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Arizona Community Development Corporation- Entity ID 79947  
Schools: La Paloma Academy, La Paloma Academy (Lakeside), La Paloma Academy-South 

 

Renewal Executive Summary 

I. Performance Summary 

Renewal application requirements are based upon the Charter Holder’s past performance as measured 
by the Board’s Academic, Financial, and Operational1 Performance Frameworks. The table below 
identifies areas for which the Charter Holder demonstrated acceptable performance. For “Acceptable” 
financial performance, the Charter Holder was waived from submission requirements for the renewal 
application. For “Not Acceptable” academic performance, the Charter Holder was required to submit 
additional information as part of the renewal application. 

Area Acceptable Not Acceptable 

Academic Framework ☐ ☒ 

Financial Framework ☒ ☐ 

Operational Framework ☒ ☐ 

During the five-year interval review of the charter, Arizona Community Development Corporation was 
required to submit a Performance Management Plan as an intervention because La Paloma Academy 
and La Paloma Academy (Lakeside), the two schools operated by the Charter Holder at the time of the 
interval review, did not meet the academic expectations set forth by the Board. At the time Arizona 
Community Development Corporation became eligible to apply for renewal, the Charter Holder did not 
meet the Academic Performance Expectations of the Board as set forth in the Performance Framework 
because in the most recent fiscal year for which an academic dashboard is available, each school 
operated by the Charter Holder (La Paloma Academy, La Paloma Academy (Lakeside), and La Paloma 
Academy-South) received an overall rating of “Does Not Meet” the Board’s academic standards. 
Therefore, the Charter Holder was required to submit a Demonstration of Sufficient Progress (DSP) as 
part of the renewal application package. The Charter Holder was unable to demonstrate that the schools 
are making sufficient progress toward the Board’s expectations through the submission of the required 
information or evidence reviewed during an on-site visit.  

II. Profile  

Arizona Community Development Corporation operates three schools, La Paloma Academy, La Paloma 
Academy (Lakeside), and La Paloma Academy-South, serving grades K-8 in Tucson. The graph below 
shows the Charter Holder’s actual 100th day average daily membership (ADM) for fiscal years 2012-2016. 

                                                 
1
 The Operational Performance Framework does not require additional submissions for charter holders that have 

“Not Acceptable” operational performance. 
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The graph below shows the Charter Holder’s actual 100th day ADM for fiscal years 2012-2016 broken 
down by school site. 

 

The academic performance of La Paloma Academy, La Paloma Academy (Lakeside), and La Paloma 
Academy-South is represented in the table below. The Academic Dashboards for each school can be 
seen in the appendix: B. Academic Dashboards.  

School Name Opened 
Current 

Grades Served 
2012 Overall 

Rating 

2013 Overall 
Rating 

2014 Overall 
Rating 

La Paloma Academy 08/19/2002 K – 8 51.88/ C 49.38/ C 61.88/ B 

La Paloma Academy (Lakeside) 09/02/2003 K – 8 50/ C 51.25/ C 53.75/ C 

La Paloma Academy-South 08/01/2012 K – 8  44.38/ D 39.38/ D 
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The demographic data for La Paloma Academy, La Paloma Academy (Lakeside), and La Paloma Academy-
South from the 2014-2015 school year is represented in the charts below.2  

 

 

The percentage of students who were eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch, classified as English 
Language Learners, and classified as students with disabilities in the 2014-2015 school year is 
represented in the table below.3  

 Category 

School Name 
Free and Reduced 

Lunch (FRL) 
English Language 

Learners (ELLs) 
Special Education 

La Paloma Academy 76% 8% 8% 

La Paloma Academy 
(Lakeside) 

69% 4% 9% 

La Paloma Academy-
South 

41% 23% 11% 

                                                 
2
 Information provided by the Research and Evaluation Division of the ADE.  

3
 Information provided by the Research and Evaluation Division of the ADE. If the percentage of students in a non-ethnicity-

based demographic group is not reported to ADE, or is 0% or 100%, the percentage for that demographic group is redacted. 
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The Charter Holder was last before the Board on April 13, 2015 as a Charter Holder with a DSP 
demonstrating limited systems. The Charter Holder had been assigned a DSP because it 1) failed to meet 
the Board’s academic performance expectations, and 2) operates one or more schools that had earned a 
letter grade of D. The Charter Holder was not able to demonstrate the implementation of 
comprehensive systems, as defined in the DSP evaluation criteria, and was also not able to demonstrate 
that its academic performance is improving through the presentation of year-over-year comparative 
data. The Charter Holder was able to demonstrate the implementation of limited systems, through an 
evaluation of “Meets” in the areas of Monitoring Instruction and Professional Development, “Does Not 
Meet” in the areas Curriculum and Assessment, and “Falls Far Below” in the area of Data because the 
Charter Holder was unable to show improvement in any measures.  

The Board directed staff to continue monitoring the Charter Holder through the Academic Intervention 
Schedule. 

III. Additional School Choices 

La Paloma Academy received a letter grade of B, and an overall rating of Does Not Meet the Board’s 
academic performance standard for FY 2014. The school site is located in Tucson near N. Wilmot Rd. and 
E. Pima St. The following information identifies additional schools within a five mile radius of the school 
and the academic performance of those schools.  

There are 53 schools serving grades K-8 within a five mile radius of La Paloma Academy that received an 
A-F letter grade. The table below provides a breakdown of those schools. Schools are grouped by the A - 
F letter grade assigned by the ADE. For each letter grade, the table identifies the number of schools 
assigned that letter grade, the number of schools that scored above the state average on AzMERIT in 
English Language Arts and Math in FY 2015, the number of schools with AzMERIT scores comparable to 
those of La Paloma Academy, the number of those schools that are charter schools, and the number of 
the charter schools that are meeting the Board’s academic performance standard for FY 2014.  

La Paloma Academy Math 32% ELA  30%  

Letter 
Grade 

Within 
5 

miles 

Above State 
Average 

ELA (35%) 

Above State 
Average 

Math (35%) 

Comparable 
Math (± 5%) 

Comparable  
ELA (± 5%) 

Charter 
Schools 

Meets 
Board’s 

Standard 

A 16 14 14 1 2 7 7 

B 15 8 5 7 5 4 4 

C 19 1 2 11 11 4 0 

D 3 0 0 1 0 1 0 

The table below presents the number of schools, sorted by FY 2014 letter grades, within a five mile 
radius of La Paloma Academy serving a comparable percentage of students (± 5%) in the identified 
subgroups.4 

La Paloma Academy 76% 8% 8% 

Letter Grade 
Comparable FRL 

(± 5%) 
Comparable ELL 

(± 5%) 
Comparable SPED 

(± 5%) 

A 0 8 13 

                                                 
4
 Information provided by the Research and Evaluation Division of the ADE. If the percentage of students in a non-ethnicity-

based demographic group is not reported to ADE, or is 0% or 100%, the percentage for that demographic group is redacted. 

https://asbcs.az.gov/sites/default/files/BOARD%20REPORT%20AGENDA%20ITEM%20-%20DSPs%20with%20site%20visits%20partial%20systems.pdf
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B 2 9 6 

C 8 12 9 

D 2 1 1 

La Paloma Academy (Lakeside) received a letter grade of C, and an overall rating of Does Not Meet the 
Board’s academic performance standard. The school site is located in Tucson near E. Golf Links Rd. and 
E. Lakeside Parkway. The following information identifies additional schools within a five mile radius of 
the school and the academic performance of those schools.  

There are 37 schools serving grades K-8 within a five mile radius of La Paloma Academy (Lakeside) that 
received an A-F letter grade. The table below provides a breakdown of those schools. Schools are 
grouped by the A - F letter grade assigned by the ADE. For each letter grade, the table identifies the 
number of schools assigned that letter grade, the number of schools that scored above the state 
average on AzMERIT in English Language Arts and Math in FY 2015, the number of schools with AzMERIT 
scores comparable to those of La Paloma Academy, the number of those schools that are charter 
schools, and the number of the charter schools that are meeting the Board’s academic performance 
standard for FY 2014.  

La Paloma Academy (Lakeside) Math 34% ELA 30%  

Letter 
Grade 

Within 
5 

miles 

Above State 
Average 

ELA (35%) 

Above State 
Average 

Math (35%) 

Comparable 
Math (± 5%) 

Comparable  
ELA (± 5%) 

Charter 
Schools 

Meets 
Board’s 

Standard 

A 10 9 9 1 0 4 4 

B 12 6 5 7 3 5 3 

C 13 1 2 8 6 1 0 

D 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

The table below presents the number of schools, sorted by FY 2014 letter grades, within a five mile 
radius of La Paloma Academy (Lakeside) serving a comparable percentage of students (± 5%) in the 
identified subgroups.5 

La Paloma Academy (Lakeside) 69% 4% 9% 

Letter Grade 
Comparable FRL 

(± 5%) 
Comparable ELL 

(± 5%) 
Comparable SPED 

(± 5%) 

A 1 6 7 

B 3 9 6 

C 3 10 5 

D 0 2 1 

 

La Paloma Academy-South received a letter grade of D, and an overall rating of Does Not Meet the 
Board’s academic performance standard. The school site is located in Tucson near W. Drexel Rd. and S. 
12th Ave. The following information identifies additional schools within a five mile radius of the school 
and the academic performance of those schools.  

                                                 
5
 Information provided by the Research and Evaluation Division of the ADE. If the percentage of students in a non-ethnicity-

based demographic group is not reported to ADE, or is 0% or 100%, the percentage for that demographic group is redacted. 
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There are 40 schools serving grades K-8 within a five mile radius of La Paloma Academy-South that 
received an A-F letter grade. The table below provides a breakdown of those schools. Schools are 
grouped by the A - F letter grade assigned by the ADE. For each letter grade, the table identifies the 
number of schools assigned that letter grade, the number of schools that scored above the state 
average on AzMERIT in English Language Arts and Math in FY 2015, the number of schools with AzMERIT 
scores comparable to those of La Paloma Academy, the number of those schools that are charter 
schools, and the number of the charter schools that are meeting the Board’s academic performance 
standard for FY 2014.  

La Paloma Academy-South Math 18% ELA  17%  

Letter 
Grade 

Within 
5 

miles 

Above State 
Average 

ELA (35%) 

Above State 
Average 

Math (35%) 

Comparable 
Math (± 5%) 

Comparable  
ELA (± 5%) 

Charter 
Schools 

Meets 
Board’s 

Standard 

A 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 

B 13 4 6 2 2 2 2 

C 15 1 0 11 8 1 0 

D 9 1 1 7 4 2 0 

The table below presents the number of schools, sorted by FY 2014 letter grades, within a five mile 
radius of La Paloma Academy-South serving a comparable percentage of students (± 5%) in the 
identified subgroups.6 

La Paloma Academy-South 41% 23% 11% 

Letter Grade 
Comparable FRL 

(± 5%) 
Comparable ELL 

(± 5%) 
Comparable SPED 

(± 5%) 

A 0 0 3 

B 1 3 11 

C 0 6 13 

D 0 3 4 

 

IV.  Success of the Academic Program 

In FY 2012, Arizona Community Development Corporation operated two schools that did not meet the 
Board’s academic performance standards. In FY 2013 and FY 2014, all three schools currently operated 
by Arizona Community Development Corporation did not meet the Board’s academic performance 
standards. In those fiscal years, each of the schools received an evaluation of “Does Not Meet” on the 
Academic Dashboard. La Paloma Academy demonstrated a 10 point increase in the Overall Rating from 
FY 2012 to FY 2014, and increased from a letter grade of C in FY 2012 and FY 2013 to a letter grade of B 
in FY 2014. La Paloma Academy (Lakeside) demonstrated a 3.75 point increase in Overall Rating during 
the same time period, and maintained an A-F letter grade of C in all three fiscal years. The Charter 
Holder’s third school, La Paloma Academy—South showed a five point decrease from FY 2013 to FY 
2014, and earned a letter grade of D in both fiscal years. 

 

                                                 
6
 Information provided by the Research and Evaluation Division of the ADE. If the percentage of students in a non-ethnicity-

based demographic group is not reported to ADE, or is 0% or 100%, the percentage for that demographic group is redacted. 
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The following is a timeline of activities that have occurred related to the academic performance of 
Arizona Community Development Corporation: 

January 2012: Arizona Community Development Corporation was notified that the Charter Holder was 
required to submit a Performance Management Plan (PMP) on or before July 1, 2012 for the five-year 
interval review because La Paloma Academy and La Paloma Academy (Lakeside), schools operated by 
the Charter Holder, did not meet the Academic Expectations set forth by the Board.  

June 2012: Arizona Community Development Corporation timely submitted a PMP.  

February 2013: The Board released FY 2012 Academic Dashboards; La Paloma Academy and La Paloma 
Academy (Lakeside) both received an overall rating of “Does Not Meet” the Board’s academic standards, 
and Arizona Community Development Corporation did not meet the Board’s Academic Performance 
Expectations. 

October 2013: The Board released FY 2013 Academic Dashboards; La Paloma Academy, La Paloma 
Academy (Lakeside), and La Paloma Academy—South each received an overall rating of “Does Not 
Meet” the Board’s academic standards. Therefore, Arizona Community Development Corporation did 
not meet the Board’s Academic Performance Expectations. The Charter Holder was assigned a DSP as 
part of an annual reporting requirement. 

October 2014: The Board released FY 2014 Academic Dashboards; La Paloma Academy, La Paloma 
Academy (Lakeside), and La Paloma Academy—South each received an overall rating of “Does Not 
Meet” the Board’s academic standards. Therefore, Arizona Community Development Corporation did 
not meet the Board’s Academic Performance Expectations. The Charter Holder was assigned a FY 2015 
DSP as part of an annual reporting requirement. 

January 2015:  Board staff completed a final evaluation of the Charter Holder’s FY 2014 DSP and made 
the evaluation available to the Charter Holder. In that final evaluation of the FY 2014 DSP, Board staff 
determined that the Charter Holder’s DSP was not acceptable in all measures. In measures that were 
evaluated as not acceptable, Board staff provided the Charter Holder with technical guidance. The 
findings contained in the final evaluation of the FY 2014 DSP were grounded in a limited evaluation of 
the school’s evidence as compared to the evaluation used in completing final evaluation of the FY 2016 
DSP submitted as part of the renewal application package.    

February 2015:  Following a preliminary evaluation of the FY 2015 DSP, Board staff conducted a site visit 
on February 24, 2015 to meet with the school’s leadership and review all evidence provided by the 
Charter Holder.  

April 2015:  Board staff completed a final evaluation of the Charter Holder’s FY2015 DSP and made the 
evaluation available to the Charter Holder. In that final evaluation of the FY2015 DSP, Board staff 
determined that the Charter Holder’s DSP was not acceptable in three out of five areas. In areas that 
were evaluated as not acceptable, Board staff provided the Charter Holder with technical guidance. 

September 2015: Arizona Community Development Corporation was notified that the Charter Holder 
was required to submit a PMP on or before November 30, 2015 as part of the Heightened Monitoring 
Requirements based on Board action at the April 2015 meeting. 

November 2015: Board staff provided the Charter Holder, through its authorized representative, Raena 
Janes, with Renewal Notification Information, which included notification of the renewal process, the 
date on which the Charter Holder would become eligible to apply for renewal, November 14, 2015, the 
deadline date on which the renewal application package would be due to the Board, February 14, 2016, 
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information on the availability of the Charter Holder’s renewal application as well as instruction on how 
to access the renewal application, and notification of the requirement to submit a DSP as a component 
of its renewal application package because the Charter Holder did not meet the Academic Performance 
Expectations set forth by the Board.  

V. Demonstration of Sufficient Progress 

A renewal application package with a Renewal DSP for Arizona Community Development Corporation 
(appendix: F. Renewal DSP Submission) was timely submitted by the Charter Representative on February 
15, 2016 because, per the renewal notification received by the Charter Holder, if the submission due 
date falls on a weekend or holiday, the deadline is the next business day. The Charter Holder was 
provided a copy of the initial evaluation of the DSP Report prior to the site visit and informed that areas 
initially evaluated as not acceptable must be addressed with additional evidence and documentation at 
the time of the visit.  

Following a preliminary evaluation of the DSP, staff conducted a site visit to meet with the school’s 
leadership, as selected by the school, to confirm evidence of the processes described in the DSP and 
review additional evidence to be considered in the final evaluation of the Charter Holder’s DSP 
submission. The following representatives of Arizona Community Development Corporation were 
present at the site visit: 

Name Role 

Karen Crandall Board Member 

Viridiana Rodriguez ELL Coordinator 

Julie Clark Special Ed Director 

April Rubasch Title 1 Director 

Kris Johnson Director of Federal Programs 

Paul Bummer  Principal South 

Sean Watins Principal Lakeside 

Brendan Ewald Principal Central 

Alicia Perez District Rep 

Kaytie Thies District Rep 

Raena Janes Director 

Jackie Trujillo Superintendent 

At the site visit, Board staff completed a document inventory for all evidence presented by the Charter 
Holder (appendix: D. Renewal DSP Site Visit Inventory Forms). The Charter Holder was provided a copy 
of the document inventory at the end of the site visit. Following the site visit, Board staff completed a 
final evaluation of the DSP (appendix: C. Renewal DSP Final Evaluation). The following is a summary of 
the final DSP Evaluation:  

Evaluation Summary 

Area 
DSP Evaluation 

Meets Does Not Meet Falls Far Below 

La Paloma Academy-Data ☐ ☐ ☒ 

La Paloma Academy-Lakeside-Data ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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La Paloma Academy-South-Data ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Curriculum ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Assessment ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Monitoring Instruction ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Professional Development ☒ ☐ ☐ 

After considering information in the DSP Report and evidence provided at the time of the site visit, the 
Charter Holder did demonstrate evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a comprehensive curriculum system, a comprehensive assessment system, a 
comprehensive instructional monitoring system, and a comprehensive professional development 
system. However, the data provided by the Charter Holder failed to show improvement year-over-year 
for the two most recent school years, and demonstrated declines in academic performance, in 4 out of 
the 10 measures required by the Board for La Paloma Academy, 1 out of 11 measures for La Paloma 
Academy (Lakeside), and 2 out of 12 measures for La Paloma Academy-South.  

Based on the findings summarized above and described below, staff determined that the Charter Holder 
did not demonstrate sufficient progress towards meeting the Board’s Academic Performance 
Expectations. 

VI. Viability of the Organization 

The Charter Holder meets the Board’s Financial Performance Expectations set forth in the Performance 
Framework adopted by the Board. Therefore, the Charter Holder was not required to submit a Financial 
Performance Response. 

VII. Adherence to the Terms of the Charter 

For FY 2015, the Charter Holder meets the Board’s Operational Performance Standard set forth in the 
Performance Framework adopted by the Board and, to date, has no measures rated as “Falls Far Below 
Standard” for the current fiscal year (appendix: A. Renewal Summary Review). 

  



ASBCS, April 11, 2016                         Page 10 

 

VIII. Board Options 

Option 1:  The Board may approve the renewal. The following language is provided for consideration:   

Renewal is based on consideration of academic, fiscal and contractual compliance of the Charter Holder. 
With that taken into consideration as well as all information provided to the Board for consideration of 
this renewal application package and during its discussion with representatives of the Charter Holder, I 
move to approve the request for charter renewal and grant a renewal contract to Arizona Community 
Development Corporation. 

 

Option 2: The Board may deny the renewal. The following language is provided for consideration: 

Based upon a review of the information provided by the representatives of the Charter Holder and the 
contents of the application package which includes the academic performance, the fiscal compliance, 
and legal and contractual compliance of the Charter Holder over the charter term, I move to deny the 
request for charter renewal and to not grant a renewal contract for Arizona Community Development 
Corporation on the basis that the Charter Holder failed to meet or make sufficient progress toward the 
academic performance expectations set forth in the Performance Framework as reflected in the 
Renewal Executive Summary, the Inventory Documents, and the DSP Final Evaluation and currently 
operates three schools that have each received an overall rating of “Does Not Meet Standard” in the 
most recent fiscal year for which academic dashboard data is available.  

(Board member may specify additional reasons the Board found during its consideration.) 
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ARIZONa  STaTE  BOaRD  FOR  CHaRTER  ScHOOLs
Renewal Summary Review

Five-Year Interval Report Back to reports list

Interval Report Details

Report Date: 03/25/2016 Report Type: Renewal

Charter Contract Information

Charter Corporate Name: Arizona Community Development Corporation
Charter CTDS: 10-87-09-000 Charter Entity ID: 79947

Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 05/15/2002

Number of Schools: 3 Contractual Days:

Charter Grade Configuration:
K-8

La Paloma Academy: 180
La Paloma Academy (Lakeside): 180
La Paloma Academy-South: 180

FY Charter Opened: 2002 Contract Expiration Date: 05/14/2017

Charter Granted: 04/15/2002 Charter Signed: 05/15/2002

Corp. Type Non Profit Charter Enrollment Cap 2200

Charter Contact Information

Mailing Address: 5704 East Grant Road
Tucson, AZ 85712

Website: —

Phone: 520-721-4205 Fax: 520-721-4263

Mission Statement: La Paloma Academy is committed to providing the highest quality education where children can
achieve their full academic potential. This is accomplished by individualized instruction in core
curriculum, low teacher-student ratios and a qualified teaching staff. Our goal is to provide a
safe, structured environment, which encourages the development of strong family values,
where a child becomes not only a well-rounded scholastic student but also a life long
responsible citizen.

