who has a financial interest may have a conflict of interest only if the appropriate 
governing board or committee decides that a conflict of interest exists. 
 

Article III 
Procedures 

 
1. Duty to Disclose 
In connection with any actual or possible conflict of interest, an interested person must 
disclose the existence of the financial interest and be given the opportunity to disclose 



 

 

all material facts to the directors and members of committees with governing board 
delegated powers considering the proposed transaction or arrangement. 
 
2. Determining Whether a Conflict of Interest Exists 
After disclosure of the financial interest and all material facts, and after any discussion 
with the interested person, s/he shall leave the governing board or committee meeting 
while the determination of a conflict of interest is discussed and voted upon.  The 
remaining board or committee members shall decide if a conflict of interest exists. 
 
3. Procedures for Addressing the Conflict of Interest 

a. An interested person may make a presentation at the governing board or 
committee meeting, but after the presentation, s/he shall leave the 
meeting during the discussion of, and the vote on, the transaction or 
arrangement involving the possible conflict of interest. 

b. The chairperson of the governing board or committee shall, if appropriate, 
appoint a disinterested person or committee to investigate alternatives to 
the proposed transaction or arrangement. 

c. After exercising due diligence, the governing board or committee shall 
determine whether the Organization can obtain with reasonable efforts a 
more advantageous transaction or arrangement from a person or entity 
that would not give rise to a conflict of interest. 

d. If a more advantageous transaction or arrangement is not reasonably 
possible under circumstances not producing a conflict of interest, the 
governing board or committee shall determine by a majority vote of the 
disinterested directors whether the transaction or arrangement is in the 
Organization’s best interest, for its own benefit, and whether it is fair and 
reasonable.  In conformity with the above determination, it shall make its 
decision as to whether to enter into the transaction or arrangement. 

 
4. Violations of the Conflicts of Interest Policy 

a. If the governing board or committee has reasonable cause to believe a 
member has failed to disclose actual or possible conflicts of interest, it 
shall inform the member of the basis for such belief and afford the 
member an opportunity to explain the alleged failure to disclose. 

b. If, after hearing the member’s response and after making further 
investigation as warranted by the circumstances, the governing board or 
committee determines the member has failed to disclose an actual or 
possible conflict of interest, it shall take appropriate disciplinary and 
corrective action. 

 
Article IV 

Records of Proceedings 
 

The minutes of the governing board and all committees with board delegated powers 
shall contain: 



 

 

a. The names of the persons who disclosed or otherwise were found to have 
a financial interest in connection with an actual or possible conflict of 
interest, the nature of the financial interest, any action taken to determine 
whether a conflict of interest was present, and the governing board’s or 
committee’s decision as to whether a conflict of interest in fact existed. 

b. The names of the persons who were present for discussions and votes 
relating to the transaction or arrangement, the content of the discussion, 
including any alternatives to the proposed transaction or arrangement, and 
a record of any votes taken in connection with the proceedings. 

 
Article V 

Compensation 
 

a. A voting member of the governing board who receives compensation, 
directly or indirectly, from the Organization for services is precluded from 
voting on matters pertaining to that member’s compensation. 

b. A voting member of any committee whose jurisdiction includes 
compensation matters and who receives compensation, directly or 
indirectly, from the Organization for services is precluded from voting on 
matters pertaining to that member’s compensation. 

c. No voting member of the governing board or any committee whose 
jurisdiction includes compensation matters and who receives 
compensation, directly or indirectly, from the Organization, either 
individually or collectively, is prohibited from providing information to any 
committee regarding compensation. 

 
Article VI 

Annual Statements 
 

Each director, principal officer and member of a committee with governing board 
delegated powers shall annually sign a statement which affirms such person: 

a. Has received a copy of the conflicts of interest policy, 
b. Has read and understands the policy, 
c. Has agreed to comply with the policy, and 
d. Understands the Organization is charitable and in order to maintain its 

federal tax exemption, it must engage primarily in activities which 
accomplish one or more of its tax-exempt purposes. 

 
Article VII 

Periodic Reviews 
 

To ensure the Organization operates in a manner consistent with charitable purposes 
and does not engage in activities that could jeopardize its tax-exempt status, periodic 
reviews shall be conducted.  The periodic reviews shall, at a minimum, include the 
following subjects: 



 

 

a. Whether compensation arrangements and benefits are reasonable, based 
on competent survey information, and the result of arm’s length 
bargaining, 

b. Whether partnerships, joint ventures, and arrangements with management 
organizations conform to the Organization’s written policies, are properly 
recorded, reflect reasonable investment or payments for goods and 
services, further charitable purposes and do not result in inurement, 
impermissible private benefit or in an excess benefit transaction. 

 
Article VIII 

Use of Outside Experts 
 

When conducting the periodic reviews as provided for in Article VII, the Organization 
may, but need not, use outside advisors.  If outside experts are used, their use shall not 
relieve the governing board of its responsibility for ensuring periodic reviews are 
conducted. 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 



curriculum vitae 

 

CAREY J  DAHNCKE  
 

INDIANAPOLIS ,  INDIANA  
 

 

 

 Professional Teaching & Administrative Experiences 
 

2013-present Executive Director   Christel House Academy Network of Schools 

  Head of Schools    Indianapolis  

 

2010-present Field Experience Faculty  Columbia University 

        Teachers College  

 

2006 - 13 Principal & School Director  Christel House Academy 

       Indianapolis 
 

2000 – 06 Principal     Christian Park School 82 

       Indianapolis Public Schools 
 

1999-00 Assistant Principal   William Penn Elementary School 49 

       Indianapolis Public Schools 
 

1997-99 Assistant Principal   Longfellow Middle School 28 

98 & 99    Summer School Principal  Indianapolis Public Schools 
 

1996-97 United States Fulbright  Shelthorpe Community Primary School 

   Exchange Teacher   Loughborough, England 
 

1996    Summer School Principal  Sunny Heights Elementary School 

       MSD Warren Township, Indianapolis 
 

1995 - 96  Instructor, Educational Technology Indiana University 

School of Education   IUPUI Campus 
 

1994-96 Intermediate Multiage Teacher Brookview Elementary School 

    Computer & Technology Coordinator MSD Warren Township, Indianapolis 

1993-94 Grade 5 Teacher  
     

1992-93 General Education Teacher  Alternative Truancy High School 

       Danville Public Schools 118, Illinois 
 

 Education & Professional Training 
 

   

Stanford University, School of Education  

 School Leadership Institute, Summer Residency Program  

 

Eastern Illinois University, Charleston, Illinois 

Master of Science in Education, Educational Administration 

Professional Teacher Education Sequence (BA Liberal Arts & Sciences) 

 

American College in London, England 

Bachelor of Business Administration, Cum Laude  



 

 Professional & Academic Honors 

2013 & 2017 NASSP Breakthrough School Principal  

2008 Title I Distinguished Principal, Indiana Department of Education 

2006 District 7 Principal of the Year-  IASP 

1996 MSD Warren Township, Brookview School, Teacher of the Year  

US Fulbright Teacher Exchange Award  

Graduate School Student Marshal, Eastern Illinois University 

 Graduate Research & Tuition Scholarship Recipient 

 Lester Schick Scholarship Recipient  

American Institute for Foreign Study, London / Leningrad USSR 

Dean’s List, American College 

 Student Government Association Representative, American College 

 

Special Accomplishments 
 

2017 Indiana State School of Character Award, Christel House Academy South 

2017 NASSP Breakthrough Schools Award, Christel House Academy South 

2015 Schools to Watch reauthorization, Christel House Academy South Middle School  

2013 Breakthrough Schools Award, MetLife & NAASP, Christel House Academy South 

2012 The National Forum - Schools to Watch Award, Christel House Academy 

2012 US Healthier Schools- Silver Award, Christel House Academy 

2011 Distinguished Title I School (IDOE), Christel House Academy 

2010 NAESP and MetLife Foundation’s Sharing the Dream Award 

2010 Distinguished Title I School (IDOE), Christel House Academy 

2009 Healthy Hoosier Award- Silver, Christel House Academy 

2008 Panasonic National School Change Award, Christel House Academy 

2008 Distinguished Title I School (IDOE), Christel House Academy 

2006 Healthy Hoosier Award, Christian Park School 82 

 

Licensing & Certification 
 

Indiana  
Administration & Supervision – All grades 

Business Education 7-12 
               General Elementary Teaching 1-6 

 Kindergarten 

 Language Arts 7-9 

 Social Studies 7-9 

 

Illinois  
General Administration K - 12 

 Self-Contained Teaching K-9 

 Language Arts, Jr. High 

 Social Science, Jr. High 

  



Emily Masengale 
Indianapolis, IN  

 
EDUCATION 
 
Teachers College-Columbia University        New York, NY   
M Ed. Organization and Leadership          
                          
Saint Louis University         St. Louis, MO  
MA  Education Administration              
 
Indiana University           Bloomington, IN                
Bachelor of Science in Education,                 
Minor: Leadership, Ethics, and Social Action                                                   
License: Mild Interventions at the Middle-High School Setting, State exams successfully completed. 
       
__________________________________________________________________________________________  
 
EXPERIENCE 
 
Christel House DORS        August 2011-Present 
Founding Principal  
 
Teach for America, Indianapolis       November 2014-May 2015 
Interim Director of Alumni Affairs                                                                                  
 
Teachers College-Columbia University 
Summer Principals Academy Coach      May 2013-Present 
 
Teachers College-Columbia University 
Summer Principals Academy Internship Instructor    July 2014-July 2015 
 
Rousseau McClellan School 91 (Indianapolis Public Schools K-8)   August 2010-2011 
Assistant Principal           
 
Indianapolis Principal Fellow – Teachers College-Columbia University          2010-2014 
 
Teach for America Corps Member                                                                                                              
Saint Louis, MO         2006-2008 
 
The Big Picture Academy, St. Louis Public Schools     2007-2010                                                                            
Ninth, Tenth, Eleventh Grade Advisor (looped with students) 

 
Special Education Teacher (9th-12th)/Soccer Coach, Roosevelt High School     August 2006-June 2007                             
(St. Louis Public Schools)  
 
 
  



 
 
AWARDS/HONORS/COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 
 

● 2018: Panelist, Magistrate Reappointment Panel for the United States District Court for the Southern 
District of Indiana 

● January 2018: Featured on Kathy Davis Designs blog, in the “WomanKind” series 
● September 2017-Present: Indianapolis Urban League Exchange Leadership Fellowship 
● June-July 2017: Contracted reviewer for the U.S. Department of Education, for the i3 Grant. 
● June 2017-Present, Ambassador for Indy Hub's "No Mean City" initiative 
● 2016-Present: Indianapolis Foundation Board Fellow  
● 2016-Present: Board of Directors Member, Second Helpings, Corks and Forks Planning Committee 
● 2016-Present: Board of Directors Member, The Irsay Family YMCA at Cityway, Programming and 

Christian Emphasis Sub-committees 
● 2016-Present: Member, Planned Parenthood of Indiana and Kentucky Gathering of the Goddesses and 

Gods Planning Committee, Party Captain Sub-committee  
● 2016: Blog contributor, published on No Mean City website 
● 2016: Member of the Fall 2016 IU Health Foundation "Inspiring Leaders" Program 
● 2016: Facilitator, Leadership Indianapolis "Civic Boot Camp"  
● 2016-Present:  Member, EmployIndy Youth Committee 
● 2016-Present: Member, The Exchange at the Indianapolis Urban League 
● 2016-Present: Certified Foster Parent, State of Indiana 
● 2015-2017: Mentor, Capstone Leadership Initiative (Tech High School/Indy Metro Church/Youth for 

Christ) 
● 2015-2016: Host Team Member and Site Coordinator, Indianapolis 500 100th Running Hometown 

Hospitality Committee 
● 2015: Member, Advance317 Toronto Leadership Exchange through the Indianapolis Chamber of 

Commerce 
● 2015-Present: Indianapolis 500 Festival Princess Program Judge 
● 2015: Recipient of Junior Achievement “Best and Brightest in Education and Nonprofit” Award 
● 2014: Glamour Magazine Indiana recipient of “Hometown Hero: 50 Phenomenal Women a Year Who 

are Making  a Difference” 
● 2014: Stanley K. Lacy Executive Leadership Series Class of XXXIX 
● 2014: Finalist for Junior Achievement Indianapolis’ Best and Brightest Award 
● 2014 Indianapolis Business Journal “Forty Under 40” Recipient 
● 2014: Panelist on WFYI’s Town Hall on Poverty and Education facilitated by Judy Woodruff 
● 2013-2014: Mentor, Starfish Initiative 
● 2013-2015: Member, Association for American Educators 
● 2013-Present: Member, Indiana Consortium of Charter School Leaders 
● 2013-2015: Member of the Children’s Bureau Young Professionals Advisory Board 
● 2013-2015: Board Member (Secretary), Purchased, a nonprofit aimed at ending Human Trafficking 
● 2013-2017: Teach for America Alumni Board member 
● 2013 Presented at “Neighbor Power” conference put on by Indianapolis Neighborhood Resource 

Center 
● 2012-2015: Talent Alliance Grades 9-12 Implementation Team  
● 2012: Panelist for Indiana Black Expo’s Education Forum  
● January and May 2012: Appeared on “No Limits”, WFYI talk radio on Education Leadership and the 

Dropout Crisis  
 



School Name: Christal House DORS South

Current Academic Year: 2017-18

DORS-S Square Learners (4 schools)

Enrollment # of Students 287 344 953

Grades Served Grade Levels 09-12 09-12 09-12

Free/Reduced Lunch % of Students 74.9% 79.7% 79.4%

Minority % of Students 82.9% 90.4% 85.1%

Special Education % of Students 9.6% 4.1% 9.1%

English Language Learner % of Students 63.1% 48.5% 13.5%

Title I in current year? Yes/No No No No

DORS-S Square Learners (4 schools)

All grade levels 99.2% 85.7% 88.3%

DORS-S Square Learners (4 schools)

Grade 10 50.0% 56.3% 67.9%

Grade 11 33.0% data supressed 60.3%

DORS-S Square Learners (4 schools)

Grade 10 32.0% 94.9% 87.1%

Grade 11 data supressed data supressed 67.4%

DORS-S Square Learners (4 schools)

Graduating Students 25.6% 8.0% 19.3%

2014-15 Graduation Rate (as defined by the IDOE)

Comparative School Analysis: Demographics 2017-18

NOTE: "Comparison school" is defined as schools serving a student population within five percentage points of the school's "Free 
and Reduced Lunch" percentages in the current year.

NOTE: Comparable schools and statewide demographics should represent only those grades that are served by the school.

NOTE: Applicant may add additional rows for relevant grades. Applicant may also list other state assessments that are 
relevant to the student population.  Please include 2014-15 Passage rates where available.

Comparative School Analysis: Academic Outcomes

2014-15 Attendance

2014-15 Passage rates on ECA in English 10

2014-15 Passage rates on ECA in Algebra 1
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Core Question 1: Is the educational program a success? 

 
The Academic Performance Framework, outlined in Core Question 1, gauges the academic success of schools in 
serving their target populations and closing the achievement gap in Indianapolis. Core Question 1 consists of seven 
indicators designed to measure schools on how well their students perform and grow on standardized testing 
measures, attendance, and school-specific measures.  

 
Due to the unique nature of the student population served by Adult High Schools, the regular metrics for high schools 
under the OEI performance framework does not provide an accurate picture of school performance. In 2013, the 
Office of Education Innovation developed a framework specific to Adult High Schools.  
 

1.1. Is the school’s academic performance meeting state expectations under the alternate accountability rule? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
School has received a ‘D’ or ‘F’ for the most recent school year OR 
has received a ‘D’ for the last two consecutive years. 

Approaching standard School has received a ‘C’ for the most recent school year. 

Meets standard School has received a ‘B’ for the most recent school year. 

Exceeds standard School has received an ‘A’ for the most recent school year. 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

Not 
Evaluated 

Not 
Evaluated 

Not 
Evaluated 

AS    

 
Christel House DORS South was evaluated under an alternative rule in the 2015-16 school year. The Indiana State 
Board of Education awarded Christel House DORS South (CHA-DORS S) a C for its 2015-16 school year performance. 
An adult high school receives its final letter grade by earning points for the percentage of students who graduate each 
year as well as the college and career readiness of those graduates. For detailed information about how the Indiana 
Department of Education calculates adult A-F letter grades, click here. 
 
In 2015-16, Christel House DORS South earned a 
71.5% on the adult high school framework, earning 
the school a C from the State Board of Education. 
Due to its grade, the school receives an Approaching 
Standard on the Office of Education Innovation (OEI) 
performance framework. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Weight Category Points 

40% Graduation Calculation 28.79 

60% College & Career Readiness 100 

Total Overall Points 71.5 

State Accountability Results 

http://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/files/accountability/how-calculate-f-school-grades-04-27-2016.pdf
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1.2. Are students making substantial and adequate gains over time, as measured by the Indiana Growth 
Model? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Only applicable to schools serving students in any one of, or combination of, grades 4-8. 

Does not meet standard 
Results from the Indiana Growth Model indicate that less than 
60.0% of students are making sufficient and adequate gains 
(‘typical’ or ‘high’ growth). 