Charter Representatives: Name: Email: FCC Expiration Date:

1.) Ms. Raena Janes rj@arizonacharterschools.org —

Academic Performance - La Paloma Academy-South

School Name: La Paloma Academy-South School CTDS: 10-87-09-104

School Entity ID: 91805 Charter Entity ID: 79947

School Status: Open School Open Date: 08/01/2012

Physical Address: 5660 South 12th Avenue
Tucson, AZ 85706

Website: —

Phone: 520-829-5110 Fax: —

Grade Levels Served: K-8 FY 2014 100th Day ADM: 315.31

Academic Performance Per Fiscal Year

La Paloma Academy-South

2013
Traditional

2014
Traditional

Hide Section

Hide Section

Hide Section

Hide Section

Hide Section
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Elementary School (K to 8) Elementary School (K to 8)

1. Growth Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight

1a. SGP
Math 42 50 12.5 34 50 12.5
Reading 48 50 12.5 34 50 12.5

1b. SGP Bottom 25%
Math 46 50 12.5 43 50 12.5
Reading 50 75 12.5 49 50 12.5

2. Proficiency Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight

2a. Percent Passing
Math 24.2 / 64.4 25 7.5 28.3 / 63.1 25 7.5
Reading 51.5 / 78 25 7.5 53.5 / 78.2 25 7.5

2b. Composite School
Comparison

Math -25 25 7.5 -32.2 25 7.5
Reading -11.4 50 7.5 -20.9 25 7.5

2c. Subgroup ELL
Math 7.7 / 39.3 25 2.5 15.4 / 32 50 2.5
Reading 38.5 / 51.3 50 2.5 43.6 / 46.1 50 2.5

2c. Subgroup FRL
Math 23.8 / 55.2 25 2.5 29.2 / 53.9 25 2.5
Reading 49.2 / 70.4 25 2.5 54.2 / 70.1 25 2.5

2c. Subgroup SPED
Math 7.7 / 23.6 50 2.5 3.7 / 22.5 50 2.5
Reading 15.4 / 37.6 50 2.5 7.4 / 37.3 25 2.5

3. State Accountability Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight

3a. State Accountability D 25 5 D 25 5

Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating

Scoring for Overall Rating
89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard

44.38 100 39.38 100

Academic Performance - La Paloma Academy (Lakeside)

School Name: La Paloma Academy (Lakeside) School CTDS: 10-87-09-103

School Entity ID: 81187 Charter Entity ID: 79947

School Status: Open School Open Date: 09/02/2003

Physical Address: 8140 East Golflinks Road
Tucson, AZ 85730

Website: —

Phone: 520-721-4205 Fax: 520-721-4263

Grade Levels Served: K-8 FY 2014 100th Day ADM: 811.673

Academic Performance Per Fiscal Year

La Paloma Academy (Lakeside)

2012
Traditional

Elementary School (K-8)

2013
Traditional

Elementary School (K to 8)

2014
Traditional

Elementary School (K to 8)

1. Growth Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

1a. SGP
Math 47 50 12.5 43 50 12.5 49.5 50 12.5
Reading 47 50 12.5 42 50 12.5 52.5 75 12.5

1b. SGP Bottom 25%
Math 47 50 12.5 43 50 12.5 41 50 12.5
Reading 46 50 12.5 36.5 50 12.5 49.5 50 12.5

2. Proficiency Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

Hide Section

Hide Section
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2a. Percent Passing
Math 52 /

64.2 50 7.5 52 / 64.2 50 7.5 55.1 /
63.4 50 7.5

Reading 70 /
77.3 50 7.5 69.5 /

78.2 50 7.5 73.4 /
78.5 50 7.5

2b. Composite School
Comparison

Math -10.9 50 7.5 -9 50 7.5 -5.9 50 7.5
Reading -6.7 50 7.5 -6.4 50 7.5 -3.8 50 7.5

2c. Subgroup ELL
Math 21 /

43.2 50 2.5 40.8 /
39.2 75 2.5 25.6 / 33 50 2.5

Reading 39 /
54.9 50 2.5 53.1 /

50.9 75 2.5 53.5 /
47.2 75 2.5

2c. Subgroup FRL
Math 48 /

54.4 50 2.5 48.5 /
54.9 50 2.5 50.1 /

53.5 50 2.5

Reading 66 /
69.7 50 2.5 66.6 /

70.9 50 2.5 69.8 /
70.7 50 2.5

2c. Subgroup SPED
Math 17 /

24.5 50 2.5 8.7 / 22.6 50 2.5 13.8 /
23.6 50 2.5

Reading 21 /
35.9 50 2.5 23.2 /

36.2 50 2.5 23.1 /
38.5 50 2.5

3. State Accountability Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

3a. State Accountability C 50 5 C 50 5 C 50 5

Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating

Scoring for Overall Rating
89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet
Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard

50 100 51.25 100 53.75 100

Academic Performance - La Paloma Academy

School Name: La Paloma Academy School CTDS: 10-87-09-101

School Entity ID: 79950 Charter Entity ID: 79947

School Status: Open School Open Date: 08/19/2002

Physical Address: 2050 North Wilmot Road
Tucson, AZ 85712

Website: —

Phone: 520-886-6548 Fax: 520-721-4263

Grade Levels Served: K-8 FY 2014 100th Day ADM: 699.554

Academic Performance Per Fiscal Year

La Paloma Academy

2012
Traditional

Elementary School (K-8)

2013
Traditional

Elementary School (K to 8)

2014
Traditional

Elementary School (K to 8)

1. Growth Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

1a. SGP
Math 43 50 12.5 46 50 12.5 50 75 12.5
Reading 44 50 12.5 47 50 12.5 48.5 50 12.5

1b. SGP Bottom 25%
Math 41 50 12.5 46 50 12.5 60 75 12.5
Reading 53 75 12.5 55 75 12.5 62.5 75 12.5

2. Proficiency Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

Math 45 / 64 50 7.5 44.7 / 64 25 7.5 50.6 /
63.7 50 7.5
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2a. Percent Passing
Reading 68 /

77.5 50 7.5 70.2 /
78.2 50 7.5 73.2 /

78.7 50 7.5

2b. Composite School
Comparison

Math -16.9 25 7.5 -15.8 25 7.5 -10.8 50 7.5
Reading -8.2 50 7.5 -5.4 50 7.5 -4.2 50 7.5

2c. Subgroup ELL
Math 33 /

43.1 50 2.5 27.7 / 41 50 2.5 32.5 /
34.3 50 2.5

Reading 60 /
53.1 75 2.5 57.4 /

51.7 75 2.5 50 / 48.3 75 2.5

2c. Subgroup FRL
Math 44 /

54.1 50 2.5 41.8 /
54.8 25 2.5 50.9 /

53.5 50 2.5

Reading 65 / 70 50 2.5 68.8 /
70.7 50 2.5 72.7 /

70.9 75 2.5

2c. Subgroup SPED
Math 10 /

26.9 50 2.5 10.2 /
23.6 50 2.5 10.4 /

25.1 50 2.5

Reading 29 /
38.5 50 2.5 30.6 /

37.5 50 2.5 27.1 /
38.8 50 2.5

3. State Accountability Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

3a. State Accountability C 50 5 C 50 5 B 75 5

Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating

Scoring for Overall Rating
89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet
Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard

51.88 100 49.38 100 61.88 100

Academic Performance - La Paloma Academy - Midtown

School Name: La Paloma Academy - Midtown School CTDS: 10-87-09-102

School Entity ID: 81142 Charter Entity ID: 79947

School Status: Closed School Open Date: 08/04/2003

Physical Address: 225 North Country Club
Tucson, AZ 85716

Website: —

Phone: 520-325-5566 Fax: 520-325-6622

Grade Levels Served: K-6 FY ??? 100th Day ADM: —

Academic Performance Per Fiscal Year

There are no Academic Performance Frameworks for this school.

Financial Performance

Charter Corporate Name: Arizona Community Development Corporation
Charter CTDS: 10-87-09-000 Charter Entity ID: 79947

Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 05/15/2002

Financial Performance

Arizona Community Development Corporation

Near-Term Measures
Fiscal Year 2014 Fiscal Year 2015
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Going Concern No Meets No Meets
Unrestricted Days
Liquidity 35.46 Meets 40.20 Meets

Default No Meets No Meets

Sustainability Measures  (Negative numbers indicated by
parentheses)

Net Income $53,288 Meets ($37,996) Does Not Meet
Fixed Charge Coverage
Ratio 1.10 Meets 1.47 Meets

Cash Flow (3-Year
Cumulative) $767,004 Meets $599,897 Meets

Cash Flow Detail by
Fiscal Year FY 2014 FY 2013 FY 2012 FY 2015 FY 2014 FY 2013

$508,856 ($33,210) $291,358 $124,251 $508,856 ($33,210)

Meets Board's Financial Performance Expectations

Operational Performance

Charter Corporate Name: Arizona Community Development Corporation
Charter CTDS: 10-87-09-000 Charter Entity ID: 79947

Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 05/15/2002

Operational Performance

Measure 2015 2016
1.a. Does the delivery of the education program and operation reflect the
essential terms of the educational program as described in the charter
contract?

Meets --

Educational Program – Essential Terms No issue identified --
1.b. Does the charter holder adhere with applicable education
requirements defined in state and federal law? Meets --

Services to Student with Disabilities No issue identified --
Instructional Days/Hours No issue identified --
Data for Achievement Profile No issue identified --
Mandated Programming (State/Federal Grants) No issue identified --

2.a. Do the charter holder’s annual audit reporting packages reflect sound
operations? Meets --

Timely Submission Yes Yes
Audit Opinion Unqualified Unqualified
Completed 1st Time CAPs No issue identified --
Second-Time/Repeat CAP No issue identified --
Serious Impact Findings No issue identified --
Minimal Impact Findings (3+ Years) No issue identified --

2.b. Is the charter holder administering student admission and attendance
appropriately? Meets --

Estimated Count/Attendance Reporting No issue identified --
Tuition and Fees No issue identified --
Public School Tax Credits No issue identified --
Attendance Records No issue identified --
Enrollment Processes No issue identified --

Click on any of the measures below to see more information.
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2.c. Is the charter holder maintaining a safe environment consistent with
state and local requirements? Meets --

Facility/Insurance Documentation No issue identified --
Fingerprinting No issue identified --

2.d. Is the charter holder transparent in its operations? Meets --
Academic Performance Notifications No issue identified --
Teacher Resumes No issue identified --
Open Meeting Law No issue identified --
Board Alignment No issue identified --

2.e. Is the charter holder complying with its obligations to the Board? Does Not Meet --
Timely Submissions No issue identified --
Limited Substantiated Complaints No issue identified --

Favorable Board Actions Heightened Academic
Monitoring --

2.f. Is the charter holder complying with reporting requirements of other
entities to which the charter holder is accountable? Does Not Meet --

Arizona Corporation Commission No issue identified --
Arizona Department of Economic Security No issue identified --

Arizona Department of Education Annual Financial
Report (AFR) --

Arizona Department of Revenue No issue identified --
Arizona State Retirement System No issue identified --
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission No issue identified --
Industrial Commission of Arizona No issue identified --
Internal Revenue Service No issue identified --
U.S. Department of Education No issue identified --

3. Is the charter holder complying with all other obligations? Meets --

OVERALL RATING Meets Operational
Standard --

Last Updated: 2016-01-08 09:46:56
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Academic Performance

Edit this section.

La Paloma Academy

2012
Traditional

Elementary School (K-8)

2013
Traditional

Elementary School (K to 8)

2014
Traditional

Elementary School (K to 8)

1. Growth Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

1a. SGP
Math 43 50 12.5 46 50 12.5 50 75 12.5
Reading 44 50 12.5 47 50 12.5 48.5 50 12.5

1b. SGP Bottom 25%
Math 41 50 12.5 46 50 12.5 60 75 12.5
Reading 53 75 12.5 55 75 12.5 62.5 75 12.5

2. Proficiency Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

2a. Percent Passing
Math 45 / 64 50 7.5 44.7 / 64 25 7.5 50.6 /

63.7 50 7.5

Reading 68 /
77.5 50 7.5 70.2 /

78.2 50 7.5 73.2 /
78.7 50 7.5

2b. Composite
School
Comparison

Math -16.9 25 7.5 -15.8 25 7.5 -10.8 50 7.5

Reading -8.2 50 7.5 -5.4 50 7.5 -4.2 50 7.5

2c. Subgroup ELL
Math 33 /

43.1 50 2.5 27.7 / 41 50 2.5 32.5 /
34.3 50 2.5

Reading 60 /
53.1 75 2.5 57.4 /

51.7 75 2.5 50 / 48.3 75 2.5

2c. Subgroup FRL
Math 44 /

54.1 50 2.5 41.8 /
54.8 25 2.5 50.9 /

53.5 50 2.5

Reading 65 / 70 50 2.5 68.8 /
70.7 50 2.5 72.7 /

70.9 75 2.5

2c. Subgroup SPED
Math 10 /

26.9 50 2.5 10.2 /
23.6 50 2.5 10.4 /

25.1 50 2.5

Reading 29 /
38.5 50 2.5 30.6 /

37.5 50 2.5 27.1 /
38.8 50 2.5

3. State Accountability Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

3a. State Accountability C 50 5 C 50 5 B 75 5

Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating

Scoring for Overall Rating
89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet
Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard

51.88 100 49.38 100 61.88 100

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/schools/edit/performance/942/la-paloma-academy
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Academic Performance

Edit this section.

La Paloma Academy (Lakeside)

2012
Traditional

Elementary School (K-8)

2013
Traditional

Elementary School (K to 8)

2014
Traditional

Elementary School (K to 8)

1. Growth Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

1a. SGP
Math 47 50 12.5 43 50 12.5 49.5 50 12.5
Reading 47 50 12.5 42 50 12.5 52.5 75 12.5

1b. SGP Bottom 25%
Math 47 50 12.5 43 50 12.5 41 50 12.5
Reading 46 50 12.5 36.5 50 12.5 49.5 50 12.5

2. Proficiency Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

2a. Percent Passing
Math 52 /

64.2 50 7.5 52 / 64.2 50 7.5 55.1 /
63.4 50 7.5

Reading 70 /
77.3 50 7.5 69.5 /

78.2 50 7.5 73.4 /
78.5 50 7.5

2b. Composite
School
Comparison

Math -10.9 50 7.5 -9 50 7.5 -5.9 50 7.5

Reading -6.7 50 7.5 -6.4 50 7.5 -3.8 50 7.5

2c. Subgroup ELL
Math 21 /

43.2 50 2.5 40.8 /
39.2 75 2.5 25.6 / 33 50 2.5

Reading 39 /
54.9 50 2.5 53.1 /

50.9 75 2.5 53.5 /
47.2 75 2.5

2c. Subgroup FRL
Math 48 /

54.4 50 2.5 48.5 /
54.9 50 2.5 50.1 /

53.5 50 2.5

Reading 66 /
69.7 50 2.5 66.6 /

70.9 50 2.5 69.8 /
70.7 50 2.5

2c. Subgroup SPED
Math 17 /

24.5 50 2.5 8.7 /
22.6 50 2.5 13.8 /

23.6 50 2.5

Reading 21 /
35.9 50 2.5 23.2 /

36.2 50 2.5 23.1 /
38.5 50 2.5

3. State Accountability Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

3a. State Accountability C 50 5 C 50 5 C 50 5

Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating

Scoring for Overall Rating
89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet
Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard

50 100 51.25 100 53.75 100

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/schools/edit/performance/1008/la-paloma-academy-lakeside
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Academic Performance

Edit this section.

La Paloma Academy-South

2013
Traditional

Elementary School (K to 8)

2014
Traditional

Elementary School (K to 8)

1. Growth Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight

1a. SGP
Math 42 50 12.5 34 50 12.5
Reading 48 50 12.5 34 50 12.5

1b. SGP Bottom 25%
Math 46 50 12.5 43 50 12.5
Reading 50 75 12.5 49 50 12.5

2. Proficiency Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight

2a. Percent Passing
Math 24.2 / 64.4 25 7.5 28.3 / 63.1 25 7.5
Reading 51.5 / 78 25 7.5 53.5 / 78.2 25 7.5

2b. Composite School
Comparison

Math -25 25 7.5 -32.2 25 7.5
Reading -11.4 50 7.5 -20.9 25 7.5

2c. Subgroup ELL
Math 7.7 / 39.3 25 2.5 15.4 / 32 50 2.5
Reading 38.5 / 51.3 50 2.5 43.6 / 46.1 50 2.5

2c. Subgroup FRL
Math 23.8 / 55.2 25 2.5 29.2 / 53.9 25 2.5
Reading 49.2 / 70.4 25 2.5 54.2 / 70.1 25 2.5

2c. Subgroup SPED
Math 7.7 / 23.6 50 2.5 3.7 / 22.5 50 2.5
Reading 15.4 / 37.6 50 2.5 7.4 / 37.3 25 2.5

3. State Accountability Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight

3a. State Accountability D 25 5 D 25 5

Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating

Scoring for Overall Rating
89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard

44.38 100 39.38 100

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/schools/edit/performance/1730/la-paloma-academy-south
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Final Evaluation 
 

CHARTER INFORMATION 

Charter Holder Name 
Arizona Community 
Development Corporation 

Schools 
La Paloma Academy, La Paloma 
Academy-Lakeside, La Paloma 
Academy-South 

Charter Holder Entity ID    79947 
Purpose of DSP 
Submission 

Renewal  

Site Visit Date March 8, 2016    

 

Evaluation Overview: 
The following serves as an evaluation of the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process and includes:  

 An overall rating for each area of Data, Curriculum, Assessment, Monitoring Instruction, and Professional 
Development. 

o Whether questions were sufficiently answered at the site visit 
o Whether documents provided by the Charter Holder serve as sufficient evidence of implementation of 

described processes 
 



Data 

The area of Data is evaluated as Falls Far Below. As evidenced at the DSP site visit, the data provided by the Charter 
Holder failed to show improvement year-over-year for the two most recent school years, and demonstrated declines in 
academic performance, in 4 out of the 10 measures required by the Board for La Paloma Academy, 1 out of the 11 
measures for La Paloma Academy (Lakeside), and 2 out of 12 measures for La Paloma Academy-South. For more detailed 
analysis see Data Inventory (appendix: D. Renewal DSP Site Visit Inventory Forms, i. Site Visit Inventory – Data). 

School Name: La Paloma Academy 

Assessment Measure 
Data 

Required 

Comparative 
Data 

Provided 

Data Shows 
Improvement 

Sufficient 
explanation 

of HOW 
data was 
analyzed 

Sufficient 
explanation 

of what 
conclusions 
were drawn 

1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) – 
Math 

Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) – 
Reading 

Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

1b. SGP Bottom 25%   – Math Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

1b. SGP Bottom 25%  – Reading No N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2a. Percent Passing – Math Yes Yes No Yes Yes 
2a. Percent Passing – Reading Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, ELL – Math Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, ELL – Reading No N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2c. Subgroup, FRL – Math Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
2c. Subgroup, FRL – Reading Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, students with disabilities – Math Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, students with disabilities – Reading Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 

School Name: La Paloma Academy (Lakeside) 

Assessment Measure 
Data 

Required 

Comparative 
Data 

Provided 

Data Shows 
Improvement 

Sufficient 
explanation 

of HOW 
data was 
analyzed 

Sufficient 
explanation 

of what 
conclusions 
were drawn 

1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) – 
Math 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) – 
Reading 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

1b. SGP Bottom 25%   – Math Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

1b. SGP Bottom 25%  – Reading Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
2a. Percent Passing – Math Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2a. Percent Passing – Reading Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, ELL – Math Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, ELL – Reading No N/A N/A N/A N/A 
2c. Subgroup, FRL – Math Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, FRL – Reading Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, students with disabilities – Math Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, students with disabilities – Reading Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 



School Name: La Paloma Academy - South 

Assessment Measure 
Data 

Required 

Comparative 
Data 

Provided 

Data Shows 
Improvement 

Sufficient 
explanation 

of HOW 
data was 
analyzed 

Sufficient 
explanation 

of what 
conclusions 
were drawn 

1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) – 
Math 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) – 
Reading 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

1b. SGP Bottom 25%   – Math Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

1b. SGP Bottom 25%  – Reading Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

2a. Percent Passing – Math Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2a. Percent Passing – Reading Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, ELL – Math Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
2c. Subgroup, ELL – Reading Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, FRL – Math Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, FRL – Reading Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, students with disabilities – Math Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
2c. Subgroup, students with disabilities – Reading Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

  



Curriculum: The area of Curriculum is evaluated as Meets.  

As demonstrated by the evidence provided at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has consistently implemented a 
comprehensive curriculum system that addresses each of the required elements.  

For more detailed analysis see Curriculum Inventory (appendix: D. Renewal DSP Site Visit Inventory Forms, ii. Site Visit 
Inventory – Curriculum). 

Question 
Sufficient 
Evidence 

Site Visit 
Inventory 

Item 

A. Evaluating Curriculum  

What ongoing process does the Charter Holder use to evaluate curriculum? What criteria guide that 
process? 

YES C.A.1 

What ongoing process does the Charter Holder use to evaluate how effectively the curriculum 
enables students to meet all standards? What criteria guide that process? 

YES C.A.2 

What ongoing process does the Charter Holder use to identify curricular gaps? What criteria guide 
that process? 

YES C.A.3 

B. Adopting Curriculum  

After curriculum is evaluated, what process does the Charter Holder use to determine if new and/or 
supplemental curriculum needs to be adopted? What criteria guide that process? 

YES C.B.1 

Once the Charter Holder has chosen to adopt new and/or supplemental curriculum, how has the 
Charter Holder evaluated curriculum options? What criteria guide that process? 

YES C.B.2 

C. Revising Curriculum  

After curriculum is evaluated, what process does the Charter Holder use to determine if curriculum 
must be revised? What criteria guide that process? 

YES C.C.1 

Once determined that curriculum must be revised, what process does the Charter Holder use to 
revise the curriculum? What criteria guide that process? 

YES C.C.2 

D. Implementing Curriculum  

What ongoing process does the Charter Holder use to ensure curriculum is implemented with 
fidelity? How have these expectations been communicated to instructional staff? 

YES C.D.1 

What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to ensure consistent use of curricular tools? How have 
these expectations been communicated to instructional staff? 

YES C.D.2 

What process does the Charter Holder use to ensure that all grade-level standards are taught to 
mastery within the academic year? 

YES C.D.3 

E. Alignment of Curriculum  

What process does the Charter Holder use to verify that the curriculum is aligned to Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards? 

YES C.E.1 

When adopting or revising curriculum, what process does the Charter Holder use to monitor and 
evaluate changes to ensure that curriculum maintains alignment to Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards? 

YES C.E.2 

F. Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups  

How does the Charter Holder assess each subgroup to determine effectiveness of supplemental 

and/or differentiated instruction and curriculum?  
YES C.F.1 

 



Assessment: The area of Assessment is evaluated as Meets.   

As demonstrated by the evidence provided at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has consistently implemented a 
comprehensive assessment system that addresses each of the required elements.  

For more detailed analysis see Assessment Inventory (appendix: D. Renewal DSP Site Visit Inventory Forms, iii. Site Visit 
Inventory – Assessment). 

Question 
Sufficient 
Evidence 

Site Visit 
Inventory 

Item 

A. Developing the Assessment System 

What ongoing process does the Charter Holder use to evaluate assessment tools? What criteria guide 
that process? 

YES A.A.1 

What ongoing process does the Charter Holder use to evaluate how the assessments are aligned to 
the curriculum? What criteria guide that process? 

YES A.A.2 

What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to evaluate how the assessments are aligned to the 
instructional methodology? What criteria guide that process? 

YES A.A.3 

B. Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups 

How does the assessment system assess each subgroup to determine effectiveness of supplemental 
and/or differentiated instruction and curriculum? 

YES A.B.1 

C. Analyzing Assessment Data 

What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to collect and analyze each type of assessment data 
listed in the Assessment System Table in Section A and the Subgroup Assessment Table in Section B? 

YES A.C.1 

What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to make adjustments to curriculum based on the data 
analysis? What criteria guide that process? 

YES A.C.2 

What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to make adjustments to instruction based on the data 
analysis? What criteria guide that process? 

YES A.C.3 

 

  



Monitoring Instruction: The area of Monitoring Instruction is evaluated as Meets.   