Approaching standard 
Results from the Indiana Growth Model indicate that 60.0-69.9% of 
students are making sufficient and adequate gains (‘typical’ or 
‘high’ growth). 

Meets standard 
Results from the Indiana Growth Model indicate that 70.0-79.9% of 
students are making sufficient and adequate gains (‘typical’ or 
‘high’ growth). 

Exceeds standard 
Results from the Indiana Growth Model indicate that at least 80.0% 
of students are making sufficient and adequate gains (‘typical’ or 
‘high’ growth). 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

Indicator 1.2 does not apply to high school grades. 

 
The Indiana Growth Model does not currently include growth measures for high school assessments. Therefore, 
Adult High Schools do not receive a rating on this indicator of the OEI performance framework. 

 

1.3. Is the school preparing students to graduate from high school within the time frame established upon 
enrollment, as measured by the average number of credits earned per term? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
Students earn an average of less than 3 credits per term or 

semester.  

Approaching standard Students earn an average of 3 credits per term or semester.  

Meets standard Students earn an average 4 credits per term or semester.  

Exceeds standard Students earn an average 5 or more credits per term or semester.  

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

Not 
Evaluated 

ES ES MS    

 
Traditional high schools in Indiana are held accountable to a four-year cohort graduation rate measured from a point 
when students first enter high school. Because many Adult High School students do not have an assigned cohort, or 
are beyond their cohort, a traditional graduation rate is not a feasible measure. 

 
In place of a graduation rate, OEI examines students’ progress towards graduation by looking at the average number 
of course credits earned per term or semester. In the 2015-16 school year, students at Christel House DORS South 
earned an average of 4.3 credits per term. Thus, the school Meets Standard on this indicator of the OEI Performance 
Framework for Adult High Schools. 
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1.4. Is the school providing an equitable education for students of all races and socioeconomic backgrounds? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
School has more than 15% difference in the percentage of students 
passing standardized assessments amongst races and 
socioeconomic statuses. 

Approaching standard 
School has no more than 15% difference in the percentage of 
students passing standardized assessments amongst races and 
socioeconomic statuses. 

Meets standard 
School has no more than 10% difference in the percentage of 
students passing standardized assessments amongst races and 
socioeconomic statuses. 

Exceeds standard 
School has more than 5% difference in the percentage of students 
passing standardized assessments amongst races and 
socioeconomic statuses. 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

Not 
Evaluated 

Not 
Evaluated 

Not 
Evaluated 

Not 
Evaluated 

   

 
Each year, the Indiana Department of Education reports student results disaggregated by race/ethnicity groups and 
socioeconomic status.  

 
OEI was unable to report on subgroup comparisons due a small student population. In order to report a proficiency 
level, a subgroup must have at least 30 students. Christel House DORS South did not enroll 30 students in more than 
one racial or socioeconomic subgroup. Therefore, due to small subgroup numbers, Christel House DORS South was 
not evaluated on the OEI performance framework for this indicator the 2015-16 school year. 
 

1.5. Is the school’s attendance rate strong? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard School’s attendance rate is less than 95.0%. 

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

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

Indicator 1.5 does not apply to Adult High Schools. 

 
Due to the unique nature of Adult High Schools’ student population, attendance is not an appropriate measure 
of success. 
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1.6. Is the school preparing students for college and careers, or transition success? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 

Less than 30.0% of graduates meet at least one of the following: 1) 
received a ‘3’ or better on an AP exam; 2) received a ‘4’ or better on 
an IB exam; 3) received transcripted post-secondary credit from an 
approved course; or 4) received an industry certification from an 
approved list 

Approaching standard 

30.0 – 39.9% of graduates meet at least one of the following: 1) 
received a ‘3’ or better on an AP exam; 2) received a ‘4’ or better on 
an IB exam; 3) received transcripted post-secondary credit from an 
approved course; or 4) received an industry certification from an 
approved list 

Meets standard 

40.0 – 49.9% of graduates meet at least one of the following: 1) 
received a ‘3’ or better on an AP exam; 2) received a ‘4’ or better on 
an IB exam; 3) received transcripted post-secondary credit from an 
approved course; or 4) received an industry certification from an 
approved list;  

Exceeds standard 

At least 50.0% of graduates meet at least one of the following: 1) 
received a ‘3’ or better on an AP exam; 2) received a ‘4’ or better on 
an IB exam; 3) received transcripted post-secondary credit from an 
approved course; or 4) received an industry certification from an 
approved list. 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

Not 
Evaluated 

DNMS ES ES    

 
The Indiana State Board of Education has established criteria for determining whether or not a high school graduate 
has not only met graduation requirements, but is also college- or career-ready. In order to be deemed college- or 
career-ready, a student must pass an AP or IB exam, earn dual credit from an approved list of courses, or receive an 
industry certification from an approved list.  

 
In the 2015-16 school year, 94% of Christel House DORS South graduates met the college-and-career ready criteria, 
and therefore Exceeds Standard on this indicator. 
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1.7. Is the school meeting its school-specific educational goals? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
School does not meet standard on either school-specific 
educational goal. 

Approaching standard 

School is 1) approaching standard on one school-specific 
educational goal, while not meeting standard on the second 
goal, 2) approaching standard on both school-specific 
educational goals, or 3) meeting standard on one school-
specific educational goal, while approaching standard on the 
second goal. 

Meets standard 

School is 1) meet standard on both school-specific educational 
goals, or 2) meeting standard on one school-specific 
educational goal while exceeding standard on the second 
goal. 

Exceeds standard 
School is exceeding standard on both school-specific 
educational goals. 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

Not 
evaluated 

AS ES ES    

School-
specific 
Information 

Goal Result Rating 

60% quality graduates (increases each year) 100% ES 

70% graduate CCR course completion (increases each year) 100% ES 

 
Each year, Mayor-sponsored charter schools set two educational goals that are aligned to or support the 
school’s unique mission, shown below.  All data points for school-specific goals are self-reported by the 
individual school. 

 
In 2015-16, The Christel House DORS South set its first 
goal around percent quality graduates achieved.  The 
school reports that 100% of students met criteria for 
the first goal, and therefore exceeds standard for its 
first goal. 

 
The Christel House DORS South set its second goal 
around percent of students completing college and 
career readiness coursework. The school reports that 
100% of graduates met the criteria for this goal, and 
therefore exceeds standard for its second goal. 

 
Overall, Christel House DORS South Exceeds Standard 
on the OEI performance framework.  

Christel House DORS empowers students 
by providing them the tools necessary to 
achieve high school graudation and post-
secondary success. DORS will re-engage 
students who have previously left the 
educational system and allow students 
to choose their individual pathyway to 
academic success. DORS will serve as a 
gateway for students to realize their 
hopes and dreams by becoming self-
sufficient, contributing members of 
society. 

School Mission Statement 
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Core Question 2: Is the organization in sound fiscal health? 

 
The Financial Performance Framework, outlined in Core Question 2,  gauges both near term financial health and 
longer term financial sustainability while accounting for key financial reporting requirements. Crowe Horwath, the 
school’s auditor, included the activity of Christel House Academy South, Christel House West, Christel House DORS 
South and Christel House DORS West in its financial statements. This accountability report reflects disaggregated 
calculations of Christel House DORS South’s financial position only. 

 

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

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school does not meet standard on 2 or more of the five sub-
indicators shown below. 

Approaching standard 

The school approaches standard for all 5 sub-indicators shown 
below, OR meet standard on 3 sub-indicators, while approaching on 
the remaining 2 OR meets standard on 4 sub-indicators, while not 
meeting standard for the final sub-indicator. 

Meets standard 
The school meets standard for 4 sub-indicators shown below, while 
approaching standard on the final sub-indicator. 

Exceeds standard The school meets standard for all 5 sub-indicators. 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

ES ES ES ES    

Sub-
indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-
indicator 

Sub-indicator targets Result Rating 

Enrollment 
Ratio 

DNMS Enrollment ratio is less than or equal to 89% 

106% MS AS Enrollment ratio is between 90 – 98% 

MS Enrollment ratio equals or exceeds 99% 

February 
Enrollment 
Variance 

DNMS Enrollment ratio is less than or equal to 89% 

104% MS AS Enrollment ratio is between 90 – 95% 

MS Enrollment ratio equals or exceeds 95% 

Current 
Ratio 

DNMS Current ratio is less than or equal to 1.0 

4.33 MS AS Current ratio is between 1.0 – 1.1 

MS Current ratio equals or exceeds 1.1 

Days Cash 
on Hand 

DNMS Days cash on hand is less than or equal to 
30 

62 MS AS Days cash on hand is between 30-45 

MS Days cash on hand equals or exceeds 45 

Debt 
Default 

DNMS Default or delinquent payments identified 
N/A MS 

MS Not in default or delinquent 

 
Christel House DORS South received a rating of Exceeds Standard for Core Question 2.1 for the 2015-16 school year. 
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Based on data from the September 2015 count day, the school 
met standard on the enrollment targets stated in its charter 
agreement, enrolling 266 students, 26 students over the 
charter projected enrollment of 240. The February Enrollment 
Variance ratio is calculated by dividing the number of students 
enrolled at February 2016 count day by the number of 
students enrolled at September 2015 count day. Christel 
House DORS South had 11 students more enrolled in February 
than September and, therefore, the school met standard for 
this sub-indicator.  
 
The school’s current ratio is 4.33, meaning that the school has 
more than enough current assets to cover its current liabilities 
(those due in the next 12 months) and thus met standard for 
this sub-indicator.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Christel House DORS South ended the year with 62 days of cash 
on hand. This means that if payments to the school had 
stopped or been delayed post June 30, 2016, the school would 
have been able to operate for 62 more days at the current 
spending levels. Based on this data, the school met standard 
for this sub-indicator.  
 
Finally, the school has no long term debt and therefore, Christel 
House DORS South met standard for this sub-indicator. 
 
By meeting standard on all five sub-indicators, Christel House 
DORS South received a rating of Exceeds Standard for Core 
Question 2.1 in fiscal year 2016.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Days Cash on Hand 

100

150

200

250

300

September Count Day
Enrollment

February Count Day
Enrollment

Target:  240 

Enrollment Variance Ratio 



Core Question 2: Financial Performance Framework 

Christel House DORS South 

  

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

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school does not meet standard on any of the 3 sub-indicators 
OR meets standard on 1 sub-indicator but does not meet standard 
on the remaining 2. 

Approaching standard 
The school meets standard on 2 of the sub-indicators while not 
meeting on the third, OR approaches standard on all 3 sub-
indicators. 

Meets standard 
The school meets standard on 2 of the sub-indicators and 
approaches standard on the third. 

Exceeds standard The school meets standard for all 3 sub-indicators. 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

ES ES MS ES    

Sub-
indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-
indicator 

Sub-indicator targets Result Rating 

Aggregate 
Three-Year 
Net Income 

DNMS 
Aggregate 3-year net income is 
negative. 

$54,013 
(aggregate) 

 
$366,771 
(current) 

MS 
AS 

Aggregate 3-year net income is 
positive, but most recent year is 
negative. 

MS 

Aggregate three year net income is 
positive, and most recent year is 
positive. 

Debt to 
Asset Ratio 

DNMS Debt to Asset ratio equals or exceeds .95 

0.22 MS AS Debt to Asset ratio is between .9 - .95 

MS Debt to Asset ratio is less than or equal to .9 

Debt 
Service 
Coverage 
(DSC) Ratio 

DNMS DSC ratio is less than or equal to 1.05 

N/A MS AS DSC ratio is between 1.05-1.2 

MS DSC ratio equals or exceeds 1.2 
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Christel House DORS South received a rating of Exceeds 
Standard for Core Question 2.2 for the 2015-16 school year. 
The school met standard for the net income sub-indicator. 
The school had a positive three year aggregate net income 
of $54,013, and a current year net income of $366,771.  

 
The school met standard on the debt to asset ratio sub-
indicator. The school had a ratio of 0.22 meaning that its 
total assets exceeded its total liabilities. 
 
Additionally, Christel House DORS South does not have any 
long term debt, and as a result, the school met standard for 
the debt service coverage sub-indicator.  
 
Because Christel House DORS South met standard on all 
three sub-indicators, the school received a rating of 
Exceeds Standard for Core Question 2.2 for the 2015-16 
school year.  
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2.3. Does the organization demonstrate it has adequate financial management and systems? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard The school does not meet standard on 1 of the sub-indicators. 

Approaching standard 
The school meets standards on 1 sub-indicator, but approaches 
standard for the remaining sub-indicator. 

Meets standard The school meets standard on both sub-indicators. 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

MS DNMS DNMS MS    

Sub-
indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-indicator Sub-indicator targets Rating 

Financial 
Audit 

DNMS 

The school receives an audit with multiple 
significant deficiencies, materials weakness, or has 
an ongoing concern. 

MS AS 

The school receives a clean audit opinion with few 
significant deficiencies noted, but no material 
weaknesses. 

MS The school receives a clean audit opinion. 

Financial 
Reporting 
Requirements 

DNMS 
The school fails to satisfy financial reporting 
requirements. 

MS 

MS 
The school satisfies all financial reporting 
requirements. 

 
Christel House DORS South received a rating of Meets Standard for Core Question 2.3 for the 2015-16 school year.  

 
The school met standard for its annual audit sub-indicator because its auditor, Crowe Horwath, did not identify 
material weaknesses or significant deficiencies within the financial controls of the school. Moreover, the audit was 
submitted to the State Board of Accounts before the November 30th deadline. 
 
In addition, Christel House DORS South submitted 100% of its other financial documents in a timely manner. 
Therefore, the school  met standard for this sub-indicator.  
 
By meeting standard on both sub-indicators, Christel House DORS South received a rating of Meets Standard for Core 
Question 2.3 for the 2015-16 school year.  
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 Core Question 3: Is the organization effective and well run? 

 
The Governance and Leadership Performance Framework, outlined in Core Question 3, gauges the academic 
and operational leadership of schools. Core Question 3 consists of six indicators designed to measure schools 
on how well their school administration and board of directors comply with the terms of their charter 
agreement, applicable laws, and authorizer expectations. 

 

3.1. Is the school leader strong in his or her academic and organizational leadership? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school leader presents concerns in a majority of the sub-
indicators with no evidence of a credible plan to address the 
issues. 

Approaching standard 
The school leader presents concerns in a minimal number of 
the sub-indicators and may or may not have a credible plan 
to address the issues. 

Meets standard 
The school leader complies with and presents no concerns in 
the sub-indicators below. 

Exceeds standard 
The school leader consistently and effectively complies with 
and presents no concerns in the sub-indicators below. 

3.1 Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

MS MS MS ES    

Sub-
indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-indicators 
Sub-indicator 

Result 

Rating 

Demonstration of sufficient academic and leadership experience ES 

Leadership stability in key administrative positions ES 

Communication with internal and external stakeholders ES 

Clarity of roles among schools and staff MS 

Engagement in a continuous process of improvement and establishment of 
systems for addressing areas of deficiency in a timely manner 
Meets 

ES 

Consistency in providing information to and consulting with the schools’ 
board of directors 

ES 

 
The school leadership team for Christel House DORS South (CHD South) is comprised of a Chief Academic 
Officer (CAO) and Chief School Business Officer (CBO) for the Christel House network, and a Head of School 
and Assistant Head of School overseeing both CHD South and its replication school, CHD West. 
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The CAO and school leadership team consistently reflect on several areas of school data to inform day-to-day 
decisions. During the 2015-2016 school year, the Head of School focused her attention on operations, student 
support services, and high-level curriculum and professional development, while the Assistant Head of School 
managed data, assessments, and instructional coaching. Both the Head of School and Assistant Head of School 
worked together to identify ways to recruit and retain students and organize support services, while also 
ensuring students received rigorous and relevant educational opportunities. For example, the school 
continues to work closely with Ivy Tech to provide space and coursework for students and staff. On the 
organizational side, the CBO successfully transitioned accounting services in-house, and ensured school 
leaders were involved in budget development and implementation so that strategic business plans drove 
resource allocation decision-making.   
 
The CAO consistently communicated with internal and external stakeholders, including the school staff, board 
of directors, Board Chair, Mayor’s Office (OEI), community partners, and families. Additionally, he is an active 
board member for the Indiana Consortium of Charter School Leaders, working to collaborate with other 
charter school leaders across the city and state. He has developed meaningful community partnerships (e.g., 
the University of Indianapolis’ College of Education) to directly support the school and its students. He meets 
regularly with the board chair and OEI for feedback and support on school updates and initiatives. 
Additionally, the CAO provided a thorough report to the board at every meeting that included sections on 
multiple measures of school performance, staff updates and other initiatives. In additional to several CAO-led 
school tours for board members throughout the year, the CAO also invited the Head of School and several 
student speakers to present at quarterly board meetings about their educational experiences at Christel 
House DORS. Information was consistently accurate, relevant, and timely, and allowed the board to react 
appropriately to school performance. 
 

Organizational Chart 

 
 
Overall, the school leadership was consistently effective in its organizational and academic oversight and 
receives a rating of Exceeds Standard for school leadership. 
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3.2. Does the school satisfactorily comply with all its organizational structure and governance obligations? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school presents concerns in a majority of the sub-
indicators with no evidence of a credible plan to address the 
issues. 