As demonstrated by the evidence provided at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has consistently implemented a 
comprehensive instructional monitoring system that addresses each of the following required elements. 

For more detailed analysis see Monitoring Instruction Inventory (appendix: D. Renewal DSP Site Visit Inventory Forms, iv. 
Site Visit Inventory – Monitoring Instruction). 

Question 
Sufficient 
Evidence 

Site Visit 
Inventory 

Item 

A. Monitoring Instruction 

 What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to monitor that the instruction taking place is 

 Aligned with ACCRS standards, 

 Implemented with fidelity,  

 Effective throughout the year, and 

 Addressing the identified needs of students in all four subgroups? 

YES M.A.1 

How is the Charter Holder monitoring instruction to ensure that it is leading all students to mastery 
of the standards? 

YES M.A.2 

B. Evaluating Instructional Practices 

How does the Charter Holder evaluate the instructional practices of all staff? YES M.B.1 

What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to identify the quality of instruction? YES M.B.2 

How does the evaluation process identify the individual strengths, weaknesses, and needs of 
instructional staff? 

YES M.B.3 

C. Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups 

What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to evaluate supplemental instruction targeted to 
address the needs of students in the following subgroups? 

YES M.C.1 

D. Providing Feedback that Develops the Quality of Teaching 

How does the Charter Holder analyze information about strengths, weaknesses, and needs of 
instructional staff? 

YES M.D.1 

How is the analysis used to provide feedback to instructional staff on strengths, weaknesses, and 
learning needs based on the evaluation of instructional practices? 

YES M.D.2 

 

  



Professional Development: The area of Professional Development is evaluated as Meets.   

As demonstrated by the evidence provided at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has consistently implemented a 
comprehensive professional development system that addresses each of the following required elements.  

For more detailed analysis see Professional Development Inventory (appendix: D. Renewal DSP Site Visit Inventory 
Forms, v. Site Visit Inventory – Professional Development). 

Question 
Sufficient 
Evidence 

Site Visit 
Inventory 

Item 

A. Development of the Professional Development Plan 

What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to determine what professional development topics 
will be covered throughout the year? What data and analysis is utilized to make those decisions? 

YES P.A.1 

What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to ensure the professional development plan is aligned 
with instructional staff learning needs? What criteria are used to make those determinations? 

YES P.A.2 

What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to address the areas of high importance in the 
professional development plan? How are the areas of high importance determined? 

YES P.A.3 

B. Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups 

Identify how the Charter Holder provides professional development to ensure instructional staff is 
able to address the needs of students in all four subgroups. 

YES P.B.1 

C. Supporting High Quality Implementation 

What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to provide support to the instructional staff on the high 
quality implementation of the strategies learned in professional development? What does this 
support include? 

YES P.C.1 

What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to identify concrete resources, necessary for high 
quality implementation, for instructional staff? 

YES P.C.2 

D. Monitoring Implementation 

What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to monitor the implementation of the strategies 
learned in professional development sessions? 

YES P.D.1 

How does the Charter Holder follow-up with instructional staff regarding implementation of the 
strategies learned in professional development? 

YES P.D.2 
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory 

Charter Holder Name: Arizona Community Development Corporation                       
School Name:  La Paloma Academy-Central 
Site Visit Date:  March 8, 2016 

Required for:  Renewal 
Evaluation Criteria Area: Data  

 
Document Name/Identification Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome 

[D.1] 
 
Galileo Student Growth and 
Achievement Reports 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) - Math 
 
The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Student Median 
Growth Percentile (SGP) – Math.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from the Galileo assessment system shows that 63% of students 

demonstrated expected growth in FY15. This percent declined nine points to 54% in FY16. 

Final Evaluation: 

☐ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☒ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.2] 
 
Galileo Student Growth and 
Achievement Reports 
 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) - Reading 
 
The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Student Median 
Growth Percentile (SGP) – Reading.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from the Galileo assessment system shows that 55% of students 

demonstrated expected growth in FY15. This percent declined three points to 52% in FY16. 

Final Evaluation: 

☐ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☒ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.3] 
 
Dashboard Rating 
Galileo Student Growth and 
Achievement Reports for the 
Bottom 25% 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) bottom 25% – Math  
 
The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Student Median 
Growth Percentile (SGP) bottom 25% – Math. 

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from the Galileo assessment system for students in the bottom 

25% shows that 64% of students demonstrated expected growth in FY15. In FY16, this percent declined 17 

points to 47% 

Final Evaluation: 
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☐ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☒ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.4] 
 
N/A 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) bottom 25% – Reading  
 
Not Applicable 

 

[D.5] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing – Math  
 
The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing – 
Math.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of students achieving 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Math in FY15 was 72%.  In FY16, the percent of students achieving 

proficiency declined one percentage point to 71%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☐ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☒ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.6] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing – Reading 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of maintained academic performance in Percent Passing – Reading.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of students achieving 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Reading in FY15 was 68%. In FY16, this percent was maintained at 

68%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Data presented serve as evidence of maintained 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 
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[D.7] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables with ELL students 
marked 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, ELL – Math 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, ELL 
– Math.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of ELL students achieving 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Math in FY15 was 63%.  In FY16, the percent of students achieving 

proficiency increased six percentage points to 69%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.8] 
 
N/A 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, ELL – Reading 
 
Not Applicable 

 

[D.9] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, FRL – Math 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of maintained academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, 
FRL – Math.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of FRL students achieving 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Math in FY15 was 71%.  In FY16, the percentage demonstrated a 

maintained level of proficiency. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of maintained 

academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 

improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.10] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, FRL – Reading 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, FRL 
– Reading. 

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of FRL students achieving 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Reading in FY15 was 65%. In FY16, the percent of students 

demonstrating proficiency increased by one point to 66%. 

Final Evaluation: 
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☒ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.11] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables with students with 
disabilities marked 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, Students with disabilities – Math 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, 
Students with disabilities – Math.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of students with disabilities 

achieving proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Math in FY15 was 29%.  In FY16, the percent of students 

achieving proficiency increased 40 percentage points to 69%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.12] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables with students with 
disabilities marked 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, Students with disabilities – Reading 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, 
Students with disabilities – Reading.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of students with disabilities 

achieving proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Reading in FY15 was 29%.  In FY16, the percent of 

students achieving proficiency increased 16 percentage points to 45%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory 

Charter Holder Name: Arizona Community Development Corporation                       
School Name:  La Paloma Academy-Lakeside 
Site Visit Date:  March 8, 2016 

Required for:  Renewal 
Evaluation Criteria Area: Data  

 
Document Name/Identification Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome 

[D.1] 
 
Galileo Student Growth and 
Achievement Reports 
 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) - Math 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) – Math.  

 Mid-year data from the Galileo assessment system shows that 55% of students demonstrated expected growth 

in FY15. This percent increased two points to 57% in FY16. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.2] 
 
Galileo Student Growth and 
Achievement Reports 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) - Reading 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) – Reading. 

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from the Galileo assessment system shows that 43% of students 

demonstrated expected growth in FY15. This percent increased nine points to 52% in FY16. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.3] 
 
Galileo Student Growth and 
Achievement Reports for the 
Bottom 25% 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) bottom 25% – Math  
 
The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Student Median 
Growth Percentile (SGP) bottom 25% – Math. 

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from the Galileo assessment system for students in the bottom 

25% shows that 60% of students demonstrated expected growth in FY15. In FY16, this percent declined 21 

points to 39%. 

Final Evaluation: 
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☐ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☒Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.4] 
 
Galileo Student Growth and 
Achievement Reports for the 
Bottom 25% 
 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) bottom 25% – Reading  

 
The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of maintained academic performance in Student Median 
Growth Percentile (SGP) bottom 25% – Reading. 

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from the Galileo assessment system for students in the bottom 

25% shows that 45% of students demonstrated expected growth in FY15. In FY16, this percent was maintained 

at 45%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Data presented serve as evidence of maintained 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient. 

☐Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.5] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing – Math  
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence  of improved academic performance in Percent Passing – Math 

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of students achieving 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Math in FY15 was 69%.  In FY16, the percent of students achieving 

proficiency increased four points to 73%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.6] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing – Reading 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing – Reading.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of students achieving 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Reading in FY15 was 60%. In FY16, this percent increased two 

points 62%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 
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[D.7] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables with ELL students 
marked 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, ELL – Math 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, ELL 
– Math.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of ELL students achieving 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Math in FY15 was 38%.  In FY16, the percent of students achieving 

proficiency increased 10 points to 48%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.8] 
 
N/A 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, ELL – Reading 
 
Not Applicable 

 

[D.9] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, FRL – Math 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, FRL 
– Math.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of FRL students achieving 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Math in FY15 was 66%.  In FY16, the percentage increased seven 

points to 73%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 

academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 

improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.10] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, FRL – Reading 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, FRL 
– Reading.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of FRL students achieving 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Reading in FY15 was 57%. In FY16, the percent of students 

demonstrating proficiency increased by four points to 66%. 

Final Evaluation: 
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☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.11] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables with students with 
disabilities marked 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, Students with disabilities – Math 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, 
Students with disabilities – Math.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of students with disabilities 

achieving proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Math in FY15 was 26%.  In FY16, the percent of students 

achieving proficiency increased nine points to 35%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.12] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables with students with 
disabilities marked 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, Students with disabilities – Reading 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, 
Students with disabilities – Reading.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of students with disabilities 

achieving proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Reading in FY15 was 13%.  In FY16, the percent of 

students achieving proficiency increased 14 points to 27%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory 

Charter Holder Name: Arizona Community Development Corporation                       
School Name:  La Paloma Academy-South 
Site Visit Date:  March 8, 2016 

Required for:  Renewal 
Evaluation Criteria Area: Data  

 
Document Name/Identification Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome 

[D.1] 
 
Galileo Student Growth and 
Achievement Reports 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) - Math 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) – Math.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from the Galileo assessment system shows that 56% of students 

demonstrated expected growth in FY15. This percent increased five points to 61% in FY16. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.2] 
 
Dashboard Rating 
Galileo Student Growth and 
Achievement Reports 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) - Reading 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) – Reading. 

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from the Galileo assessment system shows that 55% of students 

demonstrated expected growth in FY15. This percent increased one point to 56% in FY16. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.3] 
 
Dashboard Rating 
Galileo Student Growth and 
Achievement Reports for the 
bottom 25% 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) bottom 25% – Math  
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of maintaned academic performance in Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) bottom 25% – Math.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from the Galileo assessment system for students in the bottom 

25% shows that 63% of students demonstrated expected growth in FY15. In FY16, this percent was maintained 

at 63%. 

Final Evaluation: 
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☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.4] 
 
Dashboard Rating 
Galileo Student Growth and 
Achievement Reports for the 
Bottom 25% 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) bottom 25% – Reading  
 
The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Student Median 
Growth Percentile (SGP) bottom 25% – Reading.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from the Galileo assessment system for students in the bottom 

25% shows that 62% of students demonstrated expected growth in FY15. In FY16, this percent declined 11 

points to 51%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☐ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☒ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.5] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing – Math  
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence  of improved academic performance in Percent Passing – Math 

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of students achieving 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Math in FY15 was 48%.  In FY16, the percent of students achieving 

proficiency increased 12 points to 60%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.6] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing – Reading 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing – Reading.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of students achieving 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Reading in FY15 was 47%. In FY16, this percent of students 

achieving proficiency increased nine points to 56%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 
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[D.7] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables with ELL students 
marked 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, ELL – Math 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, ELL 
– Math.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of ELL students achieving 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Math in FY15 was 33%.  In FY16, the percent of students achieving 

proficiency increased 16 points to 49%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.8] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables with ELL students 
marked 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, ELL – Reading 
 
The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing 
Subgroup, ELL – Reading.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of ELL students that achieve 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Reading in FY15 was 41%.  In FY16, the percent of students 

achieving proficiency decreased 10 points to 31%. However, it should be noted that 31% of the school’s ELL 

population was reclassified as proficient between the FY15 and FY16 school years. Therefore, this comparison 

includes a cohort of students that experienced a significant turnover. 

Final Evaluation: 

☐ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☒Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.9] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, FRL – Math 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, FRL 
– Math.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of FRL students achieving 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Math in FY15 was 49%.  In FY16, the percentage increased twelve 

points to 61%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 
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[D.10] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, FRL – Reading 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence  of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, 
FRL – Reading. 

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of FRL students achieving 

proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Reading in FY15 was 48%. In FY16, the percent of students 

demonstrating proficiency increased by seven points to 55%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.11] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables with students with 
disabilities marked 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, Students with disabilities – Math 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, 
Students with disabilities – Math.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of students with disabilities 

achieving proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Math in FY15 was 22%.  In FY16, the percent of students 

achieving proficiency increased five points to 27%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 

[D.12] 
 
Galileo Benchmark 2 Mid-point 
pivot tables with students with 
disabilities marked 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, Students with disabilities – Reading 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, 
Students with disabilities – Reading.  

 A year over year comparison of mid-year data from Galileo showed the percent of students with disabilities 

achieving proficiency at or above the 50
th

 percentile in Reading in FY15 was 15%.  In FY16, the percent of 

students achieving proficiency increased three points to 18%. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory 
Charter Holder Name: Arizona Community Development Corporation                       
School Name:  La Paloma Academy-South, La Paloma Academy-
Central, La Paloma Academy-Lakeside 

Site Visit Date:  March 8, 2016 
Required for:  Renewal 
Evaluation Criteria Area: Curriculum  

 
Document Name/Identification Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome 
[C.A.1] 
 
Beyond Textbooks Curriculum 
Calendars 
Standards Alignment Checklist 
Curriculum Alignment Checklists 
Gap Analysis 
Curriculum Request Forms 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the process for evaluating 
curriculum. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• The curriculum evaluation process is designed to ensure that:  

1) all ACCR standards are addressed by the currently adopted core and supplemental curriculum,  

2) the curriculum is sufficient and effective for teaching each of the standards to mastery, and  

3) no curricular gaps are present or go unaddressed by the administration.  

• Standards Alignment Checklists are first completed by the district curriculum committee to verify that the 
adopted curriculum calendars, (currently the Beyond Textbooks Curriculum Calendars) include all of the ACCR 
standards for each grade level, Kindergarten through 8th grade.  

• Curriculum Alignment Checklists are then completed by the committee for all grade levels to ensure quality 
resources, sufficient for addressing all of the ACCR standards, are provided to all instructional staff  

 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 

[C.A.2] 
 
Lesson Plan Evaluations 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklist 
Data Dialogue Reflection 
 
Curriculum Adoption Revision 
Forms 
Curriculum Request Forms 
Curriculum Surveys 
Document Curriculum Alignment 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the process for evaluating how 
effectively the curriculum enables students to meet all standards.  
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• Standards Alignment Checklists are first completed by the district curriculum committee to verify that the 

adopted curriculum calendars, (currently the Beyond Textbooks Curriculum Calendars) include all of the ACCR 
standards for each grade level, Kindergarten through 8th grade.  

• Curriculum Alignment Checklists are then completed by the committee for all grade levels to ensure quality 
resources, sufficient for addressing all of the ACCR standards, are provided to all instructional staff 

• Galileo formative assessments track student progress toward standards mastery. For students falling below 75%, 



 

Curriculum Page 2 of 9    
 

Checklists 
Curriculum Agenda 2 
Feb. Curriculum Mtg-Evaluating 
Curriculum 
Jan. Curriculum Mtg Minutes-
Survey Review 
Oct. Curriculum Mtg Minutes 
Curriculum Committee Reporting 
Pearson Survey Results 

intervention plans are created and implemented.  

 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 

[C.A.3] 
 
Curriculum Alignment Checklists 
Gap Analysis 
Curriculum Request forms 
 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder 
identifies curricular gaps. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• Completing Curriculum Alignment Checklists for all grade levels and subgroups.  

• A detailed Gap Analysis, designed to assess whether the current curriculum is sufficient for meeting the specific 
needs of all students and subgroup populations, is completed to further assess the results of the Curriculum 
Alignment Checklists.  

• The curriculum committee then analyzes the Gap Analysis and determines whether additional curriculum and 
resources are needed to teach the ACCR standards to mastery. 

Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 

[C.B.1] 
 
Gap Analysis 
Curriculum Meeting Sign-ins 
Curriculum Meeting Agendas 
Curriculum Meeting Minutes 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process for 
adopting curriculum based on its evaluation processes. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• The process for adopting new curriculum is determined by the findings of the Gap Analysis.  

• The district curriculum committee, department heads, and classroom teachers are all involved in pursuing new 
curriculum research if gaps are present. The curriculum committee reviews requests for the adoption of new 
and/ supplemental curriculum to ensure that it is research-based and fulfills the identified gaps.  

 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[C.B.2] 
 
Curriculum Committee Meeting 
Sign-ins 
Curriculum Committee Meeting 
Agendas 
Curriculum Committee Meeting 
Minutes 
Professional Development for 
newly adopted curriculum 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process for 
evaluating new and/or supplemental curriculum options.  
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• Curriculum options for school-wide instructional use are evaluated according to ACCR standards alignment, the 

presence of adequate components that will address the academic needs of all students and subgroups, and 
financial feasibility.  

• Research conducted regarding the adoption of new and/ supplemental curriculum takes into consideration the 
specific needs of general education students, ELL students, students with disabilities, FRL students, and students 
within the bottom 25%. 

• Site principals evaluate all curriculum requests to ensure that they are research-based, support the teaching and 
learning of the ACCR standards, and include materials sufficient for meeting the academic needs of students 
within these specified grade levels and subgroups. 

Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 

[C.C.1] 
 
Gap Analysis 
Curriculum Meeting Sign-ins 
Curriculum Meeting Agendas 
Curriculum Meeting Minutes 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process for 
revising curriculum based on its evaluation processes. 
  
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• The process for revising curriculum is determined by the findings of the Gap Analysis.  

• The district curriculum committee, department heads, and instructional staff are involved in the process for 
determining revisions and pursuing new curriculum research.  

• Site principals evaluate potential revisions in curriculum proposed by the curriculum committee to determine 
whether these revisions will meet the needs of all students, or the additional needs of students in specific grade 
levels or subgroups. 

Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 



 

Curriculum Page 4 of 9    
 

[C.C.2] 
 
Gap Analysis 
Curriculum Meeting Sign-ins  
Curriculum Meeting Agendas 
Curriculum Meeting Minutes 
 
Curriculum Revision BT email 
Correspondence 
Curriculum Adoption_Revision 
Forms 
Curriculum Surveys 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process for 
revising the curriculum. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• BT is revised yearly by the company and the charter holder implements those revisions.  

• The gap analysis determines what revisions need to be made by using supplemental materials. 

• A new rubric for curricular material requests has been created to be implemented May 2016 that increases the 
rigor from the previous request process.  

Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 

[C.D.1] 
 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 
Expectations for Curriculum 
Implementation 
Lesson Plan Evaluations 
Master DMS Handouts 
Beyond Textbooks PD documents 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process for 
ensuring the curriculum is implemented with fidelity, and that these expectations have been communicated to 
instructional staff. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
 
• Clear and consistent communication of professional expectations for teachers and instructional staff, ongoing 

professional development in curriculum planning, usage, and implementation, and follow-up evaluations 
conducted by principals, department heads, and assistant principals.  

• Expectations for Curriculum Implementation, (located in the Employee Handbook), are reviewed by site 
principals and department heads with all instructional staff at the beginning of the school year.  

• Classroom walkthroughs, (La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists), include a section on 
observable curriculum implementation and are conducted by principals, vice principals and department heads to 
ensure regular feedback is provided regarding the consistent implementation of core and supplemental 
curriculum by all instructional staff.  

• Lesson Plan Evaluations are completed by assistant principals and returned to teachers with suggestions for 
improvements or modifications in curriculum planning and implementation. 

 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[C.D.2] 
 
Expectations for Curriculum 
Implementation 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 
Lesson Plan Evaluations 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process for 
ensuring consistent use of curricular tools, and that these expectations have been communicated to instructional staff. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• Clear and consistent communication of professional expectations for teachers and instructional staff, ongoing 

professional development in curriculum planning, usage, and implementation, and follow-up classroom 
walkthroughs conducted by principals, department heads, and assistant principals to ensure that the consistent 
use of curricular tools is occurring.  

• The Expectations for Curriculum Implementation, (located in the Employee Handbook), are reviewed by site 
principals and department heads with all instructional staff at the beginning of the school year. 

• Teacher use the standards alignment and BT calendars when creating lesson plans, which are monitored through 
evaluations by administration.  

 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[C.D.3] 
 
Beyond Textbooks professional 
development series 
Re-teach/Enrich Expectations 
Lesson Plan Evaluations 
Beyond Textbooks Curriculum 
Calendars 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 
Data Dialogue Reflections 
 
Reading DFAs 
Re-Teach Enrich Plans-Math DFAs 
Tutoring Remediation Logs 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process to 
ensure that all grade-level standards are taught to mastery within the academic year. 
  
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
 

• The Charter Holder ensures that all grade-level standards are taught to mastery by supplying instructional 
staff with effective, research-based curriculum that addresses all ACCR standards at each grade level, 
providing professional development in the use of curricular tools, monitoring the implementation of core and 
supplemental curriculum, and analyzing assessment data to determine whether the current curricular and 
instructional processes are effective. 

• La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists are conducted by principals and department heads to 
ensure teachers are implementing instructional strategies and grade-level curriculum effective in teaching the 
ACCR standards to mastery.  

• The Beyond Textbooks Curriculum Calendars were evaluated by the district curriculum committee for 
standards alignment prior to the implementation of the Beyond Textbooks program 

• Classroom teachers administer District Formative Assessments to assess student comprehension of the 
recently completed standard.  

• Assistant principals and department heads conduct weekly lesson plan checks and quarterly Lesson Plan 
Evaluations to ensure teachers are following the Beyond Textbooks Curriculum Calendars and allotting the 
designated amount of time to each standard for students to achieve mastery. Teachers and instructional 
support staff collaborate in grade level team meetings to review assessment data and evaluate instructional 
and curricular effectiveness. 

 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[C.E.1] 
 
Curriculum Alignment Checklists 
ACCR standards 
Standards Alignment Checklist  

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process for 
verifying that the curriculum is aligned to Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 

 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• A Curriculum Alignment Checklist is completed by committee members for each grade level to verify that the 

district’s current curriculum is aligned to the ACCR standards. 

• Curricular and assessment tools are crosschecked with the ACCR standards using the district’s Standards 
Alignment Checklist, which is completed by the district data committee at the beginning of the school year. 

 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 

[C.E.2] 
 
Curriculum Alignment Checklists 
Expectations for Curriculum 
Implementation 
Lesson Plan Evaluations 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process to 
monitor and evaluate changes to ensure that curriculum maintains alignment to Arizona’s College and Career Ready 
Standards when adopting or revising curriculum.  
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• The review of Curriculum Alignment Checklists for all grade levels, which are completed by the curriculum 

committee at the beginning of the school year.  