Approaching standard 
The school presents concerns in a minimal number of the sub-
indicators and may or may not have a credible plan to address 
the issues. 

Meets standard 
The school complies with and presents no concerns in the sub-
indicators below. 

Exceeds standard 
The school consistently and effectively complies with and 
presents no concerns in the sub-indicators below. 

3.2 Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

MS MS MS ES    

Sub-indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-indicators 
Sub-indicator 

Result 

Rating 

Submission of all required compliance documentation in a timely manner as 
set forth by the Mayor’s Office, including but not limited to: meeting minutes 
and schedules, board member information, compliance reports and employee 
documentation 

ES 

Compliance with the terms of its charter, including amendments, school 
policies and regulations, and applicable federal and state laws 

MS 

Proactive and productive collaboration with its board and/or management 
organization (if applicable) in meeting governance obligations 

ES 

Active participation in scheduled meetings with OEI, including the submission 
of required documentation by deadlines 

MS 

 
During the 2015-2016 school year, Christel House 
DORS South complied with all of its organizational 
and governance reporting obligations. All academic 
and governance reports were submitted on or before 
the required deadlines throughout the year. 
 
In addition to compliance documentation, CHD South 
maintained compliance with all material sections of 
its charter and submitted amendments when 
necessary. The CAO and other members of the 
leadership team were consistently actively engaged 
in meetings with OEI and the CAO maintained 
frequent communication with OEI between 
scheduled meetings.  

 
For these reasons CHD South received a rating of 
Exceeds Standard for compliance obligations. 

 

On-Time Compliance Reporting Percentage (3.2a) 
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3.3. Is the school’s board active, knowledgeable, and does it abide by appropriate policies, systems, and 
processes in its oversight? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school presents concerns in a majority of the sub-
indicators with no evidence of a credible plan to address the 
issues. 

Approaching standard 
The school presents concerns in a minimal number of the sub-
indicators and may or may not have a credible plan to address 
the issues. 

Meets standard 
The school complies with and presents no concerns in the sub-
indicators below. 

Exceeds standard 
The school consistently and effectively complies with and 
presents no concerns in the sub-indicators below. 

3.3 Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

ES MS AS ES    

Sub-indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-indicators 
Sub-indicator 

Result 

Rating 

Timely communication of organizational, leadership, academic, fiscal, or 
facility deficiencies to the Mayor’s Office; or when the school’s management 
company (if applicable) fails to meet its obligations as set forth in the charter 

MS 

Clear understanding of the mission and vision of the school ES 

Adherence to board policies and procedures, including those established in the 
by-laws, and revision of policies and procedures, as necessary 

ES 

Recruitment and selection of members that are knowledgeable, represent 
diverse skill sets, and act in the best interest of the school and establishment 
of systems for member orientation and training 

ES 

Effective and transparent management of conflicts of interest MS 

Collaboration with school leadership that is fair, timely, consistent, and 
transparent in handling complaints or concerns 

ES 

Adherence to its charter agreement as it pertains to governance structure MS 

Holding of all meetings in accordance with Indiana Open Door Law MS 

 
The Christel House Academy, Inc. board holds the charter for Christel House DORS South, Christel House DORS 
West, Christel House Academy South, and Christel House Academy West. The board is experienced and 
provides competent oversight of the schools. The board is comprised of a broad roster of individuals with 
extensive experience in philanthropy, community engagement, business, healthcare, education, law, 
marketing and public relations. In an effort to ensure alignment, two representatives from CHA’s parent 
organization, Christel House International, reside on the board. The board has worked to actively recruit new 
directors to ensure that it maintains strong ties to the community as well as a high quality pipeline of 
directors. 
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A review of meeting minutes and notes demonstrates 
the board’s clear understanding of and commitment 
to the CHD South’s mission of providing a high quality 
school option to adult students. Notably, even though 
the board governs the CHD campuses as well as the 
Christel House Academies (a K-12 model), it has 
worked to clearly articulate the unique mission and 
model of each campus. This has ensured board 
members are informed of the unique challenges of 
each school and can focus on priorities accordingly. 
 
The board met quarterly and regularly met quorum, 
with the majority of directors consistently in 
attendance. Directors reviewed board packets in 
advance and received extensive updates from the 
school leadership team. Regularly, Directors 
participated in committees, including Academic 
Excellence, Fund Development, Marketing, 
Governance and Finance and Audit, presenting their 
progress at full board meetings. Directors were 
consistently actively engaged in full board meetings, 
asking clarifying questions to each other, school staff, 
and other presenters and offering expertise where 
needed. 
 

 The board and CAO maintain consistent 
communication with one another. Both the board 
and the school are proactive in communicating 
updates and concerns with the Mayor’s Office.  
 
In governance operations, the board maintained 
compliance with its bylaws throughout the course 
of the year. Meetings were held as scheduled, the 
board met quorum, and it abided by Indiana Open 
Door Law. 
  
Due to the consistent leadership and stewardship 
of the board of directors, CHD South receives a 
rating of Exceeds Standard for board governance. 
. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Skill Sets Represented on Board 

Education 

 

Business 

 

Law 

 

Healthcare 

 

Public 
Relations 

 

Community 
Engagement  

Marketing 
 

Philanthropy 

 

Board Overview 

Christel House Academy, Inc. holds the charter for 
Christel House DORS South, Christel House DORS 
West, Christel House Academy South and Christel 

House Academy West. 

15 
Members 

1/3 
# Required for Quorum 

The CHA board meets quarterly. 

Christel House DORS is designed to be a unique 
school with flexible scheduling and resources custom 
designed to meet the needs of adult students. Using 
hybrid computer instructional technology, students 
work at different levels and progress at their own 

pace to ensure success. 
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3.4. Does the school’s board work to foster a school environment that is viable and effective? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school presents concerns in a majority of the sub-
indicators with no evidence of a credible plan to address the 
issues. 

Approaching standard 
The school presents concerns in a minimal number of the sub-
indicators and may or may not have a credible plan to address 
the issues. 

Meets standard 
The school complies with and presents no concerns in the sub-
indicators below. 

Exceeds standard 
The school consistently and effectively complies with and 
presents no concerns in the sub-indicators below. 

3.4 Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

n/a AS MS ES    

Sub-indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-indicators 
Sub-indicator 

Result 

Rating 

Regular communication with school leadership and/or its management 
company 

ES 

Annual utilization of a performance based evaluation to assess its own 
performance, that of the school leader, and management organization (if 
applicable) 

ES 

Collaboration with the school leader to establish clear objectives, priorities, 
and goals 

ES 

Interaction with school leader that is conducive to the success of the school, 
including requesting and disseminating information in a timely manner, 
providing continuous and constructive feedback, and engaging the school 
leader in school improvement plans 

MS 

 
The Christel House board holds quarterly meetings in which all stakeholders, including the CAO, school 
leadership team, and relevant school staff, provide thorough reports on school performance. Between 
meetings, the CAO communicates with the board chair when necessary to provide leadership and support in 
school initiatives and events, and along with other relevant school staff, provides input to board committees.  
 
Annually, the CAO provides thorough evaluations of the Heads of School. For the 2015-2016 school year, the 
board completed a rigorous evaluation of the CAO, with performance metrics tied to a bonus incentive 
structure. Additionally, the board used a self-evaluation survey to identify strengths and areas for growth. 
Following survey administration, the board chair met individually with each board member to review feedback 
and discuss results. Further, the board took time during its annual retreat to reflect on its performance and 
specific areas of improvement, including, but not limited to, improved attendance and reviewing board 
meeting format. A review of board meeting notes indicated that school leader and board committee reports 
reflected on progress towards goals. Furthermore, the Christel House board developed a dashboard to assess 
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at each board meeting which reflected goals tied to the network’s strategic plan, board engagement as well as 
several included in the OEI performance framework. 
 
In all observed meetings and interactions, the board and Head of School appeared to have a positive and 
collaborative working relationship. The Heads of School were proactive, self-reflective, and self-motivated, 
which allowed for relevant and transparent meetings that demonstrated a constant commitment to school 
improvement. Overall, the board receives a rating of Exceeds Standard for school and board environment. 

 
 

3.5. Does the school comply with applicable laws, regulations, and provisions of the charter agreement 
relating to the safety and security of the facility? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school presents concerns in a majority of the sub-
indicators with no evidence of a credible plan to address the 
issues. 

Approaching standard 
The school presents concerns in a minimal number of the sub-
indicators and may or may not have a credible plan to address 
the issues. 

Meets standard 
The school complies with and presents no concerns in the sub-
indicators below. 

Exceeds standard 
The school consistently and effectively complies with and 
presents no concerns in the sub-indicators below. 

3.5 Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

MS MS MS MS    

Sub-indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-indicators 
Sub-indicator 

Result 

Rating 

Health and safety code requirements MS 

Facility accessibility MS 

Updated safety and emergency management plans MS 

A facility that is well suited to meet the curricular and social needs of the 
students, faculty, and members of the community 

MS 

 
In 2015-2016, Christel House DORS South’s facility met all health and safety code requirements and provided a 
safe environment conducive to learning.  The facility’s design, size, maintenance, security, equipment and 
furniture were all adequate to meet the school’s needs.  The school was accessible to all, including people 
with physical disabilities. The Mayor’s Office monitoring of CHD South’s compliance with health and safety 
code requirements did not reveal any significant concerns related to these obligations. Accordingly, the school 
received a rating of Meets Standard for this indicator the 2015-2016 school year. 
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3.6. Is the school meeting its school-specific non-academic goals? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school does not meet standard on either school-specific 
non-academic goal. 

Approaching standard 

School is 1) approaching standard on one school-specific 
non-academic goal, while not meeting standard on the 
second goal, 2) approaching standard on both school-specific 
non-academic goals, OR 3) meeting standard on one school-
specific non-academic goal, while approaching standard on 
the second goal. 
 
 

Meets standard 

School is 1) meeting standard on both school-specific non-
academic goals, OR 2) meeting standard on one school-
specific non-academic goal while exceeding standard on the 
second goal. 

Exceeds standard 
School is exceeding standard on both school-specific non-
academic goals 

3.6 Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

N/A N/A ES MS    

Sub-
indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-indicators Rating 

Between 75 and 55% of DORS students attend one to two monthly resource 
events  

AS 

Between 75 and 95% of DORS student have competed a post-secondary plan 
by graduation 

ES 

 
Each year, Mayor-sponsored charter schools set two non-academic goals that are aligned to or support the 
school’s unique mission. All data for school-specific goals is self-reported by the individual school. 
 
In the 2015-16 school year, CHD South set its first goal around graduate utilization of community resources to 
meet their needs or the needs of others. The school reported that 75% of their graduates participated in at 
least one community organization workshops or community service opportunities each month, earning the 
school a rating of Approaching Standard on its first goal.  
 
CHD South set its second goal around raising graduate awareness of all post-secondary options and resources 
available to them. During the 2015-16 school year, CHD South reported that 100% of their graduates had met 
with a work study administrator to discuss post-secondary plans, and thus receives an Exceeds Standard on its 
second goal.  
 
Overall, due to the ratings of the individual goals above, Christel House Academy DORS South receives a 
Meets Standard on this indicator for the 2015-16 school year. 
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Core Question 1: Is the educational program a success? 

 
The Academic Performance Framework, outlined in Core Question 1, gauges the academic success of schools in 
serving their target populations and closing the achievement gap in Indianapolis. Core Question 1 consists of 
seven indicators designed to measure schools on how well their students perform and grow on standardized 
testing measures, attendance, and school-specific measures.  

 
Due to the unique nature of the student population served by Adult High Schools, the regular metrics for high 
schools under the OEI performance framework does not provide an accurate picture of school performance. In 
2013, the Office of Education Innovation developed a framework specific to Adult High Schools.  

 

1.1. Is the school’s academic performance meeting state expectations under the alternate accountability 
rule? 

 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
School has received a ‘D’ or ‘F’ for the most recent school year 
OR has received a ‘D’ for the last two consecutive years. 

Approaching standard School has received a ‘C’ for the most recent school year. 

Meets standard School has received a ‘B’ for the most recent school year. 

Exceeds standard School has received an ‘A’ for the most recent school year. 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

MS       

 
Christel House DORS West was evaluated under an alternative rule in the 2015-16 school year. The Indiana State 
Board of Education awarded Christel House DORS West (CHA-DORS W) a B for its 2015-16 school year 
performance. An adult high school receives its final letter grade by earning points for the percentage of students 
who graduate each year as well as the college and career readiness of those graduates. For detailed information 
about how the Indiana Department of Education calculates adult A-F letter grades, click here. 

 
In 2015-16, Christel House DORS West earned 
an 85.7% on the adult high school framework, 
earning the school a B from the State Board of 
Education. Due to its grade, the school Meets 
Standard on the Office of Education Innovation 
(OEI) performance framework. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Weight Category Points 

20% Graduation Calculation 28.28 

80% College & Career Readiness 100 

Total Overall Points 85.7 

State Accountability Results 

http://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/files/accountability/how-calculate-f-school-grades-04-27-2016.pdf
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1.2. Are students making substantial and adequate gains over time, as measured by the Indiana Growth 
Model 

Indicator 
Targets 

Only applicable to schools serving students in any one of, or combination of, grades 4-8. 

Does not meet standard 
Results from the Indiana Growth Model indicate that less than 
60.0% of students are making sufficient and adequate gains 
(‘typical’ or ‘high’ growth). 

Approaching standard 
Results from the Indiana Growth Model indicate that 60.0-69.9% 
of students are making sufficient and adequate gains (‘typical’ or 
‘high’ growth). 

Meets standard 
Results from the Indiana Growth Model indicate that 70.0-79.9% 
of students are making sufficient and adequate gains (‘typical’ or 
‘high’ growth). 

Exceeds standard 
Results from the Indiana Growth Model indicate that at least 
80.0% of students are making sufficient and adequate gains 
(‘typical’ or ‘high’ growth). 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

Indicator 1.2 does not apply to high school grades. 

 
The Indiana Growth Model does not currently include growth measures for high school assessments. Therefore, 
Adult High Schools do not receive a rating on this indicator of the OEI performance framework. 

 

1.3. Is the school preparing students to graduate from high school within the time frame established upon 
enrollment, as measured by the average number of credits earned per term? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
Students earn an average of less than 3 credits per term or 

semester.  

Approaching standard Students earn an average of 3 credits per term or semester.  

Meets standard Students earn an average 4 credits per term or semester.  

Exceeds standard 
Students earn an average 5 or more credits per term or 

semester.  

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

MS       

 
Traditional high schools in Indiana are held accountable to a four-year cohort graduation rate measured from a 
point when students first enter high school. Because many Adult High School students do not have an assigned 
cohort, or are beyond their cohort, a traditional graduation rate is not a feasible measure. 

 
In place of a graduation rate, OEI examines students’ progress towards graduation by looking at the average 
number of course credits earned per term or semester. In the 2015-16 school year, students at Christel House 
DORS West earned an average of 4.1 credits per term. Thus, the school receives a Meets Standard on this 
indicator of the OEI Performance Framework for Adult High Schools. 
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1.4. Is the school providing an equitable education for students of all races and socioeconomic 
backgrounds? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
School has more than 15% difference in the percentage of 
students passing standardized assessments amongst races and 
socioeconomic statuses. 

Approaching standard 
School has no more than 15% difference in the percentage of 
students passing standardized assessments amongst races and 
socioeconomic statuses. 

Meets standard 
School has no more than 10% difference in the percentage of 
students passing standardized assessments amongst races and 
socioeconomic statuses. 

Exceeds standard 
School has more than 5% difference in the percentage of 
students passing standardized assessments amongst races and 
socioeconomic statuses. 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

Not 
Evaluated 

      

 
Each year, the Indiana Department of Education reports student results disaggregated by race/ethnicity groups 
and socioeconomic status.  

 
OEI was unable to report on subgroup comparisons due a small student population. In order to report a 
proficiency level, a subgroup must have at least 30 students. Christel House DORS West did not enroll 30 
students in more than one racial or socioeconomic subgroup. Therefore, due to small subgroup numbers, 
Christel House DORS West was not evaluated on the OEI performance framework for this indicator the 2015-
16 school year. 

 

1.5. Is the school’s attendance rate strong? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard School’s attendance rate is less than 95.0%. 

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

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

Indicator 1.5 does not apply to Adult High Schools. 

 
Due to the unique nature of Adult High Schools’ student population, attendance is not an appropriate measure 
of success. 
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1.6. Is the school preparing students for college and careers, or transition success? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 

Less than 30.0% of graduates meet at least one of the following: 
1) received a ‘3’ or better on an AP exam; 2) received a ‘4’ or 
better on an IB exam; 3) received transcripted post-secondary 
credit from an approved course; or 4) received an industry 
certification from an approved list 

Approaching standard 

30.0 – 39.9% of graduates meet at least one of the following: 1) 
received a ‘3’ or better on an AP exam; 2) received a ‘4’ or better 
on an IB exam; 3) received transcripted post-secondary credit 
from an approved course; or 4) received an industry certification 
from an approved list 

Meets standard 

40.0 – 49.9% of graduates meet at least one of the following: 1) 
received a ‘3’ or better on an AP exam; 2) received a ‘4’ or better 
on an IB exam; 3) received transcripted post-secondary credit 
from an approved course; or 4) received an industry certification 
from an approved list;  

Exceeds standard 

At least 50.0% of graduates meet at least one of the following: 
1) received a ‘3’ or better on an AP exam; 2) received a ‘4’ or 
better on an IB exam; 3) received transcripted post-secondary 
credit from an approved course; or 4) received an industry 
certification from an approved list. 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

ES       

 
The Indiana State Board of Education has established criteria for determining whether or not a high school 
graduate has not only met graduation requirements, but is also college- or career-ready. In order to be deemed 
college- or career-ready, a student must pass an AP or IB exam, earn dual credit from an approved list of courses, 
or receive an industry certification from an approved list.  

 
In the 2015-16 school year, Christel House DORS West reported 100% of graduates meeting the college-and-
career ready criteria, and therefore Exceeds Standard on this indicator. 
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1.7. Is the school meeting its school-specific educational goals? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
School does not meet standard on either school-specific 
educational goal. 

Approaching standard 

School is 1) approaching standard on one school-specific 
educational goal, while not meeting standard on the second 
goal, 2) approaching standard on both school-specific 
educational goals, or 3) meeting standard on one school-specific 
educational goal, while approaching standard on the second 
goal. 

Meets standard 
School is 1) meet standard on both school-specific educational 
goals, or 2) meeting standard on one school-specific educational 
goal while exceeding standard on the second goal. 

Exceeds standard 
School is exceeding standard on both school-specific educational 
goals. 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

ES       

School-
specific 
Information 

Goal Result Rating 

60% quality graduates (increases each year) 100% ES 

70% graduate CCR course completion (increases each year) 100% ES 

 
Each year, Mayor-sponsored charter schools set two educational goals that are aligned to or support the 
school’s unique mission, shown below.  All data points for school-specific goals are self-reported by the 
individual school. 

 
In 2015-16, The Christel House DORS West set its first 
goal around percent quality graduates achieved.  The 
school reports that 100% of students met criteria for 
the first goal, and therefore exceeds standard for its 
first goal. 

 
The Christel House DORS West set its second goal 
around percent of students completing college and 
career readiness coursework. The school reports that 
100% of graduates met the criteria for this goal, and 
therefore exceeds standard for its second goal. 

 
Overall, Christel House DORS West Exceeds Standard 
on the OEI performance framework.  

Christel House DORS empowers students 
by providing them the tools necessary to 
achieve high school graudation and post-
secondary success. DORS will re-engage 
students who have previously left the 
educational system and allow students 
to choose their individual pathyway to 
academic success. DORS will serve as a 
gateway for students to realize their 
hopes and dreams by becoming self-
sufficeint, contributing members of 
society. 

School Mission Statement 
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Core Question 2: Is the organization in sound fiscal health? 

 
The Financial Performance Framework, outlined in Core Question 2,  gauges both near term financial health and 
longer term financial sustainability while accounting for key financial reporting requirements. Crowe Horwath, the 
school’s auditor, included the activity of Christel House Academy West, Christel House South, Christel House DORS 
South and Christel House DORS West in its financial statements. This accountability report reflects disaggregated 
calculations of Christel House DORS West’s financial position only. 

 

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

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school does not meet standard on 2 or more of the five sub-
indicators shown below. 

Approaching standard 

The school approaches standard for all 5 sub-indicators shown 
below, OR meet standard on 3 sub-indicators, while approaching on 
the remaining 2 OR meets standard on 4 sub-indicators, while not 
meeting standard for the final sub-indicator. 

Meets standard 
The school meets standard for 4 sub-indicators shown below, while 
approaching standard on the final sub-indicator. 

Exceeds standard The school meets standard for all 5 sub-indicators. 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

ES       

Sub-
indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-
indicator 

Sub-indicator targets Result Rating 

Enrollment 
Ratio 

DNMS Enrollment ratio is less than or equal to 89% 

101% MS AS Enrollment ratio is between 90 – 98% 

MS Enrollment ratio equals or exceeds 99% 

February 
Enrollment 
Variance 

DNMS Enrollment ratio is less than or equal to 89% 

99% MS AS Enrollment ratio is between 90 – 95% 

MS Enrollment ratio equals or exceeds 95% 

Current 
Ratio 

DNMS Current ratio is less than or equal to 1.0 

1.79 MS AS Current ratio is between 1.0 – 1.1 

MS Current ratio equals or exceeds 1.1 

Days Cash 
on Hand 

DNMS Days cash on hand is less than or equal to 
30 

54 MS AS Days cash on hand is between 30-45 

MS Days cash on hand equals or exceeds 45 

Debt 
Default 

DNMS Default or delinquent payments identified 
N/A MS 

MS Not in default or delinquent 

 
Christel House DORS West received a rating of Exceeds Standard for Core Question 2.1 for the 2015-16 school year. 
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Based on data from the September 2015 count day, the school 
met standard on the enrollment targets stated in its charter 
agreement, enrolling 151 students, one student more than 
the charter projected enrollment of 150. At the February 2016 
count day, the school had an enrollment of 150 students, just 
one student less than in September 2015. As a result, the 
school met standard for the February Enrollment Variance 
sub-indicator.  
 
The school had 79 percent more current assents than current 
liabilities (those due in the next 12 months) and thus met 
standard for the current ratio sub-indicator.  
 
 
Christel House DORS West ended the year with 54 days of 
cash on hand. This means that if payments to the school had 
stopped or been delayed post June 30, 2016, the school would 
have been able to operate for 54 more days at the current 
spending levels. Based upon this data, the school met 
standard for this sub-indicator.  
 
Finally, the school does not have long term debt, and 

therefore met standard for debt default sub-indicator. 
By meeting standard on all five sub-indicators, Christel House 
DORS West received a rating of Exceeds Standard for Core 
Question 2.1 in fiscal year 2016. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Enrollment Variance Ratio 

Days Cash on Hand 
100
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140
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180
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Enrollment

Target:  150 
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2.2. Long-term Health: Does the organization demonstrate long-term financial health? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school does not meet standard on any of the 3 sub-indicators 
OR meets standard on 1 sub-indicator but does not meet standard 
on the remaining 2. 

Approaching standard 
The school meets standard on 2 of the sub-indicators while not 
meeting on the third, OR approaches standard on all 3 sub-
indicators. 

Meets standard 
The school meets standard on 2 of the sub-indicators and 
approaches standard on the third. 

Exceeds standard The school meets standard for all 3 sub-indicators. 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

ES       

Sub-
indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-
indicator 

Sub-indicator targets Result Rating 

Aggregate 
Three-Year 
Net Income 

DNMS 
Aggregate 3-year net income is 
negative. 

N/A 
(aggregate) 

 
$31,965 
(current) 

MS 
AS 

Aggregate 3-year net income is 
positive, but most recent year is 
negative. 

MS 

Aggregate three year net income is 
positive, and most recent year is 
positive. 

Debt to 
Asset Ratio 

DNMS Debt to Asset ratio equals or exceeds .95 

0.39 MS AS Debt to Asset ratio is between .9 - .95 

MS Debt to Asset ratio is less than or equal to .9 

Debt 
Service 
Coverage 
(DSC) Ratio 

DNMS DSC ratio is less than or equal to 1.05 

N/A MS AS DSC ratio is between 1.05-1.2 

MS DSC ratio equals or exceeds 1.2 
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Christel House DORS West received a rating of Exceeds 
Standard for Core Question 2.2 for the 2015-16 school year. 
The school met standard for the net income sub-indicator. 
Since school year 2015-16 was the school’s first year in 
operation, the three-year aggregate net income cannot be 
calculated. However, the school had a positive current year 
net income of $31,965.  

 
The school met standard on the debt to asset ratio sub-
indicator.  The school had a ratio of 0.39 meaning that its 
total assets exceeded its total liabilities. 
 
 Finally, the school does not have long term debt, and 
therefore met standard for the debt service coverage sub-
indicator. 
 
Because Christel House DORS West met standard on all 
three sub-indicators, the school received a rating of 
Exceeds Standard for Core Question 2.2 for the 2015-16 
school year.  
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2.3. Does the organization demonstrate it has adequate financial management and systems? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard The school does not meet standard on 1 of the sub-indicators. 

Approaching standard 
The school meets standards on 1 sub-indicator, but approaches 
standard for the remaining sub-indicator. 

Meets standard The school meets standard on both sub-indicators. 

School 
Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

MS       

Sub-
indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-indicator Sub-indicator targets Rating 

Financial 
Audit 

DNMS 

The school receives an audit with multiple 
significant deficiencies, materials weakness, or has 
an ongoing concern. 

MS AS 

The school receives a clean audit opinion with few 
significant deficiencies noted, but no material 
weaknesses. 

MS The school receives a clean audit opinion. 

Financial 
Reporting 
Requirements 

DNMS 
The school fails to satisfy financial reporting 
requirements. 

MS 

MS 
The school satisfies all financial reporting 
requirements. 

 
Christel House DORS West received a rating of Meets Standard for Core Question 2.3 for the 2015-16 school year.  

 
The school met standard for its annual audit because its auditor, Crowe Horwath, did not identify material 
weaknesses or significant deficiencies within the financial controls of the school. Moreover, the audit was submitted 
to the State Board of Accounts before the November 30th deadline. 
 
In addition, Christel House DORS West submitted 100% of its other financial documents to OEI in a timely manner. 
Therefore, the school met standard for this sub-indicator.  
 
By meeting standard on both sub-indicators, Christel House DORS West received a rating of Meets Standard for Core 
Question 2.3 for the 2015-16 school year.  
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 Core Question 3: Is the organization effective and well run? 

 
The Governance and Leadership Performance Framework, outlined in Core Question 3, gauges the academic 
and operational leadership of schools. Core Question 3 consists of six indicators designed to measure schools 
on how well their school administration and board of directors comply with the terms of their charter 
agreement, applicable laws, and authorizer expectations. 

 

3.1. Is the school leader strong in his or her academic and organizational leadership? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school leader presents concerns in a majority of the sub-
indicators with no evidence of a credible plan to address the 
issues. 

Approaching standard 
The school leader presents concerns in a minimal number of 
the sub-indicators and may or may not have a credible plan 
to address the issues. 

Meets standard 
The school leader complies with and presents no concerns in 
the sub-indicators below. 

Exceeds standard 
The school leader consistently and effectively complies with 
and presents no concerns in the sub-indicators below. 

3.1 Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

ES       

Sub-
indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-indicators 
Sub-indicator 

Result 

Rating 

Demonstration of sufficient academic and leadership experience ES 

Leadership stability in key administrative positions ES 

Communication with internal and external stakeholders ES 

Clarity of roles among schools and staff MS 

Engagement in a continuous process of improvement and establishment of 
systems for addressing areas of deficiency in a timely manner 
Meets 

ES 

Consistency in providing information to and consulting with the schools’ 
board of directors 

ES 

 
The school leadership team for Christel House DORS West (CHD West) is comprised of a Chief Academic 
Officer (CAO) and Chief School Business Officer (CBO) for the Christel House network, and a Head of School 
and Assistant Head of School overseeing both CHD West and its sister school, CHD South. Although this was 
the school’s first year in operation, the leadership team has been in place for several years as Christel House 
DORS South opened in 2012. 
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The CAO and school leadership team consistently reflect on several areas of school data to inform day-to-day 
decisions. In the school’s inaugural year, the Head of School focused her attention on operations, student 
support services, and high-level curriculum and professional development, while the Assistant Head of School 
managed data, assessments, and instructional coaching. Both the Head of School and Assistant Head of School 
worked together to identify ways to recruit and retain students and organize support services, while also 
ensuring students received rigorous and relevant educational opportunities. For example, the school built 
meaningful community partnerships with organizations such as Public Ally, Dress for Success, Danny’s Closet, 
and AmeriCorps to empower students with resources to be successful beyond graduation. On the 
organizational side, the CBO successfully transitioned accounting services in-house, and ensured school 
leaders were involved in budget development and implementation so that strategic business plans drove 
resource allocation decision-making.   
 
The CAO consistently communicated with internal and external stakeholders, including the school staff, board 
of directors, Board Chair, Mayor’s Office (OEI), community partners, and families. Additionally, he is an active 
board member for the Indiana Consortium of Charter School Leaders, working to collaborate with other 
charter school leaders across the city and state. He has developed meaningful community partnerships (e.g., 
the University of Indianapolis’ College of Education) to directly support the school and its students. He meets 
regularly with the board chair and OEI for feedback and support on school updates and initiatives. 
Additionally, the CAO provided a thorough report to the board at every meeting that included sections on 
multiple measures of school performance, staff updates and other initiatives. In additional to several CAO-led 
school tours for board members throughout the year, the CAO also invited the Head of School and several 
student speakers to present at quarterly board meetings about their educational experiences at Christel 
House DORS. Information was consistently accurate, relevant, and timely, and allowed the board to react 
appropriately to school performance. 
 

Organizational Chart 

 
 
Overall, the school leadership was consistently effective in its organizational and academic oversight and 
receives a rating of Exceeds Standard for school leadership. 
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3.2. Does the school satisfactorily comply with all its organizational structure and governance 
obligations? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school presents concerns in a majority of the sub-
indicators with no evidence of a credible plan to address the 
issues. 

Approaching standard 
The school presents concerns in a minimal number of the 
sub-indicators and may or may not have a credible plan to 
address the issues. 

Meets standard 
The school complies with and presents no concerns in the 
sub-indicators below. 

Exceeds standard 
The school consistently and effectively complies with and 
presents no concerns in the sub-indicators below. 

3.2 Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

ES       

Sub-
indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-indicators 
Sub-indicator 

Result 

Rating 

Submission of all required compliance documentation in a timely manner as 
set forth by the Mayor’s Office, including but not limited to: meeting 
minutes and schedules, board member information, compliance reports and 
employee documentation 

ES 

Compliance with the terms of its charter, including amendments, school 
policies and regulations, and applicable federal and state laws 

MS 

Proactive and productive collaboration with its board and/or management 
organization (if applicable) in meeting governance obligations 

ES 

Active participation in scheduled meetings with OEI, including the 
submission of required documentation by deadlines 

MS 

 
During the 2015-2016 school year, Christel House 
DORS West complied with all of its organizational 
and governance reporting obligations. All academic 
and governance reports were submitted on or 
before the required deadlines throughout the year. 
 
In addition to compliance documentation, CHD 
West maintained compliance with all material 
sections of its charter and submitted amendments 
when necessary. The CAO and other members of 
the leadership team were consistently actively 
engaged in meetings with OEI and the CAO 
maintained frequent communication with OEI 
between scheduled meetings.  

 
For these reasons CHD West received a rating of 
Exceeds Standard for compliance obligations. 
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3.3. Is the school’s board active, knowledgeable, and does it abide by appropriate policies, systems, and 
processes in its oversight? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school presents concerns in a majority of the sub-
indicators with no evidence of a credible plan to address the 
issues. 

Approaching standard 
The school presents concerns in a minimal number of the 
sub-indicators and may or may not have a credible plan to 
address the issues. 

Meets standard 
The school complies with and presents no concerns in the 
sub-indicators below. 

Exceeds standard 
The school consistently and effectively complies with and 
presents no concerns in the sub-indicators below. 

3.3 Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

ES       

Sub-
indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-indicators 
Sub-indicator 

Result 

Rating 

Timely communication of organizational, leadership, academic, fiscal, or 
facility deficiencies to the Mayor’s Office; or when the school’s management 
company (if applicable) fails to meet its obligations as set forth in the charter 

MS 

Clear understanding of the mission and vision of the school ES 

Adherence to board policies and procedures, including those established in 
the by-laws, and revision of policies and procedures, as necessary 

ES 

Recruitment and selection of members that are knowledgeable, represent 
diverse skill sets, and act in the best interest of the school and establishment 
of systems for member orientation and training 

ES 

Effective and transparent management of conflicts of interest MS 

Collaboration with school leadership that is fair, timely, consistent, and 
transparent in handling complaints or concerns 

ES 

Adherence to its charter agreement as it pertains to governance structure MS 

Holding of all meetings in accordance with Indiana Open Door Law MS 

 
The Christel House Academy, Inc. board holds the charter for Christel House DORS West, Christel House DORS 
South, Christel House Academy South, and Christel House Academy West. The board is experienced and 
provides competent oversight of the schools. The board is comprised of a broad roster of individuals with 
extensive experience in philanthropy, community engagement, business, healthcare, education, law, 
marketing and public relations. In an effort to ensure alignment, two representatives from CHA’s parent 
organization, Christel House International, reside on the board. The board has worked to actively recruit new 
directors to ensure that it maintains strong ties to the community as well as a high quality pipeline of 
directors. 
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A review of meeting minutes and notes demonstrates 
the board’s clear understanding of and commitment 
to the CHD West’s mission of providing a high quality 
school option to adult students. Notably, even though 
the board governs the CHD campuses as well as the 
Christel House Academies (a K-12 model), it has 
worked to clearly articulate the unique mission and 
model of each campus. This has ensured board 
members are informed of the unique challenges of 
each school and can focus on priorities accordingly. 
 