• Any changes made to curriculum or instruction will be monitored by site principals and department heads to 
ensure that the Expectations for Curriculum Implementation are being fulfilled. Principals and department heads 
will evaluate curriculum alignment to the ACCR standards during lesson plan checks, Lesson Plan Evaluations, and 
quarterly classroom walkthroughs via the La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists. 

 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[C.F.1] 
 
Bottom 25 

• Additional Lesson Plan 
Evals 

• Atlas Central 

• Atlas Title 1 

• Benchmark 1 Growth by 
Standard 

• Benchmark 2 Growth by 
Standard 

• BM 1 Agenda Title 1 

• Central Title 1 Data Copy 

• Data Reflection 

• District Data Title 1 
Minutes and Agendas 

• District wide Data Team 
Meetings Title 1 

• Grade Level Meetings 
Agenda Lakeside 

• Lakeside Evals 

• Lakeside Reading A-Z 
Screener 

• Lakeside Title 1 Data 

• Reading Screener A-Z 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder 
assesses subgroups to ensure that the supplemental and/or differentiated curriculum is effective for students in each of 
the four subgroups. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• Regularly evaluating the effectiveness of implementation practices and analyzing benchmark assessment results.  

• Lesson plans for all instructional staff working with the bottom 25% are evaluated by the Title 1 site coordinators 
for appropriately aligned curriculum selections.  

• The La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklist, which contains a curriculum implementation section, 
is conducted by the Title 1 director, principals, and assistant principals.  

• Benchmark data is analyzed in district data team meetings and the curriculum used to address the standards is 
evaluated for instructional effectiveness. 

• The district ELL coordinator evaluates the current curriculum after every benchmark to assess whether 
specialized materials implemented by instructional staff were effective in helping ELL students meet the ACCR 
standards. 

• Lesson plans for instructional staff working with ELL and FRL students are evaluated by assistant principals for 
appropriately aligned curriculum selections.  

• The Charter Holder ensures that the current curriculum addresses the needs of students in the four subgroups by 
regularly evaluating the effectiveness of implementation practices and benchmark assessment results.  

• The special education director evaluates the curriculum after each benchmark to assess whether the specific 
curriculum implemented was effective in helping students with disabilities meet the ACCR standards. 

 
 
 
 
Final Evaluation: 
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Central 

• Reading Screener A-Z 
South 

• South Title 1 Data 

• T1 Walkthrough process 

• Title 1 Curriculum 
Request 

• Title 1 Grade Level 
Meeting Logs 

• Title 1 Lakeside Lesson 
Plans 

ELL 
• Lesson Plan Evaluations 

• Professional Teacher 
Evaluations 

• SEI protocol 

• ELL Progress Reports 

Students with Disabilities 
• Lesson Plan Evaluations 

• Professional Teacher 
Evaluations 

• La Paloma Academy 
Classroom Walkthrough 
Checklists 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory 

Charter Holder Name: Arizona Community Development Corporation                       
School Name:  La Paloma Academy-South, La Paloma Academy-
Central, La Paloma Academy-Lakeside 

Site Visit Date:  March 8, 2016 
Required for:  Renewal 
Evaluation Criteria Area: Assessment  

 
Document Name/Identification Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome 

[A.A.1] 
 
Standards Alignment Checklists 
LPA Benchmark Assessment 
Schedule 
Beyond Textbooks Curriculum 
Calendars 
La Paloma Academy Testing 
Calendar 
Beyond Textbooks District 
Formative Assessments 
Data Collection Sheets 
Reading A-Z Screening Reports 
Gap Analysis K-8 
Data Committee Reporting 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the process for evaluating 
assessment tools. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

 The district data committee evaluates the test blueprints of ATI-Galileo pre-tests, post-tests, and benchmark 

assessments to ensure that they are aligned with and include all of the ACCR standards at each grade level. 

 Formative assessments and universal screening tools are also reviewed for standards alignment and all 

assessments are scheduled in accordance with the district curriculum calendars. 

 The district data committee evaluates the assessment system to ensure that formative, benchmark, and 

summative assessment tools are correlative. 

 Universal screening tools are evaluated by the Title 1 director to ensure that all key components of reading 

proficiency, (phonemic and phonological awareness, fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary), are assessed and 

additional progress monitoring for K-3 students is occurring in response to Arizona’s Move On When Reading 

initiative 

 All results are submitted to site administrators and K-3 classroom teachers, who then evaluate assessment 

results against formative and benchmark data. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[A.A.2] 
 
Standards Alignment Checklists 
Beyond Textbook Curriculum 
Calendars 
Curriculum Alignment Checklists 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the process for evaluating how 
assessments are aligned to the curriculum. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

 Completing Standards Alignment Checklists for all grade levels.  

 The district data committee then reviews the District Formative Assessments at each grade level for standards-

alignment and verifies whether all ACCR standards are being assessed within the allotted time frames on the 

Beyond Textbooks Curriculum Calendars.  

 Curriculum Alignment Checklists are completed to verify that the district’s curriculum is aligned to the standards 

that will be assessed on each benchmark. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 

[A.A.3] 
 
Beyond Textbooks Curriculum 
Calendars 
Data Collection Sheets 
Data Dialogue Reflections 
Professional Teacher Evaluations 
Reteach and Enrich Plans 
RTE Plans 
RTE Schedule 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the process for evaluating how 
the assessment system is aligned to the instructional methodology. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

 Beyond Textbooks Calendars demonstrate the alignment of the assessment system and the instructional 

methodology 

 Each standard has a 5 question assessment, and Galileo supports the specific standards that are being taught. 

This is demonstrated through the teacher’s standards alignment documents. 

 Re-Teach and Enrich plans are used by teachers. Students are ability grouped to receive additional instruction 

based on their performance in the assessment system. These plans are aligned to the assessment system. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[A.B.1] 
 
Bottom 25 

 Reading DFAs 

 Reteach and Enrich 
Plans-Math DFAs 

 Title 1 Tracking Forms 

 Tutoring Remediation 
Logs 

 Atlas Data Dialogue 
Reflection 

 Atlas 

 Benchmark 1 Growth by 
Standard 

 Benchmark 2 Growth by 
Standard 

 BM 1 Agenda Title 1 

 Central Title 1 Data Copy 

 Data Meeting Sign In 
South 

 Data Meeting Sign 
In_Email Title 1 

 District Data Title 1 
Meeting & Agendas 

 District wide Data Team 
Meetings Title 1 

 Grade Level Meetings 
Agenda Lakeside 

 Lakeside Evals 

 Lakeside Reading A-Z 
Screener 

 Lakeside Title 1 Data 

 Reading Screener A-Z 
Central 

 Reading Screener A-Z 
South 

 South Title 1 Data 

 Title 1 Grade Level 
Meeting Logs 

 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the assessment system 
assesses each subgroup to determine the effectiveness of supplemental and/or differentiated instruction and 
curriculum. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

 Monitoring the effectiveness of intervention through consistent data analysis and tracking. 

 District-wide directors and coordinators meet with their intervention team at the conclusion of each benchmark 

to discuss the continued implementation of data collection processes that will evaluate instructional and 

curricular effectiveness.  

 All instructional staff working with students in the bottom 25% will attend grade level data meetings with the 

Title 1 director and site principals to analyze benchmark results and record their findings in Data Dialogue 

Reflection forms. 

 ELL coordinator meets with site-based teams quarterly to discuss data collection and evaluate the effectiveness 

of currently implemented curriculum and instructional strategies at the conclusion of each benchmark. All 

instructional staff working with ELL students will record benchmark results for the students they service in Data 

Dialogue Reflection forms 

 FRL students will be progress monitored throughout the school year in order to modify, adjust, or enhance 

instructional practices according to their assessments data. 

 Department heads meet with their teams to discuss ongoing processes for data collection and evaluation at the 

conclusion of each benchmark. All instructional staff will record benchmark results for the students they service 

in Data Dialogue Reflection forms. 

 The special education director meets with site-based special education teams to discuss ongoing processes for 

data collection and evaluation at the conclusion of each benchmark. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Final Evaluation: 
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ELL 

 Lesson Plan Evaluations 

 Professional Teacher 
Evaluations 

 SEI protocol 

 ELL Progress Reports 

 ELL Coordinator Data 
Boards 

Students with Disabilities 

 Lesson Plan Evaluations 

 Professional Teacher 
Evaluations 

 La Paloma Academy 
Classroom Walkthrough 
Checklists 

 Student data tracking 
and plans for success 

 
 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[A.C.1] 
 
Data Meeting Sign-ins 
Data Meeting Agendas 
Data Meeting Minutes 
Baseline to Benchmark 
Assessment Spreadsheets 
Galileo Intervention Alerts 
Galileo Development Profile 
Reports 
Data Collection Sheets 
Reading A-Z Screening Report 
Professional Teacher Evaluations 
Student Tracking Forms 
ILLPs 
IEPs 
Data Dialogue Reflections 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the process for collecting and 
analyzing assessment data.  
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

 The Charter Holder has formed a district data committee to ensure that ongoing processes for collection and 

analysis of formative, benchmark and summative assessment data are established, well documented, and 

consistently implemented by all instructional staff throughout the school year.  

 The Title 1 director provides teachers and instructional support staff with Baseline to Benchmark Assessment 

Spreadsheets to analyze student performance on each of the standards taught during the benchmark window.  

 Instructional staff analyzes benchmark assessment data in grade level and departmental data team meetings, 

which occur at the conclusion of each benchmark.  

 Galileo Intervention Alerts and Development Profile Reports are reviewed and evaluated by all instructional staff 

and results are recorded in Data Dialogue Reflection forms.  

 Formative assessment data is evaluated by teachers in weekly/biweekly intervals according to their grade level 

curriculum calendars and assessment scores are recorded in Data Collection Sheets at the conclusion of each 

standard taught.  

 Reading A-Z Screening Reports are completed by the Title 1 site coordinators and submitted to administrators 

and K-3
rd

 grade classroom teachers, who evaluate the results alongside formative and benchmark reading 

proficiency data.  

 Benchmark data is evaluated by principals for instructional and curricular effectiveness. 

 Data Dialogue Reflections will be completed by 3
rd

-8
th

 grade teachers to evaluate summative data for both post-

test and AzMerit assessment results in grade level data meetings. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[A.C.2] 
 
Data Dialogue Reflections 
Curriculum Request Forms 
Gap Analysis 
Curriculum Materials Request 
Form 
Data Team Meeting Notes, 
Agendas, and Sign-in Sheets 
Grade Level Data Meeting Logs 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the data analysis is used to 
make adjustments to curriculum. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

 District curriculum committee to evaluate potential adjustments to curriculum and curricular tools based on data 

analysis. 

 Data team meetings are held between grade level teams, the site principal, and the Title 1 director. Results are 

analyzed in terms of growth and proficiency for each standard measured on the benchmark assessment. 

 Teaching teams identify strengths and needs in their instructional methods, evaluate curricular effectiveness, 

and set goals for enhancing student success. 

 Teachers will make a note of the curricular gap in the Data Dialogue Reflection and submit a Curriculum Request 

form to the site principal and/or district curriculum committee for review.    

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 

[A.C.3] 
 
Data Meeting Sign-ins 
Data Meeting Agendas 
Data Meeting Minutes 
Data Dialogue Reflections 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 
Professional Teacher Evaluations 
Coach’s Notes 
PD Meeting Sign-ins 
PD Meeting Agendas 
PD Certificates 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the data analysis is used to 
make adjustments to instruction. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

 Teachers, instructional support staff, and site administrators analyze benchmark assessment results to evaluate 

whether changes in instructional strategies can be made to improve student performance and teach the 

standards to mastery. 

 If modifications must be made to current teaching strategies, instructional coaches may be assigned to teachers 

that require more intensive assistance. Coaches observe their assigned teachers and provide regular feedback, 

(Coach’s Notes), to assist teachers in developing and implementing more effective methods of instruction. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory 
Charter Holder Name: Arizona Community Development Corporation                       
School Name:  La Paloma Academy-South, La Paloma Academy-
Central, La Paloma Academy-Lakeside 

Site Visit Date:  March 8, 2016 
Required for:  Renewal 
Evaluation Criteria Area: Monitoring Instruction  

 
Document Name/Identification Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome 
[M.A.1] 
 
Lesson Plan Evaluations 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 
Professional Teacher Evaluations 
5-Minute Observations 
Classified Staff Evaluations 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process for 
monitoring that instruction is aligned with ACCRS standards, implemented with fidelity, effective throughout the year, 
and addressing the identified needs of students in all four subgroups. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• Classroom teachers, specialists, and instructional support staff is regularly observed through lesson plan checks, 

classroom walkthrough observations and formal evaluations. 

• Lesson Plan Evaluations are conducted by assistant principals, department heads, and program coordinators to 
provide detailed written feedback for teachers regarding the effectiveness of their lesson plans.  

• Informal observations conducted by the principal, assistant principal, and department heads will check for 
evidence of curriculum calendar alignment, use of appropriate materials and resources and implementation of 
effective instructional strategies to ensure the ACCR standards are being taught with fidelity.  

• Formal Professional Teacher Evaluations, conducted twice a year by the principal, provide comprehensive 
feedback regarding all required teaching components to monitor the effectiveness of ACCR standards-based 
instruction and improve the quality of teaching in all classrooms. 

• Lesson plans are evaluated and feedback is provided through Lesson Plan Evaluations. Instruction is evaluated 
informally using the 5-minute Observation form, and formally during Classified Staff Evaluations. 

 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 

[M.A.2] 
 
Beyond Textbooks Curriculum 
Calendars 
Data Meeting Sign-ins 
Data Meeting Agendas 
Lesson Plan Evaluations 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how does the Charter Holder 
monitor instruction to ensure it is leading all students to mastery of the standards.  
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• Site administrators conduct formal and informal evaluations for all instructional staff and hold data team 

meetings to evaluate formative and benchmark data for growth and proficiency at each grade level. 

• Lesson Plan Evaluations ensure instruction is aligned with the ACCR standards and the Beyond Textbooks 
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Walkthrough Checklists 
5-Minute Observations 
Classified Staff Evaluations 

Curriculum Calendars. 

• La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists are conducted to check for evidence of curriculum 
calendar alignment and the implementation of lessons that ensure standards integration and high quality 
classroom instruction. 

• Professional Teacher Evaluations are conducted twice a year by site principals to provide comprehensive 
feedback regarding all required teaching components, primarily focused on ACCR standards-based instruction 
effective for teaching all standards to mastery.  

• Department heads and site coordinators conduct 5-minute Observations monthly and Classified Staff Evaluations 
are administered each semester to ensure that all subgroup instruction is aligned with ACCR standards and the 
Beyond Textbooks Curriculum Calendars. 

 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 

[M.B.1] 
 
Lesson Plan Evaluation 
Professional Teacher Evaluation 
5-Minute Observations 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 
Lesson Plan Evaluation 
Classified Staff Evaluation 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process for 
evaluating instructional practices of all staff. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• Consistent lesson plan feedback through Lesson Plan Evaluations and informal walkthroughs observations are 

conducted via La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists, in addition to two Professional Teacher 
Evaluations over the course of the school year.  

• Department heads and site coordinators conduct monthly 5-minute Observations, quarterly La Paloma Academy 
Classroom Walkthrough Checklists and semesterly Classified Staff Evaluations to evaluate the quality of 
instructional practices for teachers and support staff working with subgroup populations. 

Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[M.B.2] 
 
Lesson Plan Evaluations 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 
Professional Teacher Evaluations 
5-minute Observations 
Classified Staff Evaluations 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process to 
identify the quality of instruction.  
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• Checking for the presence of relevant instructional practices and methodologies within the lesson plans by 

conducting quarterly Lesson Plan Evaluations and ensuring that these practices are demonstrated in the 
classroom by conducting La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists. 

• Professional Teacher Evaluations are conducted twice a year by the site principals and/ assistant principals to 
provide comprehensive feedback regarding the quality and effectiveness of all required teaching components, 
which ensures high quality instructional practices are being implemented.  

• Department heads and site coordinators conduct 5-minute Observations monthly and Classified Staff Evaluations 
are administered each semester to ensure that instruction is high quality and in supportive of the specific needs 
of subgroup student populations. 

Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.   

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[M.B.3] 
 
Lesson Plan Evaluations 
Professional Teacher Evaluations 
Classified Staff Evaluations 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 
5-minute Observations 
Coach’s Notes 
Pre/post conference feedback 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how this process identifies 
individual strengths, weaknesses, and needs of instructional staff. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• Providing consistent and detailed teacher feedback regarding both documented (lesson plans) and observable 

instructional practices. 

• Teacher feedback by observing classroom lessons both formally in Professional Teacher Evaluations and 
Classified Staff Evaluations and informally by conducting La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists 
and regular 5-minute Observations. Pre/post conference feedback is given to prepare teachers and instructional 
support staff for instructional expectations and allow opportunities for additional questions and responses after 
the evaluation has occurred.   

• These feedback tools identify individual strengths in instructional effectiveness as well as areas of need where 
additional coaching and mentoring would be beneficial. 

• Administrators evaluate formative and benchmark data in addition to standards-aligned lessons documented in 
lesson plans and taught in accordance with the district’s adopted curriculum calendars to determine instructional 
effectiveness and identify teacher strengths and weaknesses. 

 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[M.C.1]  
 
Bottom 25 
 

• Lesson Plan Evaluations 

• Classified Staff 
Evaluations 

• 5-minute Observations 

• Title 1 Tracking Forms 

• Lesson Plan Evaluations 

• Professional Teacher 
Evaluations 

• SEI protocol 

• ELL Progress Reports 

ELL 
• Lesson Plan Evaluations 

• Professional Teacher 
Evaluations 

• SEI protocol 

• ELL Progress Reports 

Students with Disabilities 
• Lesson Plan Evaluations 

• Professional Teacher 
Evaluations 

• La Paloma Academy 
Classroom Walkthrough 
Checklists 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process to 
evaluate supplemental instruction that is targeted to address the needs of students in all four subgroups. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• Classroom observations and formal evaluations, conducted by site principals and directors/department heads, 

check for the display of all required components relevant to instruction that is targeted to meet the needs of 
students in the bottom 25%. These components include: complete and detailed daily schedules, lesson plans, 
targeted instructional strategies (Response to Intervention) observably employed for individual students and 
recorded in tracking documents, the posting of current ACCR standards and objectives in student-friendly 
language, and updated data walls or data binders. 

• Classroom observations conducted by the principals and ELL coordinator will check for the display of all required 
components relevant to instruction that is targeted to meet the needs of ELL students. These components 
include: complete and detailed daily schedules, lesson plans, evidence of targeted instructional strategies (ELP 
standards, SEI protocol) observably employed for individual students and recorded in progress reports, 
(Attachment B of the ILLP) and the posting of standards and objectives in student-friendly language. 

• Classroom walkthrough observations conducted by site principals and the Title 1 director will check for the 
display of all required components relevant to instruction that is targeted to meet the needs of FRL students. 
These components include: complete and detailed daily schedules, lesson plans, evidence of targeted 
instructional strategies (Response to Intervention) observably employed to meet the needs of individual 
students, the posting of current ACCR standards and objectives in student-friendly language, and updated data 
walls or data binders. 

• Classroom walkthrough observations conducted by the special education director check for the display of all 
required components relevant to instruction that is targeted to meet the needs of students with disabilities. 
These components include: complete and detailed daily schedules, targeted instructional strategies and 
submission of quarterly progress reports in compliance with Individual Education Plans, that are observably 
employed for individual students, and the posting of current ACCR standards and objectives in student-friendly 
language. 

Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[M.D.1] 
 
Professional Teacher Evaluations 
Classified Staff Evaluations 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 
5-minute Observations 
Pre/post conference feedback 
Teacher Reflection forms 
Teacher Induction Program 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder 
analyzes information about strengths, weaknesses, and needs of instructional staff. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 
• Administrators evaluate teachers and identify instructional strengths, weaknesses and needs by observing 

instruction and student performance data. A pre and post conference is conducted. This information is discussed 
with the teacher, as well as in data meetings, district meetings and staff meetings.  

• A coaching/mentoring program is in place for teachers who need additional support. The coach conducts 
observations and provides feedback based on strengths, weaknesses and needs.  

Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 

[M.D.2] 
 
Professional Teacher Evaluations 
Classified Staff Evaluations 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 
5-minute Observations Pre/post 
conference feedback 
Teacher Reflection forms 
Teacher Mentor Program 
Coach’s Notes 
 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder uses the 
analysis to provide feedback on strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs based on the evaluation of instructional 
practices. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

• Pre/post conference feedback is provided to all instructional staff as part of the evaluation process.  

• Teachers and instructional support staff complete Teacher Reflection forms and share them with 
administrators during post-conferences to open a dialogue that will further develop the quality and 
effectiveness of teaching practices.  

• A new teacher mentor program has been established to provide opportunities for experienced teachers to 
work with new or struggling teachers and provide regular feedback and instructional support to address 
learning needs.  

• Teachers also receive detailed feedback from the school principal, administrative team, and/or instructional 
coaches through classroom observations and professional evaluations. 

• Pre and post conferences accompany every formal evaluation to open a more extensive dialogue between 
teachers and administrators and clarify performance expectations. 

 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory 

Charter Holder Name: Arizona Community Development Corporation                       
School Name:  La Paloma Academy-South, La Paloma Academy-
Central, La Paloma Academy-Lakeside 

Site Visit Date:  March 8, 2016 
Required for:  Renewal 
Evaluation Criteria Area: Professional Development  

 
Document Name/Identification Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome 

[P.A.1] 
 
Needs Assessment 
Professional Development 
committee sign-ins 
Professional Development 
committee meeting minutes 
Professional Development 
committee Agendas 
Professional Development 
Calendars 
Professional Development 
Surveys 
Off-site Professional 
Development Certificates 
In-house Professional 
Development presentations 
On-site Professional 
Development certificates 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process to 
determine what professional development topics will be covered throughout the year, and the data and analysis used 
to make those decisions. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

 A Needs Assessment is conducted at the beginning of each school year to determine the professional 

development needs of instructional staff at each grade level.  

 A Professional Development committee comprised of teachers and departmental staff, (Title 1, ELL, and/or 

Special Education teachers), will be formed at each campus to analyze the results of the Needs Assessment and 

identify the site-specific specific needs of instructional staff. Once the Needs Assessment has been evaluated, the 

Professional Development committee presents their findings to site principals, who then arrange specific 

professional development trainings that are be tailored to the needs of their campuses. The site principals also 

evaluate data taken from walkthrough observations and professional teacher evaluations to identify specific 

areas in which teachers have shown a consistent need for improvement. This evaluation, along with the needs 

identified by the Needs Assessments will determine the final selection of professional development that will be 

calendared for the school year for each site. 