The board met quarterly and regularly met quorum, 
with the majority of directors consistently in 
attendance. Directors reviewed board packets in 
advance and received extensive updates from the 
school leadership team. Regularly, Directors 
participated in committees, including Academic 
Excellence, Fund Development, Marketing, 
Governance and Finance and Audit, presenting their 
progress at full board meetings. Directors were 
consistently actively engaged in full board meetings, 
asking clarifying questions to each other, school staff, 
and other presenters and offering expertise where 
needed. 
 

 The board and CAO maintain consistent 
communication with one another. Both the board 
and the school are proactive in communicating 
updates and concerns with the Mayor’s Office.  
 
In governance operations, the board maintained 
compliance with its bylaws throughout the course 
of the year. Meetings were held as scheduled, the 
board met quorum, and it abided by Indiana Open 
Door Law. 
  
Due to the consistent leadership and stewardship 
of the board of directors, CHD West receives a 
rating of Exceeds Standard for board governance. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Skill Sets Represented on Board 

Education 

 

Business 

 

Law 

 

Healthcare 

 

Public 
Relations 

 

Community 
Engagement  

Marketing 
 

Philanthropy 

 

Board Overview 

Christel House Academy, Inc. holds the charter for 
Christel House DORS South, Christel House DORS 
West, Christel House Academy South and Christel 

House Academy West. 

15 
Members 

1/3 
# Required for Quorum 

The CHA board meets quarterly. 

Christel House DORS is designed to be a unique 
school with flexible scheduling and resources custom 
designed to meet the needs of adult students. Using 
hybrid computer instructional technology, students 
work at different levels and progress at their own 

pace to ensure success. 
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3.4. Does the school’s board work to foster a school environment that is viable and effective? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school presents concerns in a majority of the sub-
indicators with no evidence of a credible plan to address the 
issues. 

Approaching standard 
The school presents concerns in a minimal number of the 
sub-indicators and may or may not have a credible plan to 
address the issues. 

Meets standard 
The school complies with and presents no concerns in the 
sub-indicators below. 

Exceeds standard 
The school consistently and effectively complies with and 
presents no concerns in the sub-indicators below. 

3.4 Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

ES       

Sub-
indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-indicators 
Sub-indicator 

Result 

Rating 

Regular communication with school leadership and/or its management 
company 

ES 

Annual utilization of a performance based evaluation to assess its own 
performance, that of the school leader, and management organization (if 
applicable) 

ES 

Collaboration with the school leader to establish clear objectives, priorities, 
and goals 

ES 

Interaction with school leader that is conducive to the success of the school, 
including requesting and disseminating information in a timely manner, 
providing continuous and constructive feedback, and engaging the school 
leader in school improvement plans 

MS 

 
The Christel House board holds quarterly meetings in which all stakeholders, including the CAO, school 
leadership team, and relevant school staff, provide thorough reports on school performance. Between 
meetings, the CAO communicates with the board chair when necessary to provide leadership and support in 
school initiatives and events, and along with other relevant school staff, provides input to board committees.  
 
Annually, the CAO provides thorough evaluations of the Heads of School. For the 2015-2016 school year, the 
board completed a rigorous evaluation of the CAO, with performance metrics tied to a bonus incentive 
structure. Additionally, the board used a self-evaluation survey to identify strengths and areas for growth. 
Following survey administration, the board chair met individually with each board member to review feedback 
and discuss results. Further, the board took time during its annual retreat to reflect on its performance and 
specific areas of improvement, including, but not limited to, improved attendance and reviewing board 
meeting format. A review of board meeting notes indicated that school leader and board committee reports 
reflected on progress towards goals. Furthermore, the Christel House board developed a dashboard to assess 
at each board meeting which reflected goals tied to the network’s strategic plan, board engagement as well as 
several included in the OEI performance framework. 
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In all observed meetings and interactions, the board and Head of School appeared to have a positive and 
collaborative working relationship. The Heads of School were proactive, self-reflective, and self-motivated, 
which allowed for relevant and transparent meetings that demonstrated a constant commitment to school 
improvement. Overall, the board receives a rating of Exceeds Standard for school and board environment. 
 
 
 

3.5. Does the school comply with applicable laws, regulations, and provisions of the charter agreement 
relating to the safety and security of the facility? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school presents concerns in a majority of the sub-
indicators with no evidence of a credible plan to address the 
issues. 

Approaching standard 
The school presents concerns in a minimal number of the 
sub-indicators and may or may not have a credible plan to 
address the issues. 

Meets standard 
The school complies with and presents no concerns in the 
sub-indicators below. 

Exceeds standard 
The school consistently and effectively complies with and 
presents no concerns in the sub-indicators below. 

3.5 Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

MS       

Sub-
indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-indicators 
Sub-indicator 

Result 

Rating 

Health and safety code requirements MS 

Facility accessibility MS 

Updated safety and emergency management plans MS 

A facility that is well suited to meet the curricular and social needs of the 
students, faculty, and members of the community 

MS 

 
In 2015-2016, Christel House DORS West’s facility met all health and safety code requirements and provided a 
safe environment conducive to learning. The facility’s design, size, maintenance, security, equipment and 
furniture were all adequate to meet the school’s needs.  The school was accessible to all, including people 
with physical disabilities. The Mayor’s Office monitoring of Christel House Academy’s compliance with health 
and safety code requirements did not reveal any significant concerns related to these obligations. Accordingly, 
the school received a rating of Meets Standard for this indicator the 2015-2016 school year. 
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3.6. Is the school meeting its school-specific non-academic goals? 

Indicator 
Targets 

Does not meet standard 
The school does not meet standard on either school-specific 
non-academic goal. 

Approaching standard 

School is 1) approaching standard on one school-specific 
non-academic goal, while not meeting standard on the 
second goal, 2) approaching standard on both school-specific 
non-academic goals, OR 3) meeting standard on one school-
specific non-academic goal, while approaching standard on 
the second goal. 
 
 

Meets standard 

School is 1) meeting standard on both school-specific non-
academic goals, OR 2) meeting standard on one school-
specific non-academic goal while exceeding standard on the 
second goal. 

Exceeds standard 
School is exceeding standard on both school-specific non-
academic goals 

3.6 Rating 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

MS       

Sub-
indicator 
Ratings 

Sub-indicators Rating 

Between 75 and 95% of DORS student have competed a post-secondary plan 
by graduation 

AS 

75% of DORS students attend two monthly resource events ES 

 
Each year, Mayor-sponsored charter schools set two non-academic goals that are aligned to or support the 
school’s unique mission. All data for school-specific goals is self-reported by the individual school. 
 
In the 2015-16 school year, CHD West set its first goal around graduate utilization of community resources to 
meet their needs or the needs of others. The school reported that 75% of their graduates participated in at 
least one community organization workshops or community service opportunities each month, earning the 
school a rating of Approaching Standard on its first goal.  
 
CHD West set its second goal around raising graduate awareness of all post-secondary options and resources 
available to them. During the 2015-2016 school year, CHD West reported that 100% of their graduates had 
met with a work study administrator to discuss post-secondary plans, and thus receives an Exceeds Standard 
on its second goal.  
 
Overall, due to the ratings of the individual goals above, Christel House Academy DORS West receives a Meets 
Standard on this indicator for the 2015-16 school year. 

 



    
Proposed Final Projected

Budget Budget Actual
FY18 FY17  $  %  FY17  $  % 

Description
Student Count 1566 1400 166     12% 1411 155     11%

Revenue

State and Local Tuition Funding 10,699      9,523        1,176  12% 9,823         876     9%
State Facilities Funding 491           450           41       9% 493            (2)        0%
Grants - Federal and State 2,398        1,667        731     44% 1,782         616     35%
School Food Program 748           682           66       10% 700            47       7%
Other 56             74             (18)      -24% 62              (6)        -10%
Contributions - In-Kind 665           605           60       10% 700            (35)      -5%
Grants - CHI Funding 2,000        2,107        (107)    -5% 1,679         321     19%
Total Revenues 17,056      15,107      1,948  13% 15,238       1,818  12%

Operating Expenses

Staff Cost:
Salaries 8,034        6,960        1,073  15% 6,936         1,097  16%
Benefits and Taxes 2,565        2,257        308     14% 2,158         407     19%
    Subtotal 10,599      9,217        1,381  15% 9,094         1,505  17%

Program Expenses:
Program Expenses 1,225        1,043        182     17% 1,087         139     13%
Cost of Food Program 664           600           64       11% 668            (5)        -1%
Cost of Transportation 547           435           112     26% 420            126     30%
    Subtotal 2,435        2,078        357     17% 2,175         260     12%

General Administration 318           346           (28)      -8% 393            (75)      -19%

Facility 2,595        2,449        146     6% 2,486         108     4%

In-Kind 665           605           60       10% 716            (51)      -7%

Depreciation & Amortization 262           219           43       19% 202            59       29%

Total Expenses 16,874      14,914      1,959  13% 15,067       1,807  12%

Inc/(Dec) in Net Assets 183           193           (11)      -5% 171            11       7%

Total Capital Outlay 154           296           (142)    -48% 342            (188)    -55%

Non-CHI Revenues Per Student 9,615$          9,286$          328        3.5% 9,610$           5            0.1%

TOTAL Expenses Per Student 10,775$        10,653$        122        1.1% 10,678$         97          0.9%

Staff Costs 6,768$          6,584$          184        2.8% 6,445$           323        5.0%

Program 1,555$          1,484$          71          4.8% 1,541$           14          0.9%

Facilities 1,657$          1,749$          (92)         -5.3% 1,762$           (105)       -6.0%

Christel House Schools
Combined Proposed FY18 Budget

(in thousands)

Variance Variance



Network
$ (000's) Omitted CHA-S CHA-W DOR-S DOR-W Total
Student Count for Revenue 660 321 335 250                            1,566 

Revenue
State and Local Tuition Funding  $        4,511  $        2,239  $        2,261  $        1,688  $      10,699 
State Facilities Funding               330               161                  -                    -                 491 
Grants - Federal and State            1,376               650               202               171            2,398 
School Food Program               496               252                  -                    -                 748 
Other                 48                   8                  -                    -                   56 
Contributions - In-Kind 473                 58               134                  -                 665 
Grants - CHI Funding 1,135               865                    -                  -              2,000 
Total Revenue 8,369 4,232 2,597 1,858 17,056
 
Operating Expenses
Salaries             3,912            1,877            1,188            1,056            8,034 
Benefits and Taxes            1,270               590               360               346            2,565 
Program Expenses               714               299               130                 83            1,225 
Cost Food Program               447               216                  -                    -                 664 
Cost of Transportation               295               199                 30                 23               547 
General Administrative               134                 77                 63                 45               318 
Facility Cost               998               837               487               273            2,595 
In Kind               473                 58               134                  -                 665 
Depreciation and Amortization 127                 78                 23                 33               262 
Total Operating Expenses 8,369            4,232 2,415  -              1,858          16,874 

Inc/(Dec) in Net Assets  $             (0)  $               0  $           182  $               1  $           183 

Capital Spending  $           105  $             49  $               0  $               0  $           154 

Christel House Schools
Combined Proposed FY18 Budget



Network
$ (000's) Omitted CHA-S CHA-W DOR-S DOR-W Total
Student Count for Revenue 660 10 321 71 335 35 250                50              1,682 0

Revenue
State and Local Tuition Funding  $        4,511 (24)  $        2,239 552  $        2,261 281  $        1,688 368  $      10,699 1176 

State Facilities Funding               330 5               161 36                  -   0                  -   0               491 41 

Grants - Federal and State            1,376 291               650 338               202 202               171 (99)            2,398 731 

School Food Program               496 15               252 51                  -   0                  -   0               748 66 

Other                 48 (18)                   8 0                  -   0                  -   0                 56 (18)

Contributions - In-Kind 473 0                 58 0               134 60                  -   0               665 60 

Grants - CHI Funding 1,135 123               865 (143) 0 (72)                  -   (15)            2,000 (107)

Total Revenue 8,369   392 4,232   833 2,597   471 1,858    253 17,056   1,949 

 
Operating Expenses
Salaries             3,912 111            1,877 451            1,188 250            1,056 262            8,034 1074 

Benefits and Taxes            1,270 37               590 142               360 59               346 71            2,565 308 

Program Expenses               714 98               299 105               130 35                 83 (54)            1,225 183 

Cost Food Program               447 16               216 47                  -   0                  -   0               664 64 

Cost of Transportation               295 52               199 52                 30 5                 23 3               547 112 

General Administrative               134 (22)                 77 (1)                 63 (4)                 45 0               318 (28)

Facility Cost               998 83               837 29               487 21               273 13            2,595 146 

In Kind               473 (0)                 58 0               134 60                  -   0               665 60 

Depreciation and Amortization 127 19                 78 9                 23 8                 33 7               262 43 

Total Operating Expenses 8,369   393            4,232   833 2,415   434            1,858    301          16,874   1,961 

Inc/(Dec) in Net Assets  $              (0)  $               0  $           182  $               0  $           183 

Capital Spending  $           105  $             49  $              -    $              -    $           154 

Christel House Academy, Inc.
Combined Proposed FY18 Budget



    
Proposed Final Projected

Budget Budget Actual
FY18 FY17  $  %  FY17  $  % 

Description
Student Count 660 650 10    2% 648 12     2%

Revenue

State and Local Tuition Funding 4,511        4,535        (24)   -1% 4,643        (132)  -3%
State Facilities Funding 330           325           5      2% 360           (30)    -8%
Grants - Federal and State 1,376        1,085        291  27% 1,146        230   20%
School Food Program 496           481           15    3% 493           3       1%
Other 48             66             (18)   -27% 46             2       4%
Contributions - In-Kind 473           473           -       0% 470           3       1%
Grants - CHI Funding 1,135        1,012        123  12% 801           334   42%
Total Revenues 8,369        7,977        392  5% 7,959        410   5%

Operating Expenses

Staff Cost:
Salaries 3,912        3,801        111  3% 3,748        164   4%
Benefits and Taxes 1,270        1,233        37    3% 1,166        103   9%
    Subtotal 5,182        5,034        147  3% 4,914        268   5%

Program Expenses:
Program Expenses 714           616           97    16% 649           65     10%
Cost of Food Program 447           431           16    4% 461           (14)    -3%
Cost of Transportation 295           243           52    21% 246           49     20%
    Subtotal 1,456        1,290        165  13% 1,356        99     7%

General Administration 134           156           (22)   -14% 159           (25)    -16%

Facility 998           915           83    9% 947           51     5%

In-Kind 473           473           (0)     0% 472           1       0%

Depreciation & Amortization 127           108           19    18% 108           19     18%

Total Expenses 8,369        7,977        393  5% 7,957        413   5%

Inc/(Dec) in Net Assets (0)              0               (0)     0% 2               (2)      -104%

Total Capital Outlay 105           106           (1)     -1% 158           (53)    -34%

Non-CHI Revenues Per Student 10,961$       10,715$       246    2.3% 11,046$       (85)      -0.8%

TOTAL Expenses Per Student 12,681$       12,272$       409    3.3% 12,279$       402     3.3%
Staff Costs 7,851$         7,745$         106    1.4% 7,584$         267     3.5%
Program 2,205$         1,985$         220    11.1% 2,093$         112     5.4%
Facilities 1,512$         1,408$         105    7.4% 1,462$         51        3.5%

Variance Variance

Christel House Academy South
Proposed FY18 Budget

(in thousands)



Christel House Academy South
 Projected 2016-2017 Projected Budget Variance to Variance to

 6/30/2017 Budget Variance New Projected PY Budget Notes

 FY 17-18

    Operating Revenue 648 650     660         

      State and Local Tuition Funding 4,643,074 4,535,230 107,844 4,511,420          (131,654)        (23,810)          ADM Count = 650 (Average for year)

      State Facilities Funding 359,500 325,000 34,500 330,000             (29,500)          5,000             

      Grants - Federal and State 1,145,730 1,084,484 61,246 1,376,080          230,350         291,596         21st Century supplementals

      School Food Program 493,056 481,000 12,056 496,000             2,944             15,000           

      Other Revenue 46,239 66,000 (19,761) 48,000               1,761             (18,000)          

      Contributions - In-Kind 469,967 472,800 (2,833) 472,800             2,833             -                 

      Grants - CHI Funding 801,371 1,012,000 (210,629) 1,135,000          333,629         123,000         

    Total Operating Revenue 7,958,937 7,976,514 (17,577) 8,369,300          410,363         392,786                                                                        269,786 

3.9% Variance in funding other than CHI

    Operating Expenses                 

      Salaries 3,748,057 3,801,000 (52,943) 3,912,000          163,943         111,000         

      Benefits & Employment Taxes 1,166,286 1,233,000 (66,714) 1,270,000          103,714         37,000           

4,914,343 5,034,000 (119,657) 5,182,000          267,657         148,000         See payroll worksheets.