 Professional development surveys throughout the school year to determine whether teachers are in need of 

additional training in specific areas that have not been identified or addressed.  

 When instructional needs arise for additional professional development that has not been scheduled within the 

current Professional Development Calendars, instructional staff in need of this training will attend off-site 

professional development trainings.  

 Instructional leaders (grade level team leads, teacher mentors, site coordinators, directors/department heads) 

will also be assigned to attend these off-site trainings and then provide in-house presentations for all 

instructional staff. 

 The site principals will continue to evaluate data taken from the Needs Assessments to identify specific areas in 

which teachers have identified and requested curricular and instructional training and determine the selection of 

future or ongoing professional development. 
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Final Evaluation: 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 

[P.A.2] 
 
Needs Assessment 
Professional Development 
committee meeting minutes 
Professional Development 
committee Agendas 
Professional Development 
Calendars 
Professional Teacher Evaluations 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: that Charter Holder’s process to 
ensure the professional development plan is aligned with instructional staff learning needs. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

 All professional development for the 2015-2016 school year has been aligned to the learning needs of 

instructional staff in accordance with the results of the Needs Assessment. 

 Results are shared with lead teachers, department heads, and site administrators and a Professional 

Development committee is formed for each campus. 

 The committee will communicate with site principals throughout the school year to arrange for any additional 

professional development trainings that are aligned to the needs of teachers as they arise.  Site principals also 

use teacher evaluation data to determine the ongoing professional development needs of teachers. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[P.A.3] 
 
Needs Assessment 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 
Professional Teacher Evaluations 
Professional Development 
Committee meeting Minutes 
Professional Development 
Committee Sign-ins 
Professional Development 
Committee Agendas 
Professional Development 
Calendar 
Off-site Professional 
Development Certificates 
On-site Professional 
Development Certificates 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the process to determine and 
address the areas of high importance in the professional development plan. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

 The professional development plan addresses areas of high importance by identifying the most common needs 

of all instructional staff, as well as grade level and department specific needs, which are all identified by the 

Needs Assessment results.  

 Additional professional development needs will be identified by teacher evaluation data collected by 

principals/department heads during walkthrough observations, (La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough 

Checklists), and Professional Teacher Evaluations. 

 Professional Development Surveys are conducted throughout the year to identify additional requests or needs 

for training in curriculum, assessment, or instructional effectiveness. If the professional development requested 

applies to or meets the needs of the majority of the instructional staff, on-site training will be scheduled and 

added to the Professional Development Calendar. 

 Site principals continue to evaluate data taken from walkthrough observations and formal Professional Teacher 

Evaluations to identify specific areas in which teachers have shown a consistent need for improvement 

throughout the duration of the school year to ensure teachers and instructional support staff are well equipped 

to teach the ACCR standards to mastery. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 

implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 

of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[P.B.1] 
 
On-site Professional 
Development presentation 
certificates 
On-site professional development 
presentations and materials 
Off-site Professional 
Development Certificates of 
completion 
Professional Development 
Calendars 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the charter holder provides 
professional development to ensure instructional staff is able to address the needs of students in all four subgroups. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

 School-wide systems of ongoing professional development are designed to ensure that all instructional staff 

working with students identified in the bottom 25% receives appropriate tools and resources to improve student 

growth and achievement.  

 Department heads, site coordinators, and teachers that work with students in each of the four subgroups will 

attend off-site professional development to further refine the specialized components of their teaching fields.  

 The district Title 1 director provides specialized RTI training to all instructional staff on a quarterly basis. The 

director of federal programs provides professional development in instructional strategies that enhance the 

teaching practices of all staff working with students in each of the subgroups. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 

[P.C.1] 
 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 
Professional Teacher Evaluations 
PD Implementation Forms 
Additional Professional 
Development 
Resources/materials 
Coach’s Notes 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process to 
provide support to the instructional staff on the high quality implementation of the strategies learned in professional 
development. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

 Feedback during informal and formal observations. Informal walkthrough observations, (La Paloma Academy 

Classroom Walkthrough Checklists), have been modified to include a PD implementation section to provide 

ongoing feedback regarding the integration of new instructional strategies. 

 Instructional coaches follow up with teachers after reviewing the PD Implementation forms with the teachers 

they have been assigned and ongoing coaching will be provided to individuals in need of further guidance. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 



 

Professional Development Page 5 of 6    

 

[P.C.2] 
 
Additional professional 
development resources/materials 
PD Implementation forms 
Coach’s Notes 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 
Teacher Lesson Plan Examples 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder 
identifies the resources that are necessary for high quality implementation.  
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

 Additional materials are determined based on what is documented in the Coach’s notes. 

 PD Implementation Forms are used to identify what teachers need both individually, and as a whole, to more 

fully and effectively implement professional development 

 Lesson plans are reviewed to confirm implementation and help to identify needed resources 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 

[P.D.1] 
 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 
PD Implementation Forms 
Coach’s Notes 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder 
monitors the implementation of the strategies learned in professional development sessions. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

 The Charter Holder monitors the implementation of strategies learned in professional development trainings by 

conducting walkthrough observations (La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists) that incorporate 

a PD implementation section and PD Implementation forms.  

 Site administrators and instructional coaches observe teachers 1 month after professional development is given 

and complete PD Implementation forms to document the implementation of the instructional strategies with 

which they were presented and provide detailed feedback. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 

implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 

of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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[P.D.2] 
 
La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists 
PD Implementation Forms 
Coach’s Notes 
Follow up 5 minute observation 

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder 
monitors and follows-up with instructional staff regarding implementation of the strategies learned in professional 
development. 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following: 

 The Charter Holder follows up with instructional staff to support and develop implementation of strategies 

learned in professional development trainings after conducting La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough 

Checklists and PD Implementation forms in 1-1 conferences.  

 Site principals provide further instructional coaching where needed. 

 Individuals who require additional resources and training on a more frequent basis will be assigned an 

instructional coach, who will meet with them weekly, biweekly, or monthly, depending on individual need. 

Coaches will provide written feedback through Coach’s Notes and conduct informal observations using the La 

Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklist. 

Final Evaluation: 

☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of 
implementation of each of the relevant described 
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  

☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence 
of implementation of processes to address the required 
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient. 
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report 

 

 Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report Template v.10/2015 
1 

 

DEMONSTRATION OF SUFFICIENT PROGRESS REPORT 

DATA ONLY 

CHARTER INFORMATION 

Charter Holder Name  Arizona Community 
Development 
Corporation. 

Schools  La Paloma Academy South. 

Charter Holder Entity ID         91805  Dashboard Year  2015‐2016  

Submission Date  February 8, 2016  Purpose of DSP 
Submission 

Renewal   

 

 

DSP: DATA ONLY CHECKLIST 

 Review DSP Guide for Charter Holders, DSP Evaluation Criteria, and Charter Holder Academic 
dashboard. 

 Determine if the Charter Holder is exempt or waived from any of the measures. 

 Complete the Charter Holder Information. 

 Complete this Template.  

 Complete the Data Submission Spreadsheet and prepare accompanying source data.  

 Save files as directed in the DSP Guide for Charter Holders. 

 Submit by the deadline date described in the notification letter. 
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AREA I: DATA 
Complete the table below.  Identify the school’s Academic Dashboard Rating for the two most recent available dashboards. 
Then, identify if data is required with this DSP report. See the DSP Guide for Charter Holders for further instructions. 

Charter Holders with multiple schools must complete the Data area for each school that received an Overall Rating 
of “Does Not Meet”, “Falls Far Below” or “No Rating” on the current Academic Dashboard. The Charter Holder 
must copy and paste the Dashboard Ratings table for each school. 

Dashboard Ratings for All Measures  
School Name: ___La Paloma Academy South___________________________________ 

Measure 

Prior Year 
Dashboard 

Current Year 
Dashboard 

Data 
Required 
(any measure 
that did not 
meet/exceed 
for both years)

School Rating  School Rating 

Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP)—Math Does Not Meet  Does Not Meet  Yes 
Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP)—Reading Does Not Meet  Does Not Meet  Yes 

Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP), Bottom 25%—
Math (Traditional and Small Schools Only) 

Does Not Meet  Does Not Meet  Yes 

Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP), Bottom 25%—
Reading (Traditional and Small Schools Only) 

Meets  Does Not Meet  Yes 

Improvement—Math 
(Alternative High Schools Only) 

Not Applicable  Not Applicable  Not 
Applicable 

Improvement—Reading (Alternative High Schools Only)  Not Applicable  Not Applicable  Not 
Applicable 

Percent Passing—Math  Falls Far Below  Falls Far Below  Yes 
Percent Passing—Reading Falls Far Below  Falls Far Below  Yes 
Subgroup, ELL—Math  Falls Far Below Does Not Meet Yes 

Subgroup, ELL—Reading  Does Not Meet Does Not Meet Yes 

Subgroup, FRL—Math  Falls Far Below Falls Far Below Yes 

Subgroup, FRL—Reading  Falls Far Below Falls Far Below Yes 

Subgroup, students with disabilities—Math Does Not Meet Does Not Meet Yes 

Subgroup, students with disabilities—Reading Does Not Meet Falls Far Below Yes 

High School Graduation Rate (High Schools Only)  Not Applicable Not Applicable Not 
Applicable 

Academic Persistence (Alternative Schools Only)  Not Applicable Not Applicable Not 
Applicable 

For each school with identified data submission requirements as identified above, the Charter Holder must submit 
a Data Submission Spreadsheet and accompanying source data. The Data Submission Spreadsheet(s) must 
accompany the DSP Report submission. Refer to the DSP Guide for Charter Holders for further instructions on the 
spreadsheet and the source data documentation that must accompany it.  

Complete the table below.  Identify the school’s internal benchmarking data for math and reading, as it relates to the source 
data and the data provided on the Data Submission Spreadsheet, and describe how that data is valid and reliable. (See Terms to 
Know in the DSP Guide for Charter Holders) 

DATA TABLE 1 

Assessment   Assessment Tool  Notes 
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Internal Benchmarking data has been disaggregated for 
READING from:  

Galileo  ATI‐Galileo is a comprehensive, 
standards and research‐based system 
that provides a wide variety of 
assessment and instructional reporting 
tools that support the implementation of 
Common Core State Standards and the 
fulfillment of instructional effectiveness 
initiatives.. 

Internal Benchmarking data has been disaggregated for       
MATH from: 

Galileo  ATI‐Galileo is a comprehensive, 
standards and research‐based system 
that provides a wide variety of 
assessment and instructional reporting 
tools that support the implementation of 
Common Core State Standards and the 
fulfillment of instructional effectiveness 
initiatives. 

High School Graduation Rate  Click to enter text.  Click to enter text. 

Academic Persistence  Click to enter text.  Click to enter text. 

 

VALID and RELIABLE DATA 

Explain how the Charter Holder has verified that the data provided is a valid and reliable indicator for each measure on the 
Academic Dashboard that does not meet the Board’s standards. 

Click here to enter text. 
 

Complete the table below. For each measure, provide the following information: 

1. HOW the data was analyzed: 
a. Which data was used? 
b. What criteria were used in the process?  

2. WHAT conclusions were drawn from the analysis?  
a. What trends were identified? (Incorporate declines and improvement) 
b. How did the data identify gaps in curriculum and/or instruction? 
c. What other factors are evident based upon the analysis? 

 
For more information on each of the measures, refer to the Academic Performance Framework and Guidance Document. The 
information provided below must be in relation to data provided on the Data Submission Spreadsheet and the accompanying 
source data. 

DATA TABLE 2 

Assessment Measure  HOW the data was analyzed 

 

WHAT conclusions were drawn 

Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP)—Math 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 

Grade level teams met with administrators to 
analyze and discuss student growth and 

achievement. Math data was analyzed standard 
by standard to determine instructional strategies 
that contributed to student growth over the 
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are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 
level, teacher, and subject.   

course of each benchmark window. Teachers 
with strong performances in student growth 

presented lesson plans and remedial strategies 
to their team members, taking a collaborative 

approach to curricular and instructional 
modifications. Kindergarten, 1st grade, 4th grade 
and 5th grade produced higher growth in math 
than 2nd, 3rd, and the middle school grades on 
each of the benchmarks. There was some 

negative growth in both reading and math on 
both benchmarks in 6th, 7th, and 8th grades. 

Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP)—Reading 

Galileo Intervention Alerts,  Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject. 

 

Grade level teams met with administrators to 
analyze and discuss student growth and 
achievement. Reading data was analyzed 

standard by standard to determine instructional 
strategies that contributed to student growth 
over the course of each benchmark window. 
Teachers with strong performances in student 
growth presented lesson plans and remedial 
strategies to their team members, taking a 
collaborative approach to curricular and 
instructional modifications. 2nd‐5th grade 
reading scores remained consistent from 

benchmark to benchmark when compared with 
pre‐test results. Reading scores were also 

significantly high in kindergarten and 1st grade 
on benchmark 2. There was some negative 
growth in both reading and math on both 
benchmarks in 6th, 7th, and 8th grades. 

Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) Bottom 
25%/Improvement—Math 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject. 

 

 

Title 1 and Special Education teachers met with 
their teams district‐wide to analyze subgroup 
data and discuss strategies that were effective 
for increasing the growth of students in the 

bottom 25%. Current challenges and needs for 
improvement in curricular and/ instructional 

effectiveness were addressed using a 
collaborative approach. Kindergarten, 1st grade, 
4th grade and 5th grade produced higher growth 
in math than 2nd, 3rd, and the middle school 
grades on each of the benchmarks. There was 
some negative growth in both reading and math 
on both benchmarks in 6th, 7th, and 8th grades. 

Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) Bottom 
25%/Improvement—

Reading 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject 

 

 

Title 1 and Special Education teachers met with 
their teams district‐wide to analyze subgroup 
data and discuss strategies that were effective 
for increasing the growth of students in the 

bottom 25%. Current challenges and needs for 
improvement in curricular and/ instructional 

effectiveness were addressed using a 
collaborative approach. 2nd‐5th grade reading 
scores remained consistent from benchmark to 

benchmark when compared with pre‐test 
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results. Reading scores were also significantly 
high in kindergarten and 1st grade on benchmark 

2. There was some negative growth in both 
reading and math on both benchmarks in 6th, 7th, 

and 8th grades. 

 

Percent Passing—Math 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Aggregate Multi‐test 
reports were used to identify the number and 
percentage of students at each grade level that 
scored proficient or highly proficient on each 
benchmark. Individual Development Profile 
Reports were utilized to evaluate student 

strengths and needs.  

 

Student performance levels were analyzed by 
standard and specific test questions were 
reviewed to determine gaps and trends in 
conceptual learning. Question types that 

affected the performances of the majority of 
students were evaluated to determine common 
misconceptions and aid in the improvement of 
teaching strategies and remedial practices. 

Kindergarten, 1st grade, 4th grade and 5th grade 
produced higher scores in math than 2nd, 3rd, and 

the middle school grades on each of the 
benchmarks. 

Percent Passing—Reading 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Aggregate Multi‐test 
reports were used to identify the number and 
percentage of students at each grade level that 
scored proficient or highly proficient on each 
benchmark. Individual Development Profile 
Reports were utilized to evaluate student 

strengths and needs.  

 

 

Student performance levels were analyzed by 
standard and specific test questions were 
reviewed to determine gaps and trends in 
conceptual learning. Question types that 

affected the performances of the majority of 
students were evaluated to determine common 
misconceptions and aid in the improvement of 
teaching strategies and remedial practices. 2nd‐
5th grade reading scores remained consistent 

from benchmark to benchmark when compared 
with pre‐test results. Reading scores were also 
significantly high in kindergarten and 1st grade 

on benchmark 2. 

 

Subgroup, ELL—Math 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts,  Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2.  

 

 

ELL teachers met with their teams district‐wide 
to analyze student data and discuss strategies 

that were effective for increasing the growth and 
achievement of English Language Learners. 

Current challenges and needs for improvement 
in curricular and/ instructional effectiveness 
were addressed using a collaborative, data‐

driven approach. ELL teachers also participate in 
the grade level data meetings with teachers and 

administrators. 

Subgroup, ELL—Reading 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2.  

 

ELL teachers met with their teams district‐wide 
to analyze student data and discuss strategies 

that were effective for increasing the growth and 
achievement of English Language Learners. 

Current challenges and needs for improvement 
in curricular and/ instructional effectiveness 
were addressed using a collaborative, data‐

driven approach. ELL teachers also participate in 
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  the grade level data meetings with teachers and 
administrators. 

 

Subgroup, FRL—Math 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject. 

 

 

Grade level teams met with administrators to 
analyze and discuss student growth and 

achievement. Data was analyzed standard by 
standard for math to determine instructional 
strategies that contributed to student growth 
over the course of each benchmark window. 
Teachers with strong performances in student 
growth presented lesson plans and remedial 
strategies to their team members, taking a 
collaborative approach to curricular and 

instructional modifications. Kindergarten, 1st 
grade, 4th grade and 5th grade produced higher 
growth in math than 2nd, 3rd, and the middle 
school grades on each of the benchmarks. 

Subgroup, FRL—Reading 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject. 

 

 

Grade level teams met with administrators to 
analyze and discuss student growth and 

achievement. Data was analyzed standard by 
standard for reading to determine instructional 
strategies that contributed to student growth 
over the course of each benchmark window. 
Teachers with strong performances in student 
growth presented lesson plans and remedial 
strategies to their team members, taking a 
collaborative approach to curricular and 
instructional modifications. 2nd‐5th grade 
reading scores remained consistent from 

benchmark to benchmark when compared with 
pre‐test results. Reading scores were also 

significantly high in kindergarten and 1st grade 
on benchmark 2. 

Subgroup, students with 
disabilities—Math 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2.  

 

 

Special Education teachers met with their teams 
district‐wide to analyze student data and discuss 
strategies that were effective for increasing the 

growth and achievement of students with 
disabilities. Current challenges and needs for 
improvement in curricular and/ instructional 

effectiveness were addressed using a 
collaborative, data‐driven approach. Special 

education teachers also participate in the grade 
level data meetings with teachers and 

administrators. 

Subgroup, students with 
disabilities—Reading 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2.  

Special Education teachers met with their teams 
district‐wide to analyze student data and discuss 
strategies that were effective for increasing the 

growth and achievement of students with 
disabilities. Current challenges and needs for 
improvement in curricular and/ instructional 

effectiveness were addressed using a 
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collaborative data‐driven approach. Special 
education teachers also participate in the grade 

level data meetings with teachers and 
administrators. 

 

DEMONSTRATION OF SUFFICIENT PROGRESS REPORT 

DATA ONLY 

CHARTER INFORMATION 

Charter Holder Name  Arizona Community 
Development 
Corporation. 

Schools  La Paloma Academy Central. 

Charter Holder Entity ID         79950  Dashboard Year  2015‐2016  

Submission Date  February 8, 2016  Purpose of DSP 
Submission 

Renewal   

 

 

DSP: DATA ONLY CHECKLIST 

 Review DSP Guide for Charter Holders, DSP Evaluation Criteria, and Charter Holder Academic 
dashboard. 

 Determine if the Charter Holder is exempt or waived from any of the measures. 

 Complete the Charter Holder Information. 

 Complete this Template.  

 Complete the Data Submission Spreadsheet and prepare accompanying source data.  

 Save files as directed in the DSP Guide for Charter Holders. 

 Submit by the deadline date described in the notification letter. 
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AREA I: DATA 
Complete the table below.  Identify the school’s Academic Dashboard Rating for the two most recent available dashboards. 
Then, identify if data is required with this DSP report. See the DSP Guide for Charter Holders for further instructions. 

Charter Holders with multiple schools must complete the Data area for each school that received an Overall Rating 
of “Does Not Meet”, “Falls Far Below” or “No Rating” on the current Academic Dashboard. The Charter Holder 
must copy and paste the Dashboard Ratings table for each school. 

Dashboard Ratings for All Measures  
School Name: ___La Paloma Academy Central 

Measure 

Prior Year 
Dashboard 

Current Year 
Dashboard 

Data 
Required 
(any measure 
that did not 
meet/exceed 
for both years)

School Rating  School Rating 

Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP)—Math Does Not Meet  Meets  Yes 
Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP)—Reading Does Not Meet  Does Not Meet  Yes 

Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP), Bottom 25%—
Math (Traditional and Small Schools Only) 

Does Not Meet  Meets  Yes 

Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP), Bottom 25%—
Reading (Traditional and Small Schools Only) 

Meets  Meets  No 

Improvement—Math 
(Alternative High Schools Only) 

Not Applicable  Not Applicable  Not 
Applicable 

Improvement—Reading (Alternative High Schools Only)  Not Applicable  Not Applicable  Not 
Applicable 

Percent Passing—Math  Falls Far Below  Does Not Meet  Yes 
Percent Passing—Reading Does Not Meet  Does Not Meet  Yes 
Subgroup, ELL—Math  Does Not Meet Does Not Meet Yes 

Subgroup, ELL—Reading  Meets Meets No 

Subgroup, FRL—Math  Falls Far Below Does Not Meet Yes 

Subgroup, FRL—Reading  Does Not Meet Meets Yes 

Subgroup, students with disabilities—Math Does Not Meet Does Not Meet Yes 

Subgroup, students with disabilities—Reading Does Not Meet Does Not Meet Yes 

High School Graduation Rate (High Schools Only)  Not Applicable Not Applicable Not 
Applicable 

Academic Persistence (Alternative Schools Only)  Not Applicable Not Applicable Not 
Applicable 

For each school with identified data submission requirements as identified above, the Charter Holder must submit 
a Data Submission Spreadsheet and accompanying source data. The Data Submission Spreadsheet(s) must 
accompany the DSP Report submission. Refer to the DSP Guide for Charter Holders for further instructions on the 
spreadsheet and the source data documentation that must accompany it.  

Complete the table below.  Identify the school’s internal benchmarking data for math and reading, as it relates to the source 
data and the data provided on the Data Submission Spreadsheet, and describe how that data is valid and reliable. (See Terms to 
Know in the DSP Guide for Charter Holders) 

DATA TABLE 1 

Assessment   Assessment Tool  Notes 
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Internal Benchmarking data has been disaggregated for 
READING from:  

Galileo  ATI‐Galileo is a comprehensive, 
standards and research‐based system 
that provides a wide variety of 
assessment and instructional reporting 
tools that support the implementation of 
Common Core State Standards and the 
fulfillment of instructional effectiveness 
initiatives. 

Internal Benchmarking data has been disaggregated for       
MATH from: 

Galileo  ATI‐Galileo is a comprehensive, 
standards and research‐based system 
that provides a wide variety of 
assessment and instructional reporting 
tools that support the implementation of 
Common Core State Standards and the 
fulfillment of instructional effectiveness 
initiatives.. 

High School Graduation Rate  Click to enter text.  Click to enter text. 

Academic Persistence  Click to enter text.  Click to enter text. 