2.9%

      Program                         

        Instructional Services 46,827 51,500 (4,673) 51,950               5,123             450                

        Field Trips 53,646 60,600 (6,954) 61,900               8,254             1,300             

        Substitute Services 63,877 55,900 7,977 62,700               (1,177)            6,800             

        Professional Services 134,220 118,655 15,565 152,620             18,400           33,965           
Placement Fees ($20k) and SPED funded 
services ($20k)

        Authorizer Fees 36,583 32,300 4,283 34,800               (1,783)            2,500             

        Rentals 188 0 188 (188)               -                 

        Postage 2,123 1,010 1,113 2,120                 (3)                   1,110             

        Advertising 3,509 10,175 (6,666) 44,770               41,261           34,595           IndyTeach recruiting ($25k) marketing ($15k)

        Printing/Binding 1,102 3,380 (2,278) 2,020                 918                (1,360)            

        Travel 4,450 12,835 (8,385) 7,090                 2,640             (5,745)            

        Operational Supplies 44,460 41,349 3,111 40,110               (4,350)            (1,239)            

        Food Purchases 15,275 11,800 3,475 24,230               8,955             12,430           Sat School ($12k)

        Textbooks 52,851 52,470 381 40,420               (12,431)          (12,050)          Includes Engage NY and ReadyGen Phonics

        Uniforms 54,124 44,470 9,654 51,350               (2,774)            6,880             

        Equipment 18,225 0 18,225 5,000                 (13,225)          5,000             See project lists.

        Computer Hardware (267) 16,000 (16,267) 13,000               13,267           (3,000)            See project lists.

        Other Tech Equipment 294 0 294 (294)               -                 

        Software 58,322 38,310 20,012 40,000               (18,322)          1,690             

        Professional Development 58,161 64,790 (6,629) 59,770               1,609             (5,020)            

        Dues & Fees 804 0 804 (804)               -                 

        Awards 471 0 471 19,750               19,279           19,750           Parent Academy ($15k), Sat School ($3k)

      Total Program 649,244 615,544 33,700 713,600             64,356           98,056           

15.9%

      Cost of Food Program 461,265 431,000 30,265 447,000             (14,265)          16,000           Sat School ($10k) 

3.7%

      Cost of Transportation 245,744 243,200 2,544 295,000             49,256           51,800           Sat School ($17k), Afterschool 21st ($10k)

21.3%  Athletics ($10k) Field trip costs ($12k)



Christel House Academy South
 Projected 2016-2017 Projected Budget Variance to Variance to

 6/30/2017 Budget Variance New Projected PY Budget Notes

 FY 17-18
      General & Administrative                   

        Data Processing Services 11,010 10,575 435 12,180               1,170             1,605             

        Professional Services 42,795 48,739 (5,944) 23,310               (19,485)          (25,429)          Bell monitoring now in-house

        Repairs & Maintenance Services 282 0 282 (282)               -                 

        Rentals (Copiers) 17,667 17,886 (219) 16,500               (1,167)            (1,386)            

        Insurance 44,123 38,298 5,825 36,070               (8,053)            (2,228)            

        Postage 272 0 272 (272)               -                 

        Operational Supplies 4,078 4,465 (387) 5,880                 1,802             1,415             

        Food Purchases 0 0 -                 -                 

        Connectivity 8,473 9,494 (1,021) 7,560                 (913)               (1,934)            

        Other Tech Equipment 3,345 0 3,345 (3,345)            -                 

        Software 23,899 24,299 (400) 29,000               5,101             4,701             Monitoring, Class Link, Visitor Mgmt

        Dues & Fees 272 0 272 580                    308                580                

        Interest Expense 0 0 -                 -                 

        Bank Service Charges 2,488 2,444 44 2,520                 32                  76                  

      Total General & Administrative 158,703 156,200 2,503 133,600             (25,103)          (22,600)          

      Rent & Facilities                   -14.5%

        Professional Services 110,062 107,910 2,152 115,600             5,538             7,690             Sat School ($5k)

        Water & Sewage 14,731 6,930 7,801 12,210               (2,521)            5,280             Summer irrigation needs.

        Removal of Refuse 3,823 3,370 453 3,040                 (783)               (330)               

        Cleaning Service 89,571 90,290 (719) 117,000             27,429           26,710           
Three years with no increase - still $50k less than 
any other bidders 

        Repairs & Maintenance Services 43,023 33,000 10,023 73,260               30,237           40,260           See expense projects listing.

        Rent (Building) 544,500 546,380 (1,880) 544,500             -                 (1,880)            

        Operational Supplies 18,396 15,440 2,956 17,030               (1,366)            1,590             

        Telephone 0 1,000 (1,000) -                 (1,000)            

        Gas Utilities 12,372 18,220 (5,848) 15,040               2,668             (3,180)            

        Electric 108,161 91,870 16,291 99,000               (9,161)            7,130             LED lighting could improve this $8k per year

        Dues and Fees 2,500 990 1,510 1,320                 (1,180)            330                

      Total Rent & Facilities 947,138 915,400 31,738 998,000             50,862           82,600           

9.0%

      In-Kind 472,158 472,800 (642) 472,800             642                -                 

0.0%

      Depreciation & Amortization 108,159 108,370 (211) 127,000             18,841           18,630           Technology purchases (5-yr property)

17.2%

    Total Operating Expenses 7,956,754 7,976,514 (19,760) 8,369,000          412,246         392,486      4.9%

  Total Change in Net Assets 2,183 0 2,183 300                    (1,883)            300                

Capital Expenditures 104,900             



Christel House Academy South CY Avg

REVENUES
FY 17-18 Budget Actuals Actuals Actuals Projected Over Over

Description Account Method Qty Rate TOTAL 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 (Under) Average (Under)
REVENUES

Basic Grant Revenue (State Funding)4000.0031110 Per ADM 660 6,382.00$     4,212,120.00     4,528,458   4,288,113   4,253,186   4,269,684    (57,564)     4,334,860     (122,740)      
Spec Ed Estimated counts 225,000.00        216,516      190,000      170,400      228,800       (3,800)       201,429        23,571          
Honors Estimated counts 12,800.00          9,000          14,800        12,800         -            12,200          600               

CTE Estimated counts 61,500.00          59,300         2,200        59,300          2,200            
Sept Count 4,511,420.00     

State Facilities Funding 4000.0031910 Per ADM 660 500.00$         330,000.00        320,500      320,500       9,500        320,500        9,500            
Grants - Federal and State: 330,000.00        

Textbook Reimbursement 4000.0039100 Estimates 660 80.00$           52,800.00          44,998        44,730        47,901        48,237         4,563        46,467          6,333            
Summer School 4000.0031140 Estimates 80,000.00          72,172        78,852        40,549        77,123         2,877        67,174          12,826          
Remediation 4000.0031990 discontinued 9,997          7,044          -            8,520            (8,520)          
Formative Assessment 4000.0031980 new 660 13.00$           8,580.00             8,375          8,790           (210)          8,583            (3)                  
Technology Grants 4000.0032170 1,305          1,929          2,244          -            1,826            (1,826)          
AmeriCorp planning grant 4000.0032820 done 16,958         (16,958)     16,958          (16,958)        
Non - English Speaking Grant 4000.0032910 Per Student 148 1,225.00$     177,900.00        13,324        13,558        29,184        35,237         142,663    22,826          155,074       
Performance Award Title II Part B 4000.0032930 660 30.00$           19,800.00          28,434        39,728        31,937         (12,137)     33,366          (13,566)        

Federal:
Title I C/Y 4000.0045140 Estimates 931.82           615,000.00        502,078      579,388      622,083      620,000       (5,000)       580,887        34,113          
Title II PART A 4000.0049900 Estimates 74.24             49,000.00          1,659          75,929        92,050        59,105         (10,105)     57,186          (8,186)          
Title III C/Y 4000.0049910 Estimates 42.42             28,000.00          15,979        28,001        21,463        28,000         -            23,361          4,639            
Part B - Special Education 14-16 C/Y4000.0042230 Estimates 181.82           120,000.00        103,786      129,891      96,456        110,000       10,000      110,033        9,967            
TAP discontinued 300,000      250,000      144,048      -               -            173,512        (173,512)      

School Food Program: 1,151,080.00     
Foodservice (Regular) 4000.0042910 Estimates 719.70           475,000.00        466,762      452,787      477,593      482,000       (7,000)       469,786        5,214            
Foodservice (Summer) 4000.0042940 Estimates 21,000.00          19,188        20,285        21,082        21,472         (472)          20,507          493               

CHI Dev - Federal: 496,000.00        
21st Century 4000.0049930 Per Grant budget 225,000.00        200,000      200,081      126,806      150,549       74,451      169,359        55,641          
PCSP 4000.0045900 n/a -              -              -              -               -            -                 -                

Other Revenue: 225,000.00        
Contributions - Private 4000.0019200 -              -              -              -               -            -                 -                
Other 4000.0019990 SALY 5,000.00             20,311        20,311        14,621        2,451           2,549        14,423          (9,423)          
Lunch Fees 4000.0016110 SALY 30,000.00          30,334        30,334        26,196        32,708         (2,708)       29,893          107               
Other Student Fees 4000.0017410 SALY 12,000.00          18,764        18,764        16,273        11,853         147            16,413          (4,413)          
Textbook Fees 4000.0019420 SALY 1,000.00             6,238          6,238          1,295          475              525            3,562            (2,562)          

In-Kind: 48,000.00          
Contributions In-Kind Services 4000.0065000 Estimate 1 nurse 55,000.00     55,000.00          45,000        45,000        54,985        55,000         -            49,996          5,004            
Contributions Other Items 4000.0065000 See detailed expense sheet 35,600.00          36,275        35,600         -            35,938          (338)              
CHI HS Bldg In-Kind 4000.0065000 Per Sq Ft 29,400 13.00             382,200.00        425,000      384,700      382,200       -            397,300        (15,100)        

CHI Funding: 472,800.00        
Contributions - CHI Direct Funding 4000.0019210 865,000.00        
Contributions - CHI Development 4000.0019220 270,000.00        

TOTAL REVENUES 8,369,300.00     6,616,869   6,943,668   7,062,793   7,100,779    133,521    6,931,027     303,273       
Variances without CHI



Christel House Academy South CY Avg

REVENUES
FY 17-18 Budget Actuals Actuals Actuals Projected Over Over

Description Account Method Qty Rate TOTAL 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 (Under) Average (Under)
Christel House Academy South
BASIC GRANT Projection: ADM

Foundation 5,273.00$         Sept 660
Complexity ($3,539 x .3134) 1,109.00$         Feb

660 Budget
6,382.00$         Per student

Honors Projected 16/17 15/16 14/15
Free 2 2 2 0 1,400$                2,800          
Other 10 10 12 9 1,000$                10,000        

12,800        
SPED Counts Projected 16/17 15/16 14/15

Severe 5 5 5 6 8,800$                44,000        
Moderate 70 71 48 54 2,300$                161,000      
Comm/Home 40 43 32 33 500$                   20,000        

225,000      
CTE Counts Projected 16/17

Foundation 160 152 150$                   24,000        
More Need/High Wage 30 28 500$                   15,000        
Mod Need/High Wage 50 50 450$                   22,500        

2016-17 Over(Under) 61,500        
Annual Amount 4,511,420$       4,570,584     (59,164)          -1.3%

6,835.48           



CHRISTEL HOUSE ACADEMY, INC.
SALARY BUDGET 2017-2018

SUMMARY Version  5/2/17
CH Academy South 2017-18 2016-17 Variances
Base Pay 3,143,910          2,816,950           326,960            
Overtime Estimates 25,010                25,150                (140)                  
Ongoing Stipends (Instructional Coaches, Lead Teachers, 
Program Coordinators) 91,000                89,630                1,370                
Per Pay Stipends (Athletics, Saturday School, 21st 
Century Before/After Care, Clubs, IndyTeach PD) 123,000              70,000                53,000              
Hard to Staff - Premiums 43,330                39,760                3,570                
IndyTeach Increases 17,820                17,820              
Bonuses 130,760              177,980              (47,220)             
Phone Rebates 2,080                  2,080                   -                     
Medical Rebates 36,840                30,160                6,680                
Total Compensation 3,613,750          3,251,710          362,040           
Allocation of Network 298,530              549,290              (250,760)          
Total Compensation 3,912,280          3,801,000          111,280           
LTI estimates 108,800              80,300                28,500              
Total Taxes & Benefits 1,065,960          978,100              87,860              
Allocation of Network 94,880                173,600              (78,720)             
Total Taxes & Benefits 1,269,640          1,232,000          37,640              
% of Compensation 32% 32% 34%
Total Salary, Taxes, & Benefits 5,181,920          5,033,000          148,920           

EXPLANATION OF INCREASES:
Standard Increase estimates 195,120              Standard increase over PY budget amounts.

New Positions 79,500                See listing below.
New Stipends 54,370                IndyTeach PD leaders ($18k) Sat School ($35k)

IndyTeach - Increases 17,820                
Bonuses (47,220)               
LTI Estimates 28,500                
Benefits and Taxes 87,860                

Network Allocation Changes (329,480)            
Changes to current year (16-17) staff 62,450                Two (2) Additional HS Interventionists
INCREASES Total 148,920              

NEW POSITIONS: FTEs

5th Grade Interventionist -                       (removed)
MS ELA Interventionist 25,750                1.0

MS Math Interventionist 25,750                1.0

FT K-8 Tech Teacher 28,000                0.5

FT Orchestra Teacher -                       (removed) -0.3

C & C Admin (from Network to CHA South only) 0.5

NEW POSITIONS TOTAL 79,500                2.8

FTE Counts 2017-18 2016-17 Variances
Non-program (includes Network staff) 6.5 9.6 -3.1

Program 70.1 67.4 2.8
TOTAL FTEs 76.6 77.0 -0.4
Headcount 75 72 3

Convert four (4) Interventionist Positions to 
IndyTeach Candidates



    
Proposed Final Projected

Budget Budget Actual
FY18 FY17  $  %  FY17  $  % 

Description
Student Count 321 250 71    28% 263 58    22%

Revenue

State and Local Tuition Funding 2,239        1,687      552  33% 1,880        359  19%
State Facilities Funding 161           125         36    28% 133           28    21%
Grants - Federal and State 650           312         338  108% 361           289  80%
School Food Program 252           201         51    25% 207           44    21%
Other 8               8             -       0% 14             (6)     -43%
Contributions - In-Kind 58             58           -       0% 56             2      3%
Grants - CHI Funding 865           1,008      (143) -14% 843           22    3%
Total Revenues 4,232        3,399      833  25% 3,495        737  21%

Operating Expenses

Staff Cost:
Salaries 1,877        1,427      450  32% 1,462        415  28%
Benefits and Taxes 590           448         142  32% 465           125  27%
    Subtotal 2,467        1,875      592  32% 1,927        540  28%

Program Expenses:
Program Expenses 299           195         104  54% 224           75    34%
Cost of Food Program 216           169         47    28% 207           9      5%
Cost of Transportation 199           147         52    35% 129           70    55%
    Subtotal 715           511         204  40% 560           155  28%

General Administration 77             78           (1)     -2% 75             1      2%

Facility 837           808         29    4% 804           34    4%

In-Kind 58             58           -       0% 57             1      2%

Depreciation & Amortization 78             70           8      12% 71             8      11%

Total Expenses 4,232        3,399      832  24% 3,493        739  21%

Inc/(Dec) in Net Assets 0               0             0      0% 2               (2)     -94%

Total Capital Outlay 49             -              49    100% 10             39    387%

Non-CHI Revenues Per Student 10,489$        9,566$       923    9.7% 10,082$        407    4.0%

TOTAL Expenses Per Student 13,183$        13,598$     (414)   -3.0% 13,280$        (97)     -0.7%

Staff Costs 7,686$          7,500$       186    2.5% 7,326$          360    4.9%

Program 2,226$          2,043$       183    9.0% 2,128$          98      4.6%

Facilities 2,608$          3,230$       (623)   -19.3% 3,055$          (447)   -14.6%

Christel House Academy West
Proposed FY18 Budget

(in thousands)

Variance Variance



Christel House Academy West
 Projected 2016-2017 Projected Budget Variance to Variance to

 6/30/2017 Budget Variance New Projected PY Budget Notes

 FY 17-18
          

    Operating Revenue 263 250     321         24.8%

      State and Local Tuition Funding 1,880,103        1,686,690        193,413           2,238,990          358,887        552,300        ADM Count = 312 (Average for year)

      State Facilities Funding 133,000           125,000           8,000               160,500             27,500          35,500          Growth of 50 students

      Grants - Federal and State 360,894           312,460           48,434             649,750             288,856        337,290        Growth of 50 students

      School Food Program 207,314           200,550           6,764               251,750             44,436          51,200          Growth of 50 students

      Other Revenue 14,117             8,000               6,117               8,000                 (6,117)           -                

      Contributions - In-Kind 56,093             57,500             (1,407)              58,000               1,907            500               

      Grants - CHI Funding 843,160           1,009,000        (165,840)          865,000             21,840          (144,000)       

    Total Operating Revenue 3,494,681        3,399,200        95,481             4,231,990          737,309        832,790                                                                         976,790 

40.9% Variance in funding other than CHI

    Operating Expenses                 

      Salaries 1,461,976        1,427,000        34,976             1,877,000          415,024        450,000        

      Benefits & Employment Taxes 464,702           448,000           16,702             590,000             125,298        142,000        

1,926,678        1,875,000        51,678             2,467,000          540,322        592,000        See payroll worksheets.

31.6%

      Program                         

        Instructional Services -                   10,000             (10,000)            11,450               11,450          1,450            

        Field Trips 4,773               8,000               (3,227)              8,600                 3,827            600               

        Substitute Services 8,444               13,000             (4,556)              18,150               9,706            5,150            

        Professional Services 47,331             24,470             22,861             62,100               14,769          37,630          
Placement Fees ($14k), Mayor's Office Site Visit 
($9k), and increase in SPED

        Authorizer Fees -                   -                   -                   16,930               16,930          16,930          1st Year for Mayor's Fees

        Postage 547                  180                  367                  550                    3                   370               

        Advertising 835                  7,950               (7,115)              9,200                 8,365            1,250            

        Printing/Binding 491                  1,040               (549)                 830                    339               (210)              

        Travel 2,595               3,890               (1,295)              3,320                 725               (570)              

        Operational Supplies 22,698             19,180             3,518               25,499               2,801            6,319            

        Food Purchases 7,953               4,170               3,783               11,680               3,727            7,510            Sat School ($5k)

        Textbooks 42,635             42,840             (205)                 42,000               (635)              (840)              Includes Engage NY and ReadyGen Phonics

        Uniforms 29,060             17,530             11,530             25,050               (4,010)           7,520            

        Equipment 16,955             7,500               9,455               11,000               (5,955)           3,500            See project lists.

        Computer Hardware 1,680               2,000               (320)                 4,300                 2,620            2,300            See project lists.

        Other Tech Equipment 20                    -                   20                    (20)                -                

        Software 18,942             13,130             5,812               18,130               (812)              5,000            

        Professional Development 18,236             21,010             (2,774)              26,410               8,174            5,400            

        Dues & Fees 27                    -                   27                    (27)                -                

        Awards 740                  -                   740                  4,000                 3,260            4,000            Sat School incentives ($3k)

      Total Program 223,960           195,890           28,070             299,199             75,239          103,309        

52.7%

      Cost of Food Program 206,810           168,750           38,060             216,300             9,490            47,550          Growth + Sat School

28.2%

      Cost of Transportation 128,814           147,200           (18,386)            199,100             70,286          51,900          Sat School ($11k), Afterschool 21st ($10k)

35.3%  Other Field trip cost increases



Christel House Academy West
 Projected 2016-2017 Projected Budget Variance to Variance to

 6/30/2017 Budget Variance New Projected PY Budget Notes

 FY 17-18
      General & Administrative                   

        Data Processing Services 4,335               4,050               285                  5,800                 1,465            1,750            

        Professional Services 16,298             18,666             (2,368)              11,100               (5,198)           (7,566)           Bell monitoring now in-house

        Repairs & Maintenance Services 108                  -                   108                  (108)              -                

        Rentals 9,639               9,576               63                    10,100               461               524               

        Insurance 25,520             29,460             (3,940)              28,061               2,541            (1,399)           

        Postage 40                    -                   40                    (40)                -                

        Operational Supplies 1,136               1,710               (574)                 2,800                 1,664            1,090            

        Computer Hardware -                   -                   -                -                

        Connectivity 3,152               3,636               (484)                 3,600                 448               (36)                

        Other Tech Equipment -                   -                   -                -                

        Software 11,766             9,306               2,460               13,900               2,134            4,594            Monitoring, Class Link, Visitor Mgmt

        Dues & Fees 2,481               -                   2,481               350                    (2,131)           350               

        Bank Service Charges 972                  936                  36                    1,200                 228               264               

      Total General & Administrative 75,447             77,340             (1,893)              76,911               1,464            (429)              

      Rent & Facilities                   -0.6%

        Professional Services 74,108             81,720             (7,612)              87,510               13,402          5,790            Sat School ($5k)

        Water & Sewage 5,830               3,680               2,150               5,720                 (110)              2,040            

        Removal of Refuse 1,753               2,010               (257)                 3,150                 1,397            1,140            

        Cleaning Service 51,300             51,300             -                   76,730               25,430          25,430          
Three years with no increase - still $50k less than 
any other bidders 

        Repairs & Maintenance Services 29,103             30,000             (897)                 26,400               (2,703)           (3,600)           

        Rent (Building) 562,500           563,220           (720)                 562,500             -                (720)              

        Operational Supplies 10,606             10,350             256                  11,250               644               900               

        Telephone 2,880               (2,880)              -                     -                (2,880)           

        Gas Utilities 8,446               10,800             (2,354)              9,900                 1,454            (900)              

        Electric 59,877             51,530             8,347               53,630               (6,247)           2,100            LED lighting could improve this $5k per year

        Dues and Fees -                   380                  (380)                 300                    300               (80)                

      Total Rent & Facilities 803,523           807,870           (4,347)              837,090             33,567          29,220          

3.6%

      In-Kind 56,639             57,500             (861)                 58,000               1,361            500               

0.9%

      Depreciation & Amortization 70,807             69,650             1,157               78,400               7,593            8,750            Technology purchases (5-yr property)

12.6%

    Total Operating Expenses 3,492,679        3,399,200        93,479             4,232,000          739,321        832,800     24.5%

  Total Change in Net Assets 2,002               0                      2,002               (10)                     (2,012)           (10)                

Capital Expenditures 48,700               



Christel House Academy West K-2 K-3 K-4 Avg

REVENUES 150             200                263              
FY 17-18 Budget K-5 Actuals Actuals Projected Over Over

Description Account Method Qty Rate TOTAL 14/15 15/16 16/17 (Under) Average (Under)
REVENUES

Basic Grant Revenue (State Funding)4000.0031110 Per ADM 321 6,809.00       2,185,690.00   825,481     1,292,013     1,822,511   363,179       1,313,335  872,355       
Spec Ed 53,300.00        13,280        17,200           47,200        6,100            25,893        27,407         
ESL Add Estimated counts 89                 

2,238,990.00   
State Facilities Funding 4000.0031910 Per ADM 321 500.00          160,500.00      99,000           133,000      27,500         116,000     44,500         

Grants - Federal and State: 160,500.00      
Textbook Reimbursement 4000.0039100 SALY 321 80.00$          25,680.00        20,650        5,030            20,650        5,030           
Summer School 4000.0031140 SALY 29,000.00        20,652        8,348            20,652        8,348           
Remediation 4000.0031990 SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Formative Assessment 4000.0031980 new 321 13.00$          4,200.00          8,790           (4,590)          8,790          (4,590)          
Technology Grants 4000.0032170 Quarterly -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Non - English Speaking Grant 4000.0032910 Per Student 89 1,225.00$    131,300.00      14,447        116,853       14,447        116,853       
Performance Award Title II Part B 4000.0032930 SALY 321 30.00$          9,600.00          9,600            #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Federal:
Title I C/Y 4000.0045140 Estimates 321 737.37$        232,500.00      113,750     146,957         215,374      17,126         158,694     73,806         
Title II PART A 4000.0049900 Estimates 321 65.66$          21,080.00        -              24,035           22,642        (1,562)          15,559        5,521           
Title III C/Y 4000.0049910 Estimates 321 18.71$          6,010.00          -              3,575             8,897           (2,887)          4,157          1,853           
Part B - Special Education 14-16 C/Y4000.0042230 Estimates 321 122.68$        39,380.00        14,108        15,806           29,509        9,871            19,808        19,572         
TAP Ended -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

School Food Program: 498,750.00      
Foodservice (Regular) 4000.0042910 Estimates 321 750.00$        240,750.00      240,922      (172)              240,922     (172)             
Foodservice (Summer) 4000.0042940 Estimates 11,000.00        11,044        (44)                11,044        (44)               

CHI Dev - Federal: 251,750.00      
21st Century 4000.0049930 Per Grant budget 151,000.00      75,000        76,000         75,000        76,000         
PCSP 4000.0045900 n/a spent final year 9,596           (9,596)          9,596          (9,596)          

Other Revenue: 151,000.00      
Contributions - Private 4000.0019200 2,000.00          9,096           (7,096)          9,096          (7,096)          
Other 4000.0019990 SALY 1,000.00          1,000            #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Lunch Fees 4000.0016110 SALY 4,000.00          4,000            #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Other Student Fees 4000.0017410 SALY 1,000.00          1,000            #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Textbook Fees 4000.0019420 SALY -                    -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

In-Kind: 8,000.00          
Contributions-In-Kind Services 4000.0065000 Estimate 1 nurse 55,000.00    55,000.00        55,000        -                55,000        -               
Contributions Other Items 4000.0065000 See detailed expense sheet 3,000.00          
CHI HS Bldg In-Kind 4000.0065000 -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

CHI Funding: 58,000.00        
Contributions - CHI Direct Funding 4000.0019210 615,000.00      #DIV/0!
Contributions - CHI Development 4000.0019220 250,000.00      #DIV/0!

TOTAL REVENUES 4,231,990.00   966,619     1,598,586     2,744,330   619,660       1,769,845  1,597,145    
Variances without CHI



Christel House Academy West K-2 K-3 K-4 Avg

REVENUES 150             200                263              
FY 17-18 Budget K-5 Actuals Actuals Projected Over Over

Description Account Method Qty Rate TOTAL 14/15 15/16 16/17 (Under) Average (Under)

Christel House Academy West
BASIC GRANT Projection: ADM

Foundation 5,273.00$       Sept 321
Complexity ($3,539 x .434) 1,536.00$       Feb

321 Budget
6,809.00$       Per student

-              
SPED Counts Projected 16/17 15/16 14/15

Severe 1 1 0 1 8,800$             8,800          
Moderate 15 13 4 1 2,300$             34,500        
Comm/Home 20 17 16 5 500$                 10,000        

53,300        
2016-17 Over(Under) -              

Annual Amount (2017-18) 2,238,989$    1,869,711  369,278        19.8%



CHRISTEL HOUSE ACADEMY, INC.
SALARY BUDGET 2017-2018

SUMMARY Version  5/2/17
CH Academy West 2017-18 2016-17 Variances
Base Pay 1,349,550          1,089,160           260,390            
Overtime Estimates 11,140                12,630                (1,490)               
Ongoing Stipends (Instructional Coaches, Lead Teachers, 
Program Coordinators) 33,850                23,850                10,000              
Per Pay Stipends (Athletics, Saturday School, 21st 
Century Before/After Care, Clubs, IndyTeach PD) 40,200                15,200                25,000              
Hard to Staff - Premiums -                       -                       -                     
IndyTeach Increases 60,540                60,540              
Bonuses 58,290                68,960                (10,670)             
Phone Rebates 1,300                  1,300                   -                     
Medical Rebates 23,880                15,450                8,430                
Total Compensation 1,578,750          1,226,550          352,200           
Allocation of Network 298,540              200,450              98,090              
Total Compensation 1,877,290          1,427,000          450,290           
LTI estimates 28,760                20,220                8,540                
Total Taxes & Benefits 466,160              364,090              102,070            
Allocation of Network 94,860                63,690                31,170              
Total Taxes & Benefits 589,780              448,000              141,780           
% of Compensation 31% 31% 31%
Total Salary, Taxes, & Benefits 2,467,070          1,875,000          592,070           

EXPLANATION OF INCREASES:
Standard Increase estimates 73,560                Standard increase over PY budget amounts.

New Positions 169,860              See listing below.
New Stipends 35,000                1 Lead ($5k) Sat Sch ($20k) Clubs ($10k)

IndyTeach - Increases 60,540                
Bonuses (10,670)               
LTI Estimates 8,540                  
Benefits and Taxes 102,070              

Network Allocation Changes 129,260              
23,910                Additional Interventionist

INCREASES Total 592,070              

NEW POSITIONS: FTEs

5th Grade Teacher 40,000                1.0

5th Grade Teacher 40,000                1.0

5th Grade Interventionist -                       (removed)
ESL Assistant 24,860                1.0

Special Education Teacher 45,000                1.0

FT PE Teacher 20,000                0.5

NEW POSITIONS TOTAL 169,860              4.5

FTE Counts 2017-18 2016-17 Variances
Non-program (includes Network staff) 5.5 4.6 0.9

Program 30.0 25.5 4.5
TOTAL FTEs 35.5 30.1 5.4
Headcount 31 27 4

Convert four (4) Interventionist Positions to Full-
time Teachers with base of $40,000



    
Proposed Final Projected

Budget Budget Actual
FY18 FY17  $  % FY17  $  % 

Description
Student Count 585 500 85     17% 500 85     17%

Revenue

State and Local Tuition Funding 3,949        3,300        649   20% 3,300         649   20%
State Facilities Funding -               -               -        0% -                -        0%
Grants - Federal and State 372           270           102   38% 275           97     35%
School Food Program -               -               -        0% -                -        0%
Other -               -               -        0% 2               (2)      -100%
Contributions - In-Kind 134           74             60     81% 173           (39)    -23%
Grants - CHI Funding -               87             (87)    -100% 35             (35)    -100%
Total Revenues 4,455        3,731        724   19% 3,785         670   18%

Operating Expenses

Staff Cost:
Salaries 2,245        1,732        513   30% 1,726         519   30%
Benefits and Taxes 705           576           129   22% 527           179   34%
    Subtotal 2,951        2,308        643   28% 2,253         698   31%

Program Expenses:
Program Expenses 212           232           (20)    -8% 213           (1)      -1%
Cost of Food Program -               -               -        0% -                -        0%
Cost of Transportation 53             45             8       18% 46             7       16%
    Subtotal 265           277           (12)    -4% 259           6       2%

General Administration 108           112           (4)      -4% 159           (51)    -32%

Facility 760           726           34     5% 736           24     3%

In-Kind 134           74             60     81% 187           (53)    -28%

Depreciation & Amortization 56             41             15     37% 23             33     139%

Total Expenses 4,273        3,538        735   21% 3,618         656   18%

Inc/(Dec) in Net Assets 182           193           (11)    -6% 167           14     9%

Total Capital Outlay -               190           (190)  -100% 174           (174)  -100%

Non-CHI Revenues Per Student 7,615$         7,288$         327      4.5% 7,500$           115      1.5%

TOTAL Expenses Per Student 7,305$         7,076$         229      3.2% 7,235$           70       1.0%

Staff Costs 5,044$         4,616$         428      9.3% 4,506$           538      11.9%

Program 454$            554$            (100)    -18.1% 518$              (65)      -12.5%

Facilities 1,299$         1,452$         (153)    -10.6% 1,472$           (173)    -11.8%

Christel House DORS Combined
Proposed FY18 Budget

(in thousands)

Variance Variance



Christel House DORS
Combined Budget Budget

2016-2017 2016-2017 Projected WEST Variance to Variance to

 Projected Budget Variance Ivy Tech Nights TOTAL Projected PY Budget Notes

 FY 17-18 FY 17-18 FY 17-18 FY 17-18
                  

    Operating Revenue 500 500 175 160 250 585         17.0%

      State and Local Tuition Funding 3,300,000    3,300,000    -               1,181,276   1,080,024   1,687,500   3,948,800   648,800         648,800         

      Grants - Federal and State 275,032       270,000       5,032           105,366      96,334        170,500      372,200      97,168           102,200         Last year for PCSP

      Other Revenue 1,590           -               1,590           -              -              -              -              (1,590)            -                 

      Contributions - In-Kind 173,477       74,200         99,277         134,000      -              -              134,000      (39,477)          59,800           

      Grants - CHI Funding 34,610         86,900         (52,290)        -              -              1,000          1,000          (33,610)          (85,900)          

    Total Operating Revenue 3,784,709    3,731,100    53,609         1,420,642   1,176,358   1,859,000   4,456,000   671,291         724,900                                                      810,800 

22.2% Variance in funding other than CHI

    Operating Expenses             

      Salaries 1,726,116    1,732,000    (5,884)          770,840      417,520      1,056,000   2,244,360   518,244         512,360         

      Benefits & Employment Taxes 526,759       576,000       (49,241)        243,070      116,700      346,000      705,770      179,011         129,770         

2,252,876    2,308,000    (55,124)        1,013,910   534,220      1,402,000   2,950,130   697,254         642,130         See payroll worksheets.

27.8%

      Program                   

        Instructional Services 17,259         36,500         (19,241)        7,836          7,164          11,000        26,000        8,741             (10,500)          Last year for PCSP - West

        Field Trips -               -               -               -              -              -              -              -                 -                 expenses reduced

        Substitute Services 208              2,860           (2,652)          776             709             -              1,485          1,277             (1,375)            

        Other Professional/Technical Support 21,334         12,625         8,709           6,305          5,765          2,160          14,230        (7,104)            1,605             

        Authorizer Fees 12,873         19,800         (6,927)          9,225          8,435          -              17,660        4,787             (2,140)            

        Postage 153              320              (167)             78               72               150             300             147                (20)                 

        Advertising 7,218           22,240         (15,022)        5,417          4,953          7,760          18,130        10,912           (4,110)            

        Printing/Binding 1,295           3,480           (2,185)          470             430             900             1,800          505                (1,680)            

        Travel 5,479           8,475           (2,996)          1,787          1,633          3,440          6,860          1,381             (1,615)            

        Operational Supplies 21,748         17,305         4,443           5,477          5,008          8,430          18,915        (2,833)            1,610             

        Food Purchases 8,364           8,820           (456)             2,581          2,359          3,860          8,800          436                (20)                 

        Textbooks 10,667         17,000         (6,333)          2,090          1,910          4,000          8,000          (2,667)            (9,000)            More software, less books.