 

VALID and RELIABLE DATA 

Explain how the Charter Holder has verified that the data provided is a valid and reliable indicator for each measure on the 
Academic Dashboard that does not meet the Board’s standards. 

Click here to enter text. 
 

Complete the table below. For each measure, provide the following information: 

3. HOW the data was analyzed: 
a. Which data was used? 
b. What criteria were used in the process?  

4. WHAT conclusions were drawn from the analysis?  
a. What trends were identified? (Incorporate declines and improvement) 
b. How did the data identify gaps in curriculum and/or instruction? 
c. What other factors are evident based upon the analysis? 

 
For more information on each of the measures, refer to the Academic Performance Framework and Guidance Document. The 
information provided below must be in relation to data provided on the Data Submission Spreadsheet and the accompanying 
source data. 

DATA TABLE 2 

Assessment Measure  HOW the data was analyzed 

 

WHAT conclusions were drawn 

Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP)—Math 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 

Grade level teams met with administrators to 
analyze and discuss student growth and 

achievement. Math data was analyzed standard 
by standard to determine instructional strategies 
that contributed to student growth over the 
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are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 
level, teacher, and subject.   

course of each benchmark window. Teachers 
with strong performances in student growth 

presented lesson plans and remedial strategies 
to their team members, taking a collaborative 

approach to curricular and instructional 
modifications. Kindergarten, 1st grade, 4th grade 
and 5th grade produced higher growth in math 
than 2nd, 3rd, and the middle school grades on 
each of the benchmarks. There was some 

negative growth in both reading and math on 
both benchmarks in 6th, 7th, and 8th grades. 

Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP)—Reading 

Galileo Intervention Alerts,  Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject. 

 

Grade level teams met with administrators to 
analyze and discuss student growth and 
achievement. Reading data was analyzed 

standard by standard to determine instructional 
strategies that contributed to student growth 
over the course of each benchmark window. 
Teachers with strong performances in student 
growth presented lesson plans and remedial 
strategies to their team members, taking a 
collaborative approach to curricular and 
instructional modifications. 2nd‐5th grade 
reading scores remained consistent from 

benchmark to benchmark when compared with 
pre‐test results. Reading scores were also 

significantly high in kindergarten and 1st grade 
on benchmark 2. There was some negative 
growth in both reading and math on both 
benchmarks in 6th, 7th, and 8th grades. 

Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) Bottom 
25%/Improvement—Math 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject. 

 

 

Title 1 and Special Education teachers met with 
their teams district‐wide to analyze subgroup 
data and discuss strategies that were effective 
for increasing the growth of students in the 

bottom 25%. Current challenges and needs for 
improvement in curricular and/ instructional 

effectiveness were addressed using a 
collaborative approach. Kindergarten, 1st grade, 
4th grade and 5th grade produced higher growth 
in math than 2nd, 3rd, and the middle school 
grades on each of the benchmarks. There was 
some negative growth in both reading and math 
on both benchmarks in 6th, 7th, and 8th grades. 

Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) Bottom 
25%/Improvement—

Reading 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject 

 

 

Title 1 and Special Education teachers met with 
their teams district‐wide to analyze subgroup 
data and discuss strategies that were effective 
for increasing the growth of students in the 

bottom 25%. Current challenges and needs for 
improvement in curricular and/ instructional 

effectiveness were addressed using a 
collaborative approach. 2nd‐5th grade reading 
scores remained consistent from benchmark to 

benchmark when compared with pre‐test 
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results. Reading scores were also significantly 
high in kindergarten and 1st grade on benchmark 

2. There was some negative growth in both 
reading and math on both benchmarks in 6th, 7th, 

and 8th grades. 

 

Percent Passing—Math 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Aggregate Multi‐test 
reports were used to identify the number and 
percentage of students at each grade level that 
scored proficient or highly proficient on each 
benchmark. Individual Development Profile 
Reports were utilized to evaluate student 

strengths and needs.  

 

Student performance levels were analyzed by 
standard and specific test questions were 
reviewed to determine gaps and trends in 
conceptual learning. Question types that 

affected the performances of the majority of 
students were evaluated to determine common 
misconceptions and aid in the improvement of 
teaching strategies and remedial practices. 

Kindergarten, 1st grade, 4th grade and 5th grade 
produced higher scores in math than 2nd, 3rd, and 

the middle school grades on each of the 
benchmarks. 

Percent Passing—Reading 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Aggregate Multi‐test 
reports were used to identify the number and 
percentage of students at each grade level that 
scored proficient or highly proficient on each 
benchmark. Individual Development Profile 
Reports were utilized to evaluate student 

strengths and needs.  

 

 

Student performance levels were analyzed by 
standard and specific test questions were 
reviewed to determine gaps and trends in 
conceptual learning. Question types that 

affected the performances of the majority of 
students were evaluated to determine common 
misconceptions and aid in the improvement of 
teaching strategies and remedial practices. 2nd‐
5th grade reading scores remained consistent 

from benchmark to benchmark when compared 
with pre‐test results. Reading scores were also 
significantly high in kindergarten and 1st grade 

on benchmark 2. 

 

Subgroup, ELL—Math 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts,  Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2.  

 

 

ELL teachers met with their teams district‐wide 
to analyze student data and discuss strategies 

that were effective for increasing the growth and 
achievement of English Language Learners. 

Current challenges and needs for improvement 
in curricular and/ instructional effectiveness 
were addressed using a collaborative, data‐

driven approach. ELL teachers also participate in 
the grade level data meetings with teachers and 

administrators. 

Subgroup, ELL—Reading 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2.  

 

ELL teachers met with their teams district‐wide 
to analyze student data and discuss strategies 

that were effective for increasing the growth and 
achievement of English Language Learners. 

Current challenges and needs for improvement 
in curricular and/ instructional effectiveness 
were addressed using a collaborative, data‐

driven approach. ELL teachers also participate in 
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  the grade level data meetings with teachers and 
administrators. 

 

Subgroup, FRL—Math 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject. 

 

 

Grade level teams met with administrators to 
analyze and discuss student growth and 

achievement. Data was analyzed standard by 
standard for math to determine instructional 
strategies that contributed to student growth 
over the course of each benchmark window. 
Teachers with strong performances in student 
growth presented lesson plans and remedial 
strategies to their team members, taking a 
collaborative approach to curricular and 

instructional modifications. Kindergarten, 1st 
grade, 4th grade and 5th grade produced higher 
growth in math than 2nd, 3rd, and the middle 
school grades on each of the benchmarks. 

Subgroup, FRL—Reading 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject. 

 

 

Grade level teams met with administrators to 
analyze and discuss student growth and 

achievement. Data was analyzed standard by 
standard for reading to determine instructional 
strategies that contributed to student growth 
over the course of each benchmark window. 
Teachers with strong performances in student 
growth presented lesson plans and remedial 
strategies to their team members, taking a 
collaborative approach to curricular and 
instructional modifications. 2nd‐5th grade 
reading scores remained consistent from 

benchmark to benchmark when compared with 
pre‐test results. Reading scores were also 

significantly high in kindergarten and 1st grade 
on benchmark 2. 

Subgroup, students with 
disabilities—Math 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2.  

 

 

Special Education teachers met with their teams 
district‐wide to analyze student data and discuss 
strategies that were effective for increasing the 

growth and achievement of students with 
disabilities. Current challenges and needs for 
improvement in curricular and/ instructional 

effectiveness were addressed using a 
collaborative, data‐driven approach. Special 

education teachers also participate in the grade 
level data meetings with teachers and 

administrators. 

Subgroup, students with 
disabilities—Reading 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2.  

Special Education teachers met with their teams 
district‐wide to analyze student data and discuss 
strategies that were effective for increasing the 

growth and achievement of students with 
disabilities. Current challenges and needs for 
improvement in curricular and/ instructional 

effectiveness were addressed using a 
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collaborative data‐driven approach. Special 
education teachers also participate in the grade 

level data meetings with teachers and 
administrators. 

 

High School Graduation  
Rate (Schools serving 12th 

grade only) 
Click here to enter text.  Click here to enter text. 

Academic Persistence 
(Alternative High Schools 

Only) 
Click here to enter text.  Click here to enter text. 

 
 
 

DEMONSTRATION OF SUFFICIENT PROGRESS REPORT 

DATA ONLY 

CHARTER INFORMATION 

Charter Holder Name  Arizona Community 
Development 
Corporation. 

Schools  La Paloma Academy Lakeside. 

Charter Holder Entity ID         81187  Dashboard Year  2015‐2016  

Submission Date  February 8, 2016  Purpose of DSP 	 Renewal   

 

DSP: DATA ONLY CHECKLIST 

 Review DSP Guide for Charter Holders, DSP Evaluation Criteria, and Charter Holder Academic 
dashboard. 

 Determine if the Charter Holder is exempt or waived from any of the measures. 

 Complete the Charter Holder Information. 

 Complete this Template.  

 Complete the Data Submission Spreadsheet and prepare accompanying source data.  

 Save files as directed in the DSP Guide for Charter Holders. 

 Submit by the deadline date described in the notification letter. 
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AREA I: DATA 
Complete the table below.  Identify the school’s Academic Dashboard Rating for the two most recent available dashboards. 
Then, identify if data is required with this DSP report. See the DSP Guide for Charter Holders for further instructions. 

Charter Holders with multiple schools must complete the Data area for each school that received an Overall Rating 
of “Does Not Meet”, “Falls Far Below” or “No Rating” on the current Academic Dashboard. The Charter Holder 
must copy and paste the Dashboard Ratings table for each school. 

Dashboard Ratings for All Measures  
School Name: ___La Paloma Academy Lakeside___________________________________ 

Measure 

Prior Year 
Dashboard 

Current Year 
Dashboard 

Data 
Required 
(any measure 
that did not 
meet/exceed 
for both years)

School Rating  School Rating 

Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP)—Math Does Not Meet  Does Not Meet  Yes 
Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP)—Reading Does Not Meet  Meets  Yes 

Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP), Bottom 25%—
Math (Traditional and Small Schools Only) 

Does Not Meet  Does Not Meet  Yes 

Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP), Bottom 25%—
Reading (Traditional and Small Schools Only) 

Does Not Meet  Does Not Meet  Yes 

Improvement—Math 
(Alternative High Schools Only) 

Not Applicable  Not Applicable  Not 
Applicable 

Improvement—Reading (Alternative High Schools Only)  Not Applicable  Not Applicable  Not 
Applicable 

Percent Passing—Math  Does Not Meet  Does Not Meet  Yes 
Percent Passing—Reading Does Not Meet  Does Not Meet  Yes 
Subgroup, ELL—Math  Meets Does Not Meet Yes 

Subgroup, ELL—Reading  Meets Meets No 

Subgroup, FRL—Math  Does Not Meet Does Not Meet Yes 

Subgroup, FRL—Reading  Does Not Meet Does Not Meet Yes 

Subgroup, students with disabilities—Math Does Not Meet Does Not Meet Yes 

Subgroup, students with disabilities—Reading Does Not Meet Does Not Meet Yes 

High School Graduation Rate (High Schools Only)  Not Applicable Not Applicable Not 
Applicable 

Academic Persistence (Alternative Schools Only)  Not Applicable Not Applicable Not 
Applicable 

For each school with identified data submission requirements as identified above, the Charter Holder must submit 
a Data Submission Spreadsheet and accompanying source data. The Data Submission Spreadsheet(s) must 
accompany the DSP Report submission. Refer to the DSP Guide for Charter Holders for further instructions on the 
spreadsheet and the source data documentation that must accompany it.  

Complete the table below.  Identify the school’s internal benchmarking data for math and reading, as it relates to the source 
data and the data provided on the Data Submission Spreadsheet, and describe how that data is valid and reliable. (See Terms to 
Know in the DSP Guide for Charter Holders) 

DATA TABLE 1 

Assessment   Assessment Tool  Notes 
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Internal Benchmarking data has been disaggregated for 
READING from:  

Galileo  ATI‐Galileo is a comprehensive, 
standards and research‐based system 
that provides a wide variety of 
assessment and instructional reporting 
tools that support the implementation of 
Common Core State Standards and the 
fulfillment of instructional effectiveness 
initiatives.. 

Internal Benchmarking data has been disaggregated for       
MATH from: 

Galileo  ATI‐Galileo is a comprehensive, 
standards and research‐based system 
that provides a wide variety of 
assessment and instructional reporting 
tools that support the implementation of 
Common Core State Standards and the 
fulfillment of instructional effectiveness 
initiatives. 

High School Graduation Rate  Click to enter text.  Click to enter text. 

Academic Persistence  Click to enter text.  Click to enter text. 

 

 

DATA TABLE 2 

Assessment Measure  HOW the data was analyzed 

 

WHAT conclusions were drawn 

Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP)—Math 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject.   

Grade level teams met with administrators to 
analyze and discuss student growth and 

achievement. Math data was analyzed standard 
by standard to determine instructional strategies 
that contributed to student growth over the 
course of each benchmark window. Teachers 
with strong performances in student growth 

presented lesson plans and remedial strategies 
to their team members, taking a collaborative 

approach to curricular and instructional 
modifications. Kindergarten, 1st grade, 4th grade 
and 5th grade produced higher growth in math 
than 2nd, 3rd, and the middle school grades on 
each of the benchmarks. There was some 

negative growth in both reading and math on 
both benchmarks in 6th, 7th, and 8th grades. 

Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP)—Reading 

Galileo Intervention Alerts,  Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject. 

Grade level teams met with administrators to 
analyze and discuss student growth and 
achievement. Reading data was analyzed 

standard by standard to determine instructional 
strategies that contributed to student growth 
over the course of each benchmark window. 
Teachers with strong performances in student 
growth presented lesson plans and remedial 
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  strategies to their team members, taking a 
collaborative approach to curricular and 
instructional modifications. 2nd‐5th grade 
reading scores remained consistent from 

benchmark to benchmark when compared with 
pre‐test results. Reading scores were also 

significantly high in kindergarten and 1st grade 
on benchmark 2. There was some negative 
growth in both reading and math on both 
benchmarks in 6th, 7th, and 8th grades. 

Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) Bottom 
25%/Improvement—Math 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject. 

 

 

Title 1 and Special Education teachers met with 
their teams district‐wide to analyze subgroup 
data and discuss strategies that were effective 
for increasing the growth of students in the 

bottom 25%. Current challenges and needs for 
improvement in curricular and/ instructional 

effectiveness were addressed using a 
collaborative approach. Kindergarten, 1st grade, 
4th grade and 5th grade produced higher growth 
in math than 2nd, 3rd, and the middle school 
grades on each of the benchmarks. There was 
some negative growth in both reading and math 
on both benchmarks in 6th, 7th, and 8th grades. 

Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) Bottom 
25%/Improvement—

Reading 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject 

 

 

Title 1 and Special Education teachers met with 
their teams district‐wide to analyze subgroup 
data and discuss strategies that were effective 
for increasing the growth of students in the 

bottom 25%. Current challenges and needs for 
improvement in curricular and/ instructional 

effectiveness were addressed using a 
collaborative approach. 2nd‐5th grade reading 
scores remained consistent from benchmark to 

benchmark when compared with pre‐test 
results. Reading scores were also significantly 

high in kindergarten and 1st grade on benchmark 
2. There was some negative growth in both 

reading and math on both benchmarks in 6th, 7th, 
and 8th grades. 

 

Percent Passing—Math 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Aggregate Multi‐test 
reports were used to identify the number and 
percentage of students at each grade level that 
scored proficient or highly proficient on each 
benchmark. Individual Development Profile 
Reports were utilized to evaluate student 

strengths and needs.  

 

Student performance levels were analyzed by 
standard and specific test questions were 
reviewed to determine gaps and trends in 
conceptual learning. Question types that 

affected the performances of the majority of 
students were evaluated to determine common 
misconceptions and aid in the improvement of 
teaching strategies and remedial practices. 

Kindergarten, 1st grade, 4th grade and 5th grade 
produced higher scores in math than 2nd, 3rd, and 

the middle school grades on each of the 
benchmarks. 
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Percent Passing—Reading 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Aggregate Multi‐test 
reports were used to identify the number and 
percentage of students at each grade level that 
scored proficient or highly proficient on each 
benchmark. Individual Development Profile 
Reports were utilized to evaluate student 

strengths and needs.  

 

 

Student performance levels were analyzed by 
standard and specific test questions were 
reviewed to determine gaps and trends in 
conceptual learning. Question types that 

affected the performances of the majority of 
students were evaluated to determine common 
misconceptions and aid in the improvement of 
teaching strategies and remedial practices. 2nd‐
5th grade reading scores remained consistent 

from benchmark to benchmark when compared 
with pre‐test results. Reading scores were also 
significantly high in kindergarten and 1st grade 

on benchmark 2. 

 

Subgroup, ELL—Math 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts,  Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2.  

 

 

ELL teachers met with their teams district‐wide 
to analyze student data and discuss strategies 

that were effective for increasing the growth and 
achievement of English Language Learners. 

Current challenges and needs for improvement 
in curricular and/ instructional effectiveness 
were addressed using a collaborative, data‐

driven approach. ELL teachers also participate in 
the grade level data meetings with teachers and 

administrators. 

Subgroup, ELL—Reading 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2.  

 

 

ELL teachers met with their teams district‐wide 
to analyze student data and discuss strategies 

that were effective for increasing the growth and 
achievement of English Language Learners. 

Current challenges and needs for improvement 
in curricular and/ instructional effectiveness 
were addressed using a collaborative, data‐

driven approach. ELL teachers also participate in 
the grade level data meetings with teachers and 

administrators. 

 

Subgroup, FRL—Math 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject. 

 

 

Grade level teams met with administrators to 
analyze and discuss student growth and 

achievement. Data was analyzed standard by 
standard for math to determine instructional 
strategies that contributed to student growth 
over the course of each benchmark window. 
Teachers with strong performances in student 
growth presented lesson plans and remedial 
strategies to their team members, taking a 
collaborative approach to curricular and 

instructional modifications. Kindergarten, 1st 
grade, 4th grade and 5th grade produced higher 
growth in math than 2nd, 3rd, and the middle 
school grades on each of the benchmarks. 
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Subgroup, FRL—Reading 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2. Growth and Achievement Reports 
are evaluated to assess average growth by grade 

level, teacher, and subject. 

 

 

Grade level teams met with administrators to 
analyze and discuss student growth and 

achievement. Data was analyzed standard by 
standard for reading to determine instructional 
strategies that contributed to student growth 
over the course of each benchmark window. 
Teachers with strong performances in student 
growth presented lesson plans and remedial 
strategies to their team members, taking a 
collaborative approach to curricular and 
instructional modifications. 2nd‐5th grade 
reading scores remained consistent from 

benchmark to benchmark when compared with 
pre‐test results. Reading scores were also 

significantly high in kindergarten and 1st grade 
on benchmark 2. 

Subgroup, students with 
disabilities—Math 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2.  

 

 

Special Education teachers met with their teams 
district‐wide to analyze student data and discuss 
strategies that were effective for increasing the 

growth and achievement of students with 
disabilities. Current challenges and needs for 
improvement in curricular and/ instructional 

effectiveness were addressed using a 
collaborative, data‐driven approach. Special 

education teachers also participate in the grade 
level data meetings with teachers and 

administrators. 

Subgroup, students with 
disabilities—Reading 

Click here to enter text. 

Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile 
Reports and Multi‐Aggregate Reports were 

utilized to evaluate student growth by standard 
from Pre‐test to Benchmark 1 and Pre‐test to 

Benchmark 2.  

 

 

Special Education teachers met with their teams 
district‐wide to analyze student data and discuss 
strategies that were effective for increasing the 

growth and achievement of students with 
disabilities. Current challenges and needs for 
improvement in curricular and/ instructional 

effectiveness were addressed using a 
collaborative data‐driven approach. Special 

education teachers also participate in the grade 
level data meetings with teachers and 

administrators. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report 

 

 Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report Template v.10/2015 
19 

AREA II: CURRICULUM   
Answer the questions for each of the following six sections. Provide documentation that will clearly demonstrate 
implementation of the processes. 

A. Evaluating Curriculum 

Question #1: What ongoing process does the Charter Holder use to evaluate curriculum? What criteria guide that process?    

Answer  

The curriculum evaluation process is designed to ensure that: 1) all ACCR standards are addressed by the 
currently adopted core and supplemental curriculum, 2) the curriculum is sufficient and effective for 
teaching each of the standards to mastery, and 3) no curricular gaps are present or go unaddressed by 
the administration. Standards Alignment Checklists are first completed by the district curriculum 
committee to verify that the adopted curriculum calendars, (currently the Beyond Textbooks Curriculum 
Calendars), include all of the ACCR standards for each grade level, Kindergarten through 8th grade. 
Curriculum Alignment Checklists are then completed by the committee for all grade levels to ensure 
quality resources, sufficient for addressing all of the ACCR standards, are provided to all instructional 
staff. Once complete, the information from the Standards Alignment and Curriculum Alignment 
checklists is transferred to a comprehensive Gap Analysis and the district curriculum committee 
evaluates these forms to identify any areas in which the curriculum is lacking alignment or completeness 
for addressing the ACCR standards. Any gaps found in the current curriculum are recorded and 
submitted to site principals using Curriculum Request forms, which list suggestions for curriculum that 
will serve to address curricular gaps. Curriculum Request forms may also be completed and submitted to 
site principals by teachers or department heads at any point during the school year. Site principals 
review these forms with the district curriculum committee and make determinations as to whether the 
additional curriculum is sufficient and financially feasible and then either approve the additional 
curriculum for purchase or request that further research is done by the curriculum committee. If further 
research is requested, the district curriculum committee conducts this research and submits a new 
Curriculum Request form to the site principal for consideration. 
 
Documentation 

 
 Beyond Textbooks Curriculum Calendars 

 Standards Alignment Checklist 

 Curriculum Alignment Checklists 

 Gap Analysis  
 Curriculum Request forms 

 
Question # 2: What ongoing process does the Charter Holder use to evaluate how effectively the curriculum enables students 
to meet all standards? What criteria guide that process? 

Answer  

 
Curriculum implementation is evaluated by site principals and department heads to determine whether 
use of the current core and supplemental curriculum in the classroom is being carried out with fidelity 
for all students and subgroups. Instructional staff documents in their weekly lesson plans the use of all 
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curriculum implemented for each lesson. Assistant principals evaluate teacher lesson plans and follow 
up by providing written feedback in Lesson Plan Evaluations. If curriculum selections are found 
insufficient for enabling all students to meet the standards, assistant principals will note this in the 
evaluation and provide suggestions for improvement. Site principals and assistant principals conduct 
walkthrough observations to ensure curriculum implementation is being carried out with fidelity and 
suggested improvements are evidenced in the lesson plans as well as in the classroom lessons being 
observed. A curriculum implementation section is included in the La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists, the walkthrough observation forms that are utilized in this evaluation process. 
Data team meetings take place quarterly to analyze benchmark results in terms of curricular 
effectiveness. Instructional teams collaborate to determine whether adjustments to the curriculum 
would increase the effectiveness of teaching the standards to mastery. The RTI problem solving method 
is used to guide teachers and administrators through this process and Data Dialogue Reflections are 
completed by teachers to refer to during curriculum planning. 
 

Documentation 

 
 Lesson Plan Evaluations 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklist 

 Data Dialogue Reflection 

 
Question # 3: What ongoing process does the Charter Holder use to identify curricular gaps? What criteria guide that process? 

Answer  

The district curriculum committee identifies gaps in the current curriculum by completing Curriculum 
Alignment Checklists for all grade levels and subgroups. A detailed Gap Analysis, designed to assess 
whether the current curriculum is sufficient for meeting the specific needs of all students and subgroup 
populations, is completed to further assess the results of the Curriculum Alignment Checklists. The 
curriculum committee then analyzes the Gap Analysis and determines whether additional curriculum 
and resources are needed to teach the ACCR standards to mastery. The curriculum committee 
researches and evaluates curriculum that thoroughly addresses the identified gaps. The results are then 
submitted to the site principal via Curriculum Request forms for consideration. 

Documentation 

 Curriculum Alignment Checklists 
 Gap Analysis 

 Curriculum Request forms 

 

B. Adopting Curriculum 

Question #1: After curriculum is evaluated, what process does the Charter Holder use to determine if new and/or 
supplemental curriculum needs to be adopted? What criteria guide that process? 

Answer  
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The process for adopting new curriculum is determined by the findings of the Gap Analysis. The district 
curriculum committee, department heads, and classroom teachers are all involved in pursuing new 
curriculum research if gaps are present. The curriculum committee reviews requests for the adoption of 
new and/ supplemental curriculum to ensure that it is research‐based and fulfills the identified gaps. 
The curriculum committee then presents the results of the research to site principals for further 
evaluation. Site principals will determine whether the curriculum proposed by the committee meets the 
needs of all students, sufficiently addresses the standards, fulfills curricular gaps, and is financially 
feasible. Site principals may require the committee to conduct additional research to further inform final 
decisions.  
Documentation 

 
 Gap Analysis 

 Curriculum Meeting Sign‐ins 

 Curriculum Meeting Agendas 

 Curriculum Meeting Minutes 
 

 
Question #2: Once the Charter Holder has chosen to adopt new and/or supplemental curriculum, how has the Charter Holder 
evaluated curriculum options? What criteria guide that process? 

Answer  

Curriculum options for school‐wide instructional use are evaluated according to ACCR standards 
alignment, the presence of adequate components that will address the academic needs of all students 
and subgroups, and financial feasibility. Research conducted regarding the adoption of new and/ 
supplemental curriculum takes into consideration the specific needs of general education students, ELL 
students, students with disabilities, FRL students, and students within the bottom 25%. In the event that 
curriculum is requested to address the specific needs of particular grade levels or subgroups, (rather 
than addressing the needs of all students and subgroups school‐wide), the curriculum may be approved 
and adopted if the research conducted by teachers, department heads, or the district curriculum 
committee supports the need for these specific materials. Site principals evaluate all curriculum 
requests to ensure that they are research‐based, support the teaching and learning of the ACCR 
standards, and include materials sufficient for meeting the academic needs of students within these 
specified grade levels and subgroups. When new curriculum is adopted, the district curriculum 
committee and site principals ensure that all instructional staff that will be using the new curriculum is 
adequately trained in implementing its resources and materials with fidelity. Ongoing professional 
development is provided to new instructional staff members that will be implementing the curriculum 
to ensure the staff is adequately trained. 
 

Documentation 

 Curriculum Committee Meeting Sign‐ins 

 Curriculum Committee Meeting Agendas 

 Curriculum Committee Meeting Minutes 

 Professional Development for newly adopted curriculum 
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C. Revising Curriculum 

Question #1: After curriculum is evaluated, what process does the Charter Holder use to determine if curriculum must be 
revised? What criteria guide that process? 

Answer  

The process for revising curriculum is determined by the findings of the Gap Analysis. The district 
curriculum committee, department heads, and instructional staff are involved in the process for 
determining revisions and pursuing new curriculum research. Site principals evaluate potential revisions 
in curriculum proposed by the curriculum committee to determine whether these revisions will meet 
the needs of all students, or the additional needs of students in specific grade levels or subgroups. The 
revisions are evaluated for adequate support of the ACCR standards, research‐based identified needs, 
and financially feasibility. Site principals may request that further evaluation be conducted before 
approving any revisions to the current curriculum.  
Documentation 

 Gap Analysis 

 Curriculum Meeting Sign‐ins 

 Curriculum Meeting Agendas 

 Curriculum Meeting Minutes 

 
 

 

Question #2: Once determined that curriculum must be revised, what process does the Charter Holder use to revise the 
curriculum? What criteria guide that process? 

Answer  

The curriculum committee, instructional staff, department heads, and site principals  
will collaborate in the process for pursuing possible revisions to the current curriculum. Suggested 
revisions to the curriculum will be evaluated according to standards alignment, the presence of 
components that will address the academic needs of all students and subgroups, and financial feasibility. 
Research conducted regarding the revision of curriculum will take into consideration the needs of 
general education students, ELL students, students with disabilities, FRL students, and students within 
the bottom 25%. This will ensure that the revised curriculum offers appropriate components to meet 
the needs of all students.  
Documentation 

 Gap Analysis 

 Curriculum Meeting Sign‐ins 

 Curriculum Meeting Agendas 

 Curriculum Meeting Minutes 
 

 
D. Implementing Curriculum 

Question #1: What ongoing process does the Charter Holder use to ensure curriculum is implemented with fidelity? How have 
these expectations been communicated to instructional staff? 
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Answer  

The Charter Holder’s process for ensuring that core and supplemental curriculum is being implemented 
with fidelity involves the clear and consistent communication of professional expectations for teachers 
and instructional staff, ongoing professional development in curriculum planning, usage, and 
implementation, and follow‐up evaluations conducted by principals, department heads, and assistant 
principals. The Expectations for Curriculum Implementation, (located in the Employee Handbook), are 
reviewed by site principals and department heads with all instructional staff at the beginning of the 
school year. Professional development is provided to all instructional staff members who are unfamiliar 
with or need a refresher course in the usage and implementation of the current curriculum. Classroom 
walkthroughs, (La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists), include a section on observable 
curriculum implementation and are conducted by principals, vice principals and department heads to 
ensure regular feedback is provided regarding the consistent implementation of core and supplemental 
curriculum by all instructional staff. Assistant principals evaluate weekly lesson plans to ensure core and 
supplemental curriculum is being utilized and appropriately incorporated into standards‐based lessons. 
Lesson Plan Evaluations are completed by assistant principals and returned to teachers with suggestions 
for improvements or modifications in curriculum planning and implementation. 

Documentation 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists 

 Expectations for Curriculum Implementation 

 Lesson Plan Evaluations 

 
Question #2: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to ensure consistent use of curricular tools? How have these 
expectations been communicated to instructional staff? 

Answer  

The Charter Holder’s process for ensuring the consistent use of curricular tools involves the clear and 
consistent communication of professional expectations for teachers and instructional staff, ongoing 
professional development in curriculum planning, usage, and implementation, and follow‐up classroom 
walkthroughs conducted by principals, department heads, and assistant principals to ensure that the 
consistent use of curricular tools is occurring. The Expectations for Curriculum Implementation, (located 
in the Employee Handbook), are reviewed by site principals and department heads with all instructional 
staff at the beginning of the school year. Professional development is provided to all instructional staff 
members who are unfamiliar with or need a refresher course in the usage and implementation of 
curricular tools. Teacher walkthroughs, (La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists), include 
a section on observable curriculum implementation and are conducted by principals, vice principals and 
department heads to provide feedback regarding the consistent use of core and supplemental curricular 
tools. Assistant principals evaluate weekly lesson plans to ensure core and supplemental curriculum is 
being utilized and appropriately incorporated into standards‐based lessons. Lesson Plan Evaluations are 
completed by assistant principals and returned to teachers with suggestions for improvements or 
modifications in curriculum planning and implementation. 
Documentation 

 Expectations for Curriculum Implementation 



Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report 

 

 Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report Template v.10/2015 
24 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists 
 Lesson Plan Evaluations 

 
 

Question #3: What process does the Charter Holder use to ensure that all grade‐level standards are taught to mastery within 
the academic year? 

Answer  

The Charter Holder ensures that all grade‐level standards are taught to mastery by supplying 
instructional staff with effective, research‐based curriculum that addresses all ACCR standards at each 
grade level, providing professional development in the use of curricular tools, monitoring the 
implementation of core and supplemental curriculum, and analyzing assessment data to determine 
whether the current curricular and instructional processes are effective. Lead teachers at each site assist 
in training incoming teachers in the use of curriculum calendars and supplemental materials that pertain 
to their grade level/subject. La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists are conducted by 
principals and department heads to ensure teachers are implementing instructional strategies and 
grade‐level curriculum effective in teaching the ACCR standards to mastery. The Beyond Textbooks 
Curriculum Calendars were evaluated by the district curriculum committee for standards alignment prior 
to the implementation of the Beyond Textbooks program, which was adopted to improve the quality of 
instruction and aid teachers in the practice of data driven decision‐making. Re‐teach/Enrich, an essential 
component of the Beyond Textbooks program, offers a school‐wide approach to achieving standards 
mastery in math. All instructional staff members are required to follow the district‐wide Re‐teach/Enrich 
Expectations, communicated by the site principals at the beginning of the school year. The process of 
Re‐teach/Enrich takes place at the conclusion of each standard taught. Classroom teachers administer 
District Formative Assessments, (DFAs), to assess student comprehension of the recently completed 
standard. Grade level teams and instructional support staff then meet to discuss assessment results and 
place students in ability groups based on performance. As the teacher moves forward with the next 
standard on the calendar, this previous standard is reviewed or built upon during Re‐teach/Enrich 
sessions. After one week of Reteach/Enrich, a parallel District Formative Assessment (DFA2) is given to 
evaluate changes in student growth and proficiency. Students who have not mastered the standard at 
this time continue to receive remedial instruction through Title 1 services and/or after school tutoring. 
District formative assessments are also given at the conclusion of each standard in reading. Students 
who do not meet the standard on the formative are assigned after school targeted tutoring in reading. 
This well‐supported instructional process provides all students with the tools and resources needed to 
improve academic performance and achieve mastery of the current year’s standards. Assistant 
principals and department heads conduct weekly lesson plan checks and quarterly Lesson Plan 
Evaluations to ensure teachers are following the Beyond Textbooks Curriculum Calendars and allotting 
the designated amount of time to each standard for students to achieve mastery. Teachers and 
instructional support staff collaborate in grade level team meetings to review assessment data and 
evaluate instructional and curricular effectiveness. Teachers discuss whether their curriculum has 
adequately provided all students with the necessary tools to achieve mastery of the standards, or 
whether modifications could be made to improve the quality of instruction. Curriculum and instructional 
strategies that were effective in teaching the standards to mastery are shared among grade level team 
members. These discussions are recorded in Data Dialogue Reflections and submitted to site principals 
and/assistant principals for review.  
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Documentation 

 Beyond Textbooks professional development series 

 Re‐teach/Enrich Expectations 

 Lesson Plan Evaluations 
 Beyond Textbooks Curriculum Calendars 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists 
 Data Dialogue Reflections 

 
E. Alignment of Curriculum 

Question #1: What process does the Charter Holder use to verify that the curriculum is aligned to Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards? 

Answer  

All curriculum adopted by the Charter Holder is evaluated by the district curriculum committee for 
quality and efficacy. A Curriculum Alignment Checklist is completed by committee members for each 
grade level to verify that the district’s current curriculum is aligned to the ACCR standards. The 
committee also uses this document to determine whether the curriculum is sufficient for teaching all of 
the ACCR standards to mastery. Curricular and assessment tools are crosschecked with the ACCR 
standards using the district’s Standards Alignment Checklist, which is completed by the district data 
committee at the beginning of the school year. This document ensures that all standards are addressed 
within the curriculum calendars and district assessments over the course of the school year.  
Documentation 

 
 Curriculum Alignment Checklists 
 ACCR standards 

 Standards Alignment Checklist 

 
Question #2: When adopting or revising curriculum, what process does the Charter Holder use to monitor and evaluate 
changes to ensure that curriculum maintains alignment to Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards? 

Answer  

The Charter Holder’s ongoing process for monitoring and evaluating the alignment of new and revised 
curriculum to the ACCR standards involves the review of Curriculum Alignment Checklists for all grade 
levels, which are completed by the curriculum committee at the beginning of the school year. To ensure 
curriculum alignment to standards is maintained, any changes made to curriculum or instruction will be 
monitored by site principals and department heads to ensure that the Expectations for Curriculum 
Implementation are being fulfilled. Principals and department heads will evaluate curriculum alignment 
to the ACCR standards during lesson plan checks, Lesson Plan Evaluations, and quarterly classroom 
walkthroughs via the La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists. 
 

Documentation 

 Curriculum Alignment Checklists 
 Expectations for Curriculum Implementation 
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 Lesson Plan Evaluations 
 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists 

 

 

 

 

F.  Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups 

Subgroup Curriculum Table 

 
Subgroup  How does the Charter Holder ensure that implemented curriculum meets 

the identified needs of students in the following subgroups? 

Students with proficiency 
in the bottom 25%/non‐
proficient students 
 

The Charter Holder ensures that the current curriculum sufficiently 
addresses the needs of students in the bottom 25% by regularly evaluating 
the effectiveness of implementation practices and analyzing benchmark 
assessment results. Lesson plans for all instructional staff working with the 
bottom 25% are evaluated by the Title 1 site coordinators for appropriately 
aligned curriculum selections. The La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklist, which contains a curriculum implementation 
section, is conducted by the Title 1 director for all Title 1 teachers. 
Benchmark data is analyzed in district data team meetings and the 
curriculum used to address the standards is evaluated for instructional 
effectiveness. If any of the current curriculum is found insufficient for 
meeting the academic needs of students in the bottom 25%, the Title 1 
director meets with the district curriculum committee to explore curriculum 
alternatives and the adoption or modification of curriculum occurs as 
needed. *As long as students are progressing at a rate equivalent with their 
grade level counterparts no adaptation is made.  Students who are not 
progressing as expected are individually assessed to determine the cause 
and if additional curriculum or supplemental curriculum is needed the 
director of that department is responsible for requesting additional 
resources through the curriculum committee using the same process and 
procedure as all other acquisitions are done. 

ELL students 
 

The Charter Holder ensures that the current curriculum sufficiently 
addresses the needs of ELL students by regularly evaluating the 
effectiveness of implementation and instructional practices. The district ELL 
coordinator evaluates the current curriculum after every benchmark to 
assess whether specialized materials implemented by instructional staff 
were effective in helping ELL students meet the ACCR standards. Lesson 
plans for all instructional staff working with ELL students are evaluated by 
assistant principals to verify the presence of appropriate curriculum 
selections. La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists, which 
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contain a curriculum implementation section, are conducted by site 
principals and/ assistant principals. Any curriculum found insufficient for 
meeting the academic needs of ELL students is addressed by the ELL 
coordinator and the adoption or modification of curriculum occurs as 
needed. 
*As long as students are progressing at a rate equivalent with their grade 
level counterparts no adaptation is made.  Students who are not 
progressing as expected are individually assessed to determine the cause 
and if additional curriculum or supplemental curriculum is needed the 
director of that department is responsible for requesting additional 
resources through the curriculum committee using the same process and 
procedure as all other acquisitions are done. 

Students eligible for FRL 
 

The Charter Holder ensures that the current curriculum addresses the needs 
of FRL students by regularly evaluating the effectiveness of implementation 
practices and analyzing benchmark assessment results. The Title 1 director 
evaluates the curriculum after each benchmark to assess whether the 
materials implemented by instructional staff were effective in helping FRL 
students meet the ACCR standards. Lesson plans for all instructional staff 
working with FRL students are evaluated by assistant principals for 
appropriate curriculum selections. The La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists, which contain a curriculum implementation 
section, are conducted by site principals, assistant principals, and/ the Title 
1 director. Benchmark data is analyzed in data team meetings and the 
effectiveness of the curriculum used to address the standards is evaluated. 
If any curriculum is found insufficient for meeting the academic needs of 
FRL students the site principal and/Title 1 director meets with the district 
curriculum committee to explore curriculum alternatives and the adoption 
or modification of the curriculum occurs as needed. 
*As long as students are progressing at a rate equivalent with their grade 
level counterparts no adaptation is made.  Students who are not 
progressing as expected are individually assessed to determine the cause 
and if additional curriculum or supplemental curriculum is needed the 
director of that department is responsible for requesting additional 
resources through the curriculum committee using the same process and 
procedure as all other acquisitions are done. 

Students with disabilities 
 

The Charter Holder ensures that the current curriculum addresses the needs 
of students with disabilities by regularly evaluating the effectiveness of 
implementation practices and analyzing benchmark assessment results. The 
special education director evaluates the curriculum after each benchmark to 
assess whether the specific curriculum implemented by instructional staff 
was effective in helping students with disabilities meet the ACCR standards. 
Lesson plans for all instructional staff working with students with disabilities 
are evaluated by the special education director for appropriate curriculum 
selections. La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists, which 
contain a curriculum implementation section, are conducted by site 
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principals and the special education director. Benchmark data is analyzed in 
data team meetings and the effectiveness of the curriculum used to address 
the standards is evaluated. Any curriculum found insufficient for meeting 
the academic needs of students with disabilities is addressed by the special 
education director, along with the district curriculum committee and the 
adoption or modification of the curriculum occurs as needed.  
*As long as students are progressing at a rate equivalent with their grade 
level counterparts no adaptation is made.  Students who are not 
progressing as expected are individually assessed to determine the cause 
and if additional curriculum or supplemental curriculum is needed the 
director of that department is responsible for requesting additional 
resources through the curriculum committee using the same process and 
procedure as all other acquisitions are done. 
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AREA III: ASSESSMENT 
Answer the questions for each of the following three sections. Provide documentation that will clearly demonstrate 
implementation of the processes. 

A. Developing the Assessment System 
Complete the table below with the Charter Holder’s applicable information.  

 

Assessment System Table 

 

Assessment 
Tool 

What 
grade(s) 
uses this 

assessment 
tool? 

How is it 
used? 

(formative, 
summative, 
benchmark, 

etc.) 

What 
performance 
measures are 
assessed?  

 

 
What 

assessment 
data is 

generated? 

When/how often is it 
administered? 

ATI‐Galileo 
pre‐test, 
benchmark, 
and post‐test 
assessments  

K‐8th  Formative, 
benchmark 
and 
summative 

Student growth 
and 
proficiency; 
ACCR standards 
mastery; 
Pre‐test 
baseline 
proficiency, 
student growth 
and proficiency 
scores for each 
benchmark, pre 
to post‐test 
growth and 
proficiency, 
year‐end 
proficiency. 

Benchmark 
results 
measuring 
growth and 
proficiency 
by standard, 
pre to post‐ 
test data 
measuring 
the current 
year’s overall 
growth and 
year‐end 
proficiency, 
and year‐ 
over‐year  
growth data. 

Pre‐test and benchmark 
1 in the Fall, benchmark 
2 in the winter, 
benchmark 3 and post‐
test in the spring 
(5x/year) 

Beyond 
Textbooks 
District 
Formative 
Assessments 

1st‐8th  Formative   Monthly and 
quarterly 
growth and 
proficiency 
based on grade 
level ACCR 
standards  

Reading and 
math 
assessment 
results by 
standard 

Weekly/biweekly (at the 
conclusion of every 
standard taught in 
accordance with the 
Beyond Textbooks 
Curriculum Calendars) 

Reading A‐Z 
universal 
screeners 

K‐3rd  Formative  Early literacy 
and grade level 
reading 
proficiency 

Universal 
Screening 
results 
identify and 
progress 

3x/year 
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monitor 
students 
requiring 
reading 
intervention 
in 
accordance 
with the 
Move On 
When 
Reading 
initiative. 