        Uniforms 9,247           6,380           2,867           1,191          1,089          990             3,270          (5,977)            (3,110)            

        Equipment 16,086         4,000           12,086         -              -              -              -              (16,086)          (4,000)            

        Computer Hardware 408              -               408              -              -              -              -              (408)               -                 

        Other Tech Equipment 39                -               39                -              -              -              -              (39)                 -                 

        Software 52,437         43,450         8,987           14,679        13,421        23,300        51,400        (1,037)            7,950             

        Professional Development 27,739         28,530         (791)             8,599          7,861          14,510        30,970        3,231             2,440             

        Dues & Fees 53                -               53                -              -              -              -              (53)                 -                 

        Awards 877              -               877              1,306          1,194          2,500          5,000          4,123             5,000             

      Total Program 213,482       231,785       (18,303)        67,816        62,004        83,000        212,820      (662)               (18,965)          

-8.2%

      Cost of Transportation 45,734         45,000         734              15,672        14,328        23,000        53,000        7,267             8,000             College/field trips $7k, growth $5k

17.8%

Budget

SOUTH



Christel House DORS
Combined Budget Budget

2016-2017 2016-2017 Projected WEST Variance to Variance to

 Projected Budget Variance Ivy Tech Nights TOTAL Projected PY Budget Notes

 FY 17-18 FY 17-18 FY 17-18 FY 17-18

Budget

SOUTH

      General & Administrative                   

        Data Processing Services 8,430           7,875           555              3,333          3,047          4,640          11,020        2,590             3,145             

        Other Professional/Technical Services 75,230         36,295         38,935         6,378          5,832          8,880          21,090        (54,140)          (15,205)          Lobbyist $45k

        Repairs & Maintenance Services 210              -               210              -              -              -              -              (210)               -                 

        Rentals (Copiers) 6,157           5,754           403              836             764             3,900          5,500          (657)               (254)               

        Insurance 33,978         30,442         3,536           8,907          8,143          10,290        27,340        (6,638)            (3,102)            

        Postage 78                -               78                -              -              -              -              (78)                 -                 

        Operational Supplies 1,301           3,325           (2,024)          1,609          1,471          2,240          5,320          4,019             1,995             

        Connectivity 6,232           7,070           (838)             2,069          1,891          2,880          6,840          608                (230)               

        Other Tech Equipment 4,073           -               4,073           -              -              -              -              (4,073)            -                 

        Software 20,469         18,095         2,374           7,987          7,303          11,120        26,410        5,941             8,315             

        Dues & Fees 475              -               475              193             177             310             680             205                680                

        Bank Service Charges 2,180           1,820           360              690             630             960             2,280          101                460                

      Total General & Administrative 158,812       110,676       48,136         32,001        29,259        45,220        106,480      (52,332)          (4,196)            

      Rent & Facilities                   -3.8%

        Other Professional/Technical Service 62,943         68,749         (5,806)          -              51,780        19,640        71,420        8,477             2,671             

        Water & Sewage 9,367           4,790           4,577           -              6,290          1,900          8,190          (1,177)            3,400             

        Removal of Refuse 2,554           2,380           174              -              1,560          1,050          2,610          56                  230                

        Cleaning Service 64,329         63,610         719              -              40,800        28,870        69,670        5,341             6,060             

        Repairs & Maintenance Services 29,387         27,000         2,387           -              37,740        8,800          46,540        17,153           19,540           

        Rent (Building) 468,000       469,400       (1,400)          -              280,500      187,500      468,000      -                 (1,400)            

        Operational Supplies 13,051         11,410         1,641           -              8,770          3,750          12,520        (531)               1,110             

        Telephone -               1,472           (1,472)          -              -              -              -              -                 (1,472)            

        Gas Utilities 9,189           12,980         (3,791)          -              7,760          3,300          11,060        1,871             (1,920)            

        Electric 75,678         64,500         11,178         -              51,000        17,870        68,870        (6,808)            4,370             

        Dues and Fees 1,288           630              658              -              680             100             780             (508)               150                

      Total Rent & Facilities 735,786       726,921       8,865           -              486,880      272,780      759,660      23,874           32,739           

4.5%

      In-Kind 187,346       74,200         113,146       134,000      -              -              134,000      (53,346)          59,800           

80.6%

      Depreciation & Amortization 23,480         41,520         (18,040)        12,015        10,985        33,000        56,000        32,520           14,480           
34.9%

    Total Operating Expenses 3,617,514    3,538,102    79,412         1,275,414   1,137,676   1,859,000   4,272,090   654,576      733,988      20.7%

  Total Change in Net Assets 167,195       192,998       (25,803)        145,227      38,683        -              183,910      16,715           (9,088)            

Per Student Costs $7,235 $7,076 $7,288 $7,110 $7,436 $7,303



CHRISTEL HOUSE ACADEMY, INC.
SALARY BUDGET 2017-2018

SUMMARY Version  5/2/17
CH DORS Combined Ivy Tech Nights West 2017-18 2016-17 Variances
Base Pay 560,310     252,410     686,050      1,498,770   1,274,390   224,380     
Overtime Estimates 9,570          -              7,860           17,430        15,930        1,500          
Ongoing Stipends (Instructional Coaches, Lead Teachers, 
Program Coordinators) 7,490          7,100          11,910        26,500        20,000        6,500          
Per Pay Stipends (Athletics, Saturday School, 21st 
Century Before/After Care, Clubs, IndyTeach PD) -              -              -               -               -              
Hard to Staff - Premiums 6,110          1,650          5,190           12,950        -               12,950       
IndyTeach Increases -              -              -               -               -              
Bonuses 25,370       12,800       31,670        69,840        81,200        (11,360)      
Phone Rebates 990             430             1,190           2,610           2,600           10               
Medical Rebates 5,060          540             13,280        18,880        4,710           14,170       
Total Compensation 614,900     274,930     757,150      1,646,980   1,398,830   248,150     
Allocation of Network 155,950     142,590     298,540      597,080      332,650      264,430     
Total Compensation 770,850     417,520     1,055,690   2,244,060   1,731,480   512,580     
LTI estimates 9,260          8,470          15,520        33,250        22,920        10,330       
Total Taxes & Benefits 184,300     62,930       235,250      482,480      447,370      35,110       
Allocation of Network 49,560       45,310       94,860        189,730      106,240      83,490       
Total Taxes & Benefits 243,120     116,710     345,630      705,460      576,530      128,930     
% of Compensation 32% 28% 33% 31% 33% 25%
Total Salary, Taxes, & Benefits 1,013,970  534,230     1,401,320   2,949,520   2,308,010   641,510     

EXPLANATION OF INCREASES:
Standard Increase estimates 83,940        

New Positions 213,780      See listing below.
New Stipends 6,500           

Bonuses (11,360)       
LTI Estimates 10,330        
Benefits and Taxes 35,110        

Network Allocation Changes 347,920      
Changes to current year (16-17) staff (44,710)       Remove Public Ally position
INCREASES Total 641,510      

NEW POSITIONS: FTEs

College & Careers Admin DORS 14,960       13,670       21,370        50,000        1.0

SpEd/Literacy Specialist 14,960       13,670       21,370        50,000        1.0

Instructional Coach 19,440       17,780       27,780        65,000        1.0

Night ESL Teacher 17,000       17,000        0.3

Night ESL Assistant 5,980          5,980           0.3

Night SpEd/Literacy Assistant -              -               (removed)
SpEd/Literacy Assistant (removed) -               (removed)

ESL Assistant 25,800        25,800        1.0

Public Ally (no longer using) -1.0

NEW POSITIONS TOTAL 49,360       68,100       96,320        213,780      3.6

FTE Counts Ivy Tech Nights West 2017-18 2016-17 Additions
Non-program (includes Network staff) 3.4              2.4              5.5               11.3 8.0 3.3

Program 11.8            5.5              15.6             32.9 29.3 3.6
TOTAL FTEs 15.1            8.0              21.1             44.2 37.3 6.9
Headcount 15 15 15 45 40 5



    
Proposed Final Projected

Budget Budget Actual
FY18 FY17  $  % FY17  $  % 

Description
Student Count 335 300 35     12% 300 35     12%

Revenue

State and Local Tuition Funding 2,261        1,980        281   14% 1,980         281   14%
State Facilities Funding -               -               -        0% -                -        0%
Grants - Federal and State 202           -               202   100% 5               196   3742%
School Food Program -               -               -        0% -                -        0%
Other -               -               -        0% 1               (1)      -100%
Contributions - In-Kind 134           74             60     81% 173           (39)    -23%
Grants - CHI Funding -               72             (72)    -100% 33             (33)    -100%
Total Revenues 2,597        2,126        471   22% 2,192         405   18%

Operating Expenses

Staff Cost:
Salaries 1,188        938           250   27% 915           274   30%
Benefits and Taxes 360           301           59     20% 264           96     36%
    Subtotal 1,548        1,239        309   25% 1,179         369   31%

Program Expenses:
Program Expenses 130           95             35     37% 81             49     60%
Cost of Food Program -               -               -        0% -                -        0%
Cost of Transportation 30             25             5       20% 26             4       14%
    Subtotal 160           120           40     33% 108           52     48%

General Administration 63             67             (4)      -6% 109           (46)    -42%

Facility 487           466           21     4% 475           12     3%

In-Kind 134           74             60     81% 187           (53)    -28%

Depreciation & Amortization 23             15             8       54% 7               16     228%

Total Expenses 2,415        1,981        434   22% 2,064         350   17%

Inc/(Dec) in Net Assets 182           145           37     26% 128           54     43%

Total Capital Outlay -               89             (89)    -100% 84             (84)    -100%

Non-CHI Revenues Per Student 7,752$         6,847$         905      13.2% 7,199$           553      7.7%

TOTAL Expenses Per Student 7,208$         6,603$         605      9.2% 6,881$           327      4.7%

Staff Costs 4,621$         4,130$         491      11.9% 3,930$           692      17.6%

Program 477$            400$            77       19.3% 359$              118      32.9%

Facilities 1,453$         1,553$         (100)    -6.4% 1,582$           (129)    -8.1%

Christel House DORS South
Proposed FY18 Budget

(in thousands)

Variance Variance



Christel House DORS South CY Avg

REVENUES
FY 17-18 Budget Actuals Over Over

Description Account Method Qty Rate TOTAL 14-15 15-16 16-17 (Under) Average (Under)
REVENUES

Basic Grant Revenue (State Funding) 4000.0031110 Per ADM 335 6,750.00    2,261,250.00    1,980,000   281,250       1,980,000  281,250       
Spec Ed SALY 300 -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Honors SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

2,261,250.00    
State Facilities Funding 4000.0031910 Per ADM -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Grants - Federal and State: -                       
Summer School 4000.0031140 SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Remediation 4000.0031990 SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Technology Grants 4000.0032170 Quarterly -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Non - English Speaking Grant 4000.0032910 Per Student 141 1,225.00$ 187,200.00        2,908           184,292       2,908          184,292       
Performance Award Title II Part B 4000.0032930 SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Federal:
Title I C/Y 4000.0045140 Estimates -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Title II PART A 4000.0049900 Estimates -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Title III C/Y 4000.0049910 Estimates 2,500.00            2,391           109               2,391          109               
Part B - Special Education 14-16 C/Y 4000.0042230 Estimates 12,000.00          12,000          #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

School Food Program: 201,700.00        
Foodservice (Regular) 4000.0042910 Estimates -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Foodservice (Summer) 4000.0042940 Estimates -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

CHI Dev - Federal: -                       
21st Century 4000.0049930 Per Grant budget -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
PCSP 4000.0045900 n/a -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Other Revenue: -                       
Contributions - Private 4000.0019200 -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Other 4000.0019990 SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Lunch Fees 4000.0016110 SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Other Student Fees 4000.0017410 SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Textbook Fees 4000.0019420 SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

In-Kind: -                       
Contributions-In-Kind Services 4000.0065000 Ivy Tech facilities usage 134,000.00        134,000       #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Contributions Other Items 4000.0065000 See detailed expense sheet -                       
CHI HS Bldg In-Kind 4000.0065000 -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

CHI Funding: 134,000.00        
Contributions - CHI Direct Funding 4000.0019210 -                       #DIV/0!
Contributions - CHI Development 4000.0019220 #DIV/0!

TOTAL REVENUES 2,596,950.00    -              -              1,985,299   611,651       #DIV/0!
Variances without CHI



    
Proposed Final Projected

Budget Budget Actual
FY18 FY17  $  % FY17  $  % 

Description
Student Count 250 200 50     25% 200 50     25%

Revenue

State and Local Tuition Funding 1,688        1,320        368   28% 1,320         368   28%
State Facilities Funding -               -               -        0% -                -        0%
Grants - Federal and State 171           270           (99)    -37% 270           (99)    -37%
School Food Program -               -               -        0% -                -        0%
Other -               -               -        0% 1               (1)      -100%
Contributions - In-Kind -               -               -        0% 0               (0)      0%
Grants - CHI Funding -               15             (15)    -100% 2               (2)      -100%
Total Revenues 1,858        1,605        254   16% 1,592         266   17%

Operating Expenses

Staff Cost:
Salaries 1,056        794           262   33% 811           244   30%
Benefits and Taxes 346           275           71     26% 263           83     32%
    Subtotal 1,401        1,069        332   31% 1,074         327   30%

Program Expenses:
Program Expenses 83             137           (54)    -40% 132           (50)    -38%
Cost of Food Program -               -               -        0% -                -        0%
Cost of Transportation 23             20             3       15% 19             4       19%
    Subtotal 106           157           (51)    -33% 152           (46)    -30%

General Administration 45             45             0       0% 50             (5)      -10%

Facility 273           260           13     5% 261           12     4%

In-Kind -               -               -        0% 0               (0)      0%

Depreciation & Amortization 33             26             7       27% 16             17     100%

Total Expenses 1,858        1,557        301   19% 1,553         305   20%

Inc/(Dec) in Net Assets 0              48             (48)    -99% 39             (39)    -99%

Total Capital Outlay -               101           (101)  -100% 90             (90)    -100%

Non-CHI Revenues Per Student 7,432$         7,950$         (518)    -6.5% 7,952$           (519)    -6.5%

TOTAL Expenses Per Student 7,431$         7,785$         (354)    -4.5% 7,766$           (334)    -4.3%

Staff Costs 5,605$         5,345$         260      4.9% 5,370$           235      4.4%

Program 422$            785$            (363)    -46.2% 758$              (335)    -44.3%

Facilities 1,091$         1,300$         (209)    -16.1% 1,306$           (215)    -16.4%

Christel House DORS West
Proposed FY18 Budget

(in thousands)

Variance



Christel House DORS West CY Avg

REVENUES
FY 17-18 Budget Actuals Projected Over Over

Description Account Method Qty Rate TOTAL 13/14 14/15 15/16 (Under) Average (Under)
REVENUES

Basic Grant Revenue (State Funding) 4000.0031110 Per ADM 250 6,750.00    1,687,500.00    1,687,500    #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Spec Ed SALY 200 -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Honors SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

1,687,500.00    
State Facilities Funding 4000.0031910 Per ADM -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Grants - Federal and State: -                       
Summer School 4000.0031140 SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Remediation 4000.0031990 SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Technology Grants 4000.0032170 Quarterly -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Non - English Speaking Grant 4000.0032910 Per Student 120 1,225.00$ 161,000.00        1,722           159,278       1,722          159,278       
Performance Award Title II Part B 4000.0032930 SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Federal:
Title I C/Y 4000.0045140 Estimates -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Title II PART A 4000.0049900 Estimates -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Title III C/Y 4000.0049910 Estimates 1,500.00            1,447           53                  1,447          53                 
Part B - Special Education 14-16 C/Y 4000.0042230 Estimates 8,000.00            8,000            #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

School Food Program: 170,500.00        
Foodservice (Regular) 4000.0042910 Estimates -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Foodservice (Summer) 4000.0042940 Estimates -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

CHI Dev - Federal: -                       
21st Century 4000.0049930 Per Grant budget -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
PCSP 4000.0045900 Final year ended -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Other Revenue: -                       
Contributions - Private 4000.0019200 -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Other 4000.0019990 SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Lunch Fees 4000.0016110 SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Other Student Fees 4000.0017410 SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Textbook Fees 4000.0019420 SALY -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

In-Kind: -                       
Contributions-In-Kind Services 4000.0065000 -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Contributions Other Items 4000.0065000 See detailed expense sheet -                       
CHI HS Bldg In-Kind 4000.0065000 -                #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

CHI Funding: -                       
Contributions - CHI Direct Funding 4000.0019210 1,000.00            #DIV/0!
Contributions - CHI Development 4000.0019220 #DIV/0!

TOTAL REVENUES 1,859,000.00    -              -              3,169           1,854,831    #DIV/0!
Variances without CHI