AzMerit 
Assessment 

3rd‐8th  Summative  Growth and 
proficiency on 
ACCR standards 

Year‐end 
student 
achievement 
data 

Yearly 

Question #1: What ongoing process does the Charter Holder use to evaluate assessment tools? What criteria guide that 
process? 
Answer  

The Charter Holder’s ongoing evaluation of assessment tools is a collaborative, district‐wide process. 
The district data committee evaluates the test blueprints of ATI‐Galileo pre‐tests, post‐tests, and 
benchmark assessments to ensure that they are aligned with and include all of the ACCR standards at 
each grade level. Formative assessments and universal screening tools are also reviewed for standards 
alignment and all assessments are scheduled in accordance with the district curriculum calendars. 
Standards Alignment Checklists are completed by the district data committee to document the 
evaluation process. The district data committee also evaluates the assessment system to ensure that  
formative, benchmark, and summative assessment tools are correlative. Site principals and the district 
Title 1 director work closely with representatives from ATI‐Galileo to establish a district‐wide testing 
calendar, the LPA Benchmark Assessment Schedule, which is distributed to all instructional staff at the 
beginning of the school year. This assessment schedule is aligned to the Beyond Textbooks Curriculum 
Calendars and is designed to provide teachers with a remediation window for reviewing formative 
assessment results prior to each benchmark. Comprehensive site‐based testing calendars (La Paloma 
Academy Testing Calendars) are also developed by the data committee and distributed to all 
instructional staff at each school. District Formative Assessments are part of the Beyond Textbooks 
program and are administered throughout the duration of each quarter, at the conclusion of each 
standard, to prepare students for benchmark testing. Data Collection Sheets are completed by all 
classroom teachers and shared with site administrators and instructional staff from special education, 
Title 1, and ELL, who work with each teacher’s students after each District Formative Assessment is 
administered. Instructional teams then meet to analyze formative assessment data. This system of 
assessment and tracking provides teachers and students with consistent, detailed and timely data, 
which enhances the progress monitoring process and informs student remediation. The process also 
allows administrators and department heads to evaluate the effectiveness of the adopted assessment 
tools consistently throughout the school year.  
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Universal screening tools are evaluated by the Title 1 director to ensure that all key components of 
reading proficiency, (phonemic and phonological awareness, fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary), 
are assessed and additional progress monitoring for K‐3 students is occurring in response to Arizona’s 
Move On When Reading initiative. Reading A‐Z universal screeners are administered by the K‐3 
classroom teachers and the results are recorded into the Reading A‐Z Screening Report by the Title 1 site 
coordinators. All results are submitted to site administrators and K‐3 classroom teachers, who then 
evaluate assessment results against formative and benchmark data. If results among the different 
assessments show inconsistencies, the district data committee is contacted for further analysis.  
Documentation 

 Standards Alignment Checklists  
 LPA Benchmark Assessment Schedule 
 Beyond Textbooks Curriculum Calendars 

 La Paloma Academy Testing Calendar  

 Beyond Textbooks District Formative Assessments 

 Data Collection Sheets 

 Reading A‐Z Screening Reports 

 

Question #2: What ongoing process does the Charter Holder use to evaluate how the assessments are aligned to the 
curriculum? What criteria guide that process? 
Answer  

The Charter Holder ensures that the benchmark assessment system, (ATI‐Galileo), is aligned to the ACCR 
standards by completing Standards Alignment Checklists for all grade levels. The district data committee 
then reviews the District Formative Assessments at each grade level for standards‐alignment and 
verifies whether all ACCR standards are being assessed within the allotted time frames on the Beyond 
Textbooks Curriculum Calendars. Once the calendars and assessments have been crosschecked for 
verification of alignment, Curriculum Alignment Checklists are completed to verify that the district’s 
curriculum is aligned to the standards that will be assessed on each benchmark. The Curriculum 
Alignment Checklists also serve to ensure that adequate resources are available for every standard that 
will be assessed at each grade level. Results from both committees are recorded into the Gap Analysis 
so that any gaps or deficiencies in the curriculum or the assessment system can be identified and 
addressed. 
Documentation 

 Standards Alignment Checklists  
 Beyond Textbook Curriculum Calendars 

 Curriculum Alignment Checklists 
 

 

Question #3: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to evaluate how the assessments are aligned to the instructional 
methodology? What criteria guide that process? 
Answer  
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The Charter Holder’s ongoing process for evaluating the adopted assessment system in alignment with 
the La Paloma Academy school district’s instructional methodology involves a collaborative effort among 
classroom teachers, instructional support staff, site administrators and department heads. Beyond 
Textbooks formative assessment data is evaluated by teachers and instructional support staff at each 
grade level in weekly/biweekly intervals, depending on the length of time allotted to each standard on 
the Beyond Textbooks Curriculum Calendars. Assessment results are recorded into Data Collection 
Sheets at the conclusion of each standard and used to determine ability groups for Reteach/Enrich. 
Benchmark assessment results are used to evaluate instructional effectiveness on the Professional 
Teacher Evaluation. The data portion of the evaluation is worth 40% of the overall teacher performance. 
Teachers and administrators collaborate to discuss student growth and achievement in quarterly grade 
level data meetings. Data Dialogue Reflection forms are completed by grade level teams, which include 
support staff, to evaluate instructional effectiveness and identify specific strengths and weaknesses in 
current teaching practices. As a response to these results, instructional strategies are modified or 
implementation of current instruction is adjusted to improve the quality of teaching. Individual student 
needs are identified through the analysis of assessment data and addressed appropriately through 
school‐wide academic intervention programs, such as Title 1, before and after school targeted tutoring, 
and Re‐teach/Enrich. The district has adopted the Beyond Textbooks program to implement more 
systematic assessment and data collection practices that will aid in providing high quality instruction to 
all students.  
Documentation 

 Beyond Textbooks Curriculum Calendars 

 Data Collection Sheets 

 Data Dialogue Reflections 
 Professional Teacher Evaluations 

 

B. Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups 

Complete the table below with the Charter Holder’s applicable information. Descriptions within the table should be brief and 

concise. If a subgroup comprises more than 65% of the student population at all schools operated by the Charter Holder, please 

check the box in the exempt column, and leave that subgroup blank.  

 

Subgroup Assessment Table 

 

Subgroup  How will the assessment system assess each subgroup to determine 
effectiveness of supplemental and/or differentiated instruction and 
curriculum? 

Students with 
proficiency in the 
bottom 25%/non‐
proficient students 
 

The Charter Holder ensures that the adopted assessment system identifies 
the instructional and curricular needs of students with proficiency in the 
bottom 25% by incorporating data driven school‐wide and specialized 
programs, (Title 1, Targeted Tutoring, Reteach/Enrich), into the daily 
education of these students and monitoring the effectiveness of intervention 
programs through consistent data analysis and tracking. District‐wide 
directors and coordinators meet with their intervention teams at the 
conclusion of each benchmark to discuss the continued implementation of 
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data collection processes that will evaluate instructional and curricular 
effectiveness. All instructional staff working with students in the bottom 25% 
will attend grade level data meetings with the Title 1 director and site 
principals to analyze benchmark results and record their findings in Data 
Dialogue Reflection forms to develop relevant goals for curricular and 
instructional modifications. 

ELL students 
 

The Charter Holder ensures that the assessment system addresses the needs 
of ELL students by incorporating academic interventions and strategies into 
the daily education of ELL students, based on data analysis and tracking. The 
ELL coordinator meets with site‐based teams quarterly to discuss data 
collection and evaluate the effectiveness of currently implemented 
curriculum and instructional strategies at the conclusion of each benchmark. 
All instructional staff working with ELL students will record benchmark results 
for the students they service in Data Dialogue Reflection forms to develop 
relevant goals for instructional and curricular modifications.   

Students eligible for FRL 
 

The Charter Holder ensures that the assessment system addresses the 
assessment needs of FRL students by incorporating academic programs and 
instructional strategies into the daily education of FRL students, based on 
data analysis and tracking. FRL students will be progress monitored 
throughout the school year in order to modify, adjust, or enhance 
instructional practices according to their assessment data. General education, 
Title 1, ELL, and special education teachers will work as a team to meet the 
needs of FRL students based on formative, benchmark, and summative data. 
District‐wide directors and coordinators meet monthly to discuss crossover 
cases within the FRL subgroup to monitor and adjust curricular and 
instructional strategies. Department heads meet with their teams to discuss 
ongoing processes for data collection and evaluation at the conclusion of 
each benchmark. All instructional staff will record benchmark results for the 
students they service in Data Dialogue Reflection forms and develop relevant 
goals for instructional modifications. 

Students with 
disabilities 
 
 

The Charter Holder ensures that the assessment system addresses the 
assessment needs of students with disabilities by incorporating academic 
programs and instructional strategies into the daily education of special 
education students, based on data analysis and tracking. The special 
education director meets with site‐based special education teams to discuss 
ongoing processes for data collection and evaluation at the conclusion of 
each benchmark. All special education instructional staff records benchmark 
results for the students they service in Data Dialogue Reflection forms and 
develop relevant goals for instructional modifications. 
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C. Analyzing Assessment Data 

Question #1: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to collect and analyze each type of assessment data listed in the 
Assessment System Table in Section A and the Subgroup Assessment Table in Section B? 

Answer  

 
The Charter Holder has formed a district data committee to ensure that ongoing processes for collection 
and analysis of formative, benchmark and summative assessment data are established, well 
documented, and consistently implemented by all instructional staff throughout the school year.  
The Title 1 director provides teachers and instructional support staff with Baseline to Benchmark 
Assessment Spreadsheets to analyze student performance on each of the standards taught during the 
benchmark window. Instructional staff analyzes benchmark assessment data in grade level and 
departmental data team meetings, which occur at the conclusion of each benchmark. School‐wide, 
grade level, class level, and individual student data is provided by the Title 1 director using Galileo 
Intervention Alerts and Development Profile Reports, which are reviewed and evaluated by all 
instructional staff and results are recorded in Data Dialogue Reflection forms. This type of analysis 
allows teaching teams to make collaborative decisions about adjustments to curricular and instructional 
strategies that will be made in response to benchmark assessment findings. Formative assessment data 
is evaluated by teachers in weekly/biweekly intervals according to their grade level curriculum calendars 
and assessment scores are recorded in Data Collection Sheets at the conclusion of each standard taught. 
Reading A‐Z Screening Reports are completed by the Title 1 site coordinators and submitted to 
administrators and K‐3rd grade classroom teachers, who evaluate the results alongside formative and 
benchmark reading proficiency data. Benchmark data is evaluated by principals for instructional and 
curricular effectiveness. Growth and proficiency reflected in benchmark data accounts for 40% of the 
Professional Teacher Evaluation, which is given at the conclusion of each semester.  
Title 1, ELL, FRL and special education teachers work within their departments to meet the needs of the 
individual students they service based on formative and benchmark data. Student Tracking forms, ILLPs, 
and IEPs are followed and records kept and updated as assessment results are collected and analyzed. 
Directors of these subgroups evaluate their teachers and instructional support staff in the Professional 
Teacher Evaluation and Classified Staff Evaluation. Data Dialogue Reflections will be completed by 3rd‐8th 
grade teachers to evaluate summative data for both post‐test and AzMerit assessment results in grade 
level data meetings. K‐2nd grade teachers will evaluate summative data using post‐test results. 
Site principals and district‐wide directors and coordinators meet with instructional teams quarterly to 
discuss data collection and evaluation at the conclusion of each benchmark. All instructional staff 
analyze benchmark results for the students they service and develop relevant goals for instructional 
modifications based on benchmark assessment data. Grade level and subgroup teams meet to complete 
Data Dialogue Reflection forms, which are then submitted to site principals and the Title 1 director for 
review. Teachers and instructional support staff meet weekly/biweekly to evaluate formative 
assessment data and determine interventions that will be implemented during Reteach/Enrich. 
Summative data is evaluated when state assessment results are released by the Arizona Department of 
Education in grade level data meetings led by the Title 1 director and site principals. Data Dialogue 
Reflection forms will be completed by 3rd‐8th grade teachers to evaluate summative data for both post‐
test and AzMerit assessment results in grade level data meetings and K‐2nd grade teachers will evaluate 
summative data using post‐test assessment results. 
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Documentation 

 
 Data Meeting Sign‐ins 

 Data Meeting Agendas 

 Data Meeting Minutes 

 Baseline to Benchmark Assessment Spreadsheets 

 Galileo Intervention Alerts 

 Galileo Development Profile Reports 

 Data Collection Sheets 

 Reading A‐Z Screening Report 

 Professional Teacher Evaluations 

 Student Tracking forms 

 ILLPs 

 IEPs 

 Data Dialogue Reflections  

 

Question #2: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to make adjustments to curriculum based on the data analysis? 
What criteria guide that process? 

Answer  

The Charter Holder has formed a district curriculum committee to evaluate potential adjustments to 
curriculum and curricular tools based on data analysis. After each benchmark assessment, data team 
meetings are held between grade level teams, the site principal, and the Title 1 director. Results are 
analyzed in terms of growth and proficiency for each standard measured on the benchmark assessment. 
Teaching teams identify strengths and needs in their instructional methods, evaluate curricular 
effectiveness, and set goals for enhancing student success. Curricular adjustments and/ the purchase of 
new curriculum is considered when low student performance is a direct result of implementing 
curriculum that is insufficient for teaching the standard(s) to mastery. Teachers will make a note of the 
curricular gap in the Data Dialogue Reflection and submit a Curriculum Request form to the site principal 
and/or district curriculum committee for review.  The curriculum committee will determine whether 
modifications to the current curriculum can be made, additional training in the use of the current 
curriculum is needed, or if new curriculum must be purchased to satisfy the identified need. The Gap 
Analysis will be revised to incorporate any changes made to the current curriculum for grade level teams 
that are affected by these modifications. Curriculum requested by departments, (ELL, Title 1, Special 
Education), will follow the same procedures as grade level teams. 
 

Documentation 

 

 Data Dialogue Reflections 
 Curriculum Request forms 
 Gap Analysis 

 



Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report 

 

 Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report Template v.10/2015 
36 

 

Question #3: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to make adjustments to instruction based on the data analysis? 
What criteria guide that process? 

Answer  

The Charter Holder’s process for evaluating instruction based on data analysis involves a collaborative 
approach among teachers, instructional coaches, department heads and site administrators. Data 
analysis is used to evaluate instructional effectiveness in grade level data team meetings led by the Title 
1 director and site principals. Teachers, instructional support staff, and site administrators analyze 
benchmark assessment results to evaluate whether changes in instructional strategies can be made to 
improve student performance and teach the standards to mastery. Data Dialogue Reflection forms are 
completed by grade level teams in response to team data discussions and submitted to site principals, 
who then follow up during walkthrough observations and formal professional evaluations, (La Paloma 
Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists; Professional Teacher Evaluations). If modifications must be 
made to current teaching strategies, instructional coaches may be assigned to teachers that require 
more intensive assistance. Coaches observe their assigned teachers and provide regular feedback, 
(Coach’s Notes), to assist teachers in developing and implementing more effective methods of 
instruction. Department heads provide ongoing professional development and coaching to improve or 
enhance the instructional effectiveness of interventionists and teachers who service students in their 
subgroup(s), which is also determined by data analysis. Areas of low growth and/achievement are 
targeted to improve intervention practices among instructional support staff through ongoing 
professional development and regular feedback from site coordinators and directors. Instructional 
leaders, (principals, vice principals, directors, coaches, and site coordinators), will attend off‐site 
professional development to improve and maintain their effectiveness in coaching and providing 
feedback to teachers regarding their instructional strategies. District Formative Assessment results are 
evaluated by teaching teams weekly/biweekly using the Beyond Textbooks Data Collection Sheets to 
determine the effectiveness of current instructional strategies and assign teachers to ability groups for 
Reteach/Enrich. Teachers that produced the highest scores on the weekly formative assessment are 
assigned the lowest scoring intervention groups during Reteach/Enrich so that students who are 
struggling the most with the standard will receive the most effective remediation. This practice is 
another component of the Beyond Textbooks program that promotes data driven decision‐making. 

Documentation 

 
 Data Meeting Sign‐ins 

 Data Meeting Agendas 

 Data Meeting Minutes  

 Data Dialogue Reflections 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists  

 Professional Teacher Evaluations 

 Coach’s Notes  
 PD Meeting Sign‐ins 

 PD Meeting Agendas 

 PD Certificates 
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AREA IV: MONITORING INSTRUCTION 
Answer the questions for each of the following four sections. Provide documentation that will clearly demonstrate 
implementation of the processes. 
 

A. Monitoring Instruction 

Question #1: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to monitor that the instruction taking place is 

 Aligned with ACCRS standards, 
 Implemented with fidelity,  
 Effective throughout the year, and 
 Addressing the identified needs of students in all four subgroups? 

Answer  

The Charter Holder’s process for monitoring the instruction of classroom teachers, specialists, and 
instructional support staff is regularly observed through lesson plan checks, classroom walkthrough 
observations and formal evaluations. Lesson plans are required to detail all weekly calendared standards 
and objectives, instructional strategies employed for each standard taught, and the curriculum utilized 
for every lesson. Lesson Plan Evaluations are conducted by assistant principals, department heads, and  
program coordinators to provide detailed written feedback for teachers regarding the effectiveness of 
their lesson plans. Informal observations conducted by the principal, assistant principal, and department 
heads will check for evidence of curriculum calendar alignment, use of appropriate materials and 
resources and implementation of effective instructional strategies to ensure the ACCR standards are 
being taught with fidelity. La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists provide immediate 
feedback to teachers and the adjustments or modifications recommended are followed up on by the 
administration. Formal Professional Teacher Evaluations, conducted twice a year by the principal, 
provide comprehensive feedback regarding all required teaching components to monitor the 
effectiveness of ACCR standards‐based instruction and improve the quality of teaching in all classrooms. 
Department heads evaluate instructional staff working with subgroup populations for the effective 
integration of ACCR standards into small group instruction. Lesson plans are evaluated and feedback is 
provided through Lesson Plan Evaluations. Instruction is evaluated informally using the 5‐minute 
Observation form, and formally during Classified Staff Evaluations.  
Documentation 

 Lesson Plan Evaluations 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists  

 Professional Teacher Evaluations 

 5‐minute Observations 

 Classified Staff Evaluations 

 

Question #2: How is the Charter Holder monitoring instruction to ensure that it is leading all students to mastery of the 
standards? 

Answer  

The Charter Holder monitors the effectiveness of standards‐based instruction and ensures that all 
instructional staff members receive the necessary tools and resources to teach the ACCR standards to 
mastery. Site administrators conduct formal and informal evaluations for all instructional staff and hold 



Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report 

 

 Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report Template v.10/2015 
39 

data team meetings to evaluate formative and benchmark data for growth and proficiency at each grade 
level. Instructional staff members who work with students in each of the subgroups also participate in 
these data meetings to ensure a collaborative approach is being implemented in the best interest of all 
students. Lesson Plan Evaluations ensure instruction is aligned with the ACCR standards and the Beyond 
Textbooks Curriculum Calendars. Lesson plans are required to include all calendared standards and 
objectives, instructional strategies employed for each standard being taught, and the curriculum utilized 
for every lesson. La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists are conducted to check for 
evidence of curriculum calendar alignment and the implementation of lessons that ensure standards 
integration and high quality classroom instruction. Walkthrough observations are conducted quarterly, 
immediate feedback is given to teachers, and adjustments or modifications are recommended and 
followed up on by the principal in 1‐1 conferences as needed. Professional Teacher Evaluations are 
conducted twice a year by site principals to provide comprehensive feedback regarding all required 
teaching components, primarily focused on ACCR standards‐based instruction effective for teaching all 
standards to mastery. Department heads and site coordinators conduct 5‐minute Observations monthly 
and Classified Staff Evaluations are administered each semester to ensure that all subgroup instruction 
is aligned with ACCR standards and the Beyond Textbooks Curriculum Calendars, and that high quality 
instruction in support of student proficiency goals is occurring. 
 

Documentation 

 
 Beyond Textbooks Curriculum Calendars 

 Data Meeting Sign‐ins 

 Data Meeting Agendas  

 Lesson Plan Evaluations 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists 

 5‐minute Observations 

 Classified Staff Evaluations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B. Evaluating Instructional Practices 

Question #1: How does the Charter Holder evaluate the instructional practices of all staff? 

Answer  

The Charter Holder’s process for evaluating instructional practices will include consistent lesson plan 
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feedback through Lesson Plan Evaluations and informal walkthroughs observations are conducted via La 
Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists, in addition to two Professional Teacher Evaluations 
over the course of the school year. Department heads and site coordinators conduct monthly 5‐minute 
Observations, quarterly La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists and semesterly 
Classified Staff Evaluations to evaluate the quality of instructional practices for teachers and support 
staff working with subgroup populations. Lesson plans are required to include all instructional practices 
employed for each standard and the curriculum utilized for every lesson, as stated on the Lesson Plan 
Evaluation form. La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists, conducted by site principals, 
department heads, and assistant principals, will check for evidence of lessons that employ effective 
instructional practices and are consistent with what has been submitted in the lesson plans. 
Walkthrough observations are designed to provide teachers with immediate feedback so that 
adjustments or modifications are recommended and followed up on by the principal in a timely manner. 
Formal evaluations conducted twice a year by the site principal/assistant principal will provide 
comprehensive feedback of all required teaching components, which emphasizes the implementation of 
effective, data‐driven instructional practices. Department heads and site coordinators conduct 5‐minute 
Observations monthly and Classified Staff Evaluations are administered each semester to ensure that all 
subgroup instruction is effective in supporting the specific needs of these student populations. 
 

Documentation 

 

 Lesson Plan Evaluation 

 Professional Teacher Evaluation 

 5‐minute Observations 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists  
 Lesson Plan Evaluation 
 Classified Staff Evaluation 

 

Question #2: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to identify the quality of instruction? 

Answer  

The Charter Holder’s process for evaluating the quality of instruction involves checking for the presence 
of relevant instructional practices and methodologies within the lesson plans by conducting quarterly 
Lesson Plan Evaluations and ensuring that these practices are demonstrated in the classroom by 
conducting La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists.  
Lesson plans are required to include all instructional practices employed for each standard and the 
curriculum being utilized for every lesson. Walkthrough observations are conducted quarterly, 
immediate feedback is given to teachers, and adjustments or modifications are recommended and 
followed up on by the principal and/assistant principal. Professional Teacher Evaluations are conducted 
twice a year by the site principals and/ assistant principals to provide comprehensive feedback regarding 
the quality and effectiveness of all required teaching components, which ensures high quality 
instructional practices are being implemented. Department heads and site coordinators conduct 5‐
minute Observations monthly and Classified Staff Evaluations are administered each semester to ensure 
that instruction is high quality and in supportive of the specific needs of subgroup student populations.  
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Documentation 

 
 Lesson Plan Evaluations 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists  
 Professional Teacher Evaluations 

 5‐minute Observations  
 Classified Staff Evaluations 

 

Question #3: How does the evaluation process identify the individual strengths, weaknesses, and needs of instructional staff? 

Answer  

The process for evaluating individual strengths, weaknesses, and needs are established by providing 
consistent and detailed teacher feedback regarding both documented (lesson plans) and observable 
instructional practices. The Charter Holder will continue the development of a system in which regular 
dialoguing occurs between instructional staff and site principals, assistant principals, department heads, 
and instructional coaches, to further improve the quality of teaching practices. The Charter Holder 
currently provides teacher feedback by observing classroom lessons both formally in Professional 
Teacher Evaluations and Classified Staff Evaluations and informally by conducting La Paloma Academy 
Classroom Walkthrough Checklists and regular 5‐minute Observations. Pre/post conference feedback is 
given to prepare teachers and instructional support staff for instructional expectations and allow 
opportunities for additional questions and responses after the evaluation has occurred.  The data 
collected from informal observations and formal evaluations provides teachers, site administrators, and 
district‐wide leaders with valuable information that will serve to improve instructional effectiveness. 
When the quality of instruction is low, the school administration responds with a clear action plan for 
teachers that will redefine or clarify instructional expectations. This will include increased coaching and 
mentoring, as well as more frequent walkthrough observations, (weekly/biweekly rather than 
quarterly). When the quality of instruction meets or surpasses expectations, the administration 
responds by building mentorship roles for the teachers that offer a wealth of knowledge and experience 
to new or struggling teachers. Teachers receive detailed, ongoing feedback from the school principal, 
administrative team, or instructional coaches through informal observations and professional 
evaluations. These feedback tools identify individual strengths in instructional effectiveness as well as 
areas of need where additional coaching and mentoring would be beneficial. Pre/post conferences 
accompany every formal evaluation to open a more extensive dialogue between teachers and 
administrators. Observations given by coaches via Coach’s Notes are followed up with debriefing 
sessions to allow opportunities for further discussion and professional recommendations. All evaluation 
tools are data‐driven. Administrators evaluate formative and benchmark data in addition to standards‐
aligned lessons documented in lesson plans and taught in accordance with the district’s adopted 
curriculum calendars to determine instructional effectiveness and identify teacher strengths and 
weaknesses. Professional Teacher Evaluations include a data section that is worth 40% of the total 
evaluation to ensure standards are being taught to mastery and growth and proficiency scores are 
addressed. Galileo Intervention Alerts, Development Profile Reports, and raw classroom data is 



Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report 

 

 Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report Template v.10/2015 
42 

averaged among benchmarks to evaluate whole class proficiency. Data Collection Sheets are evaluated 
weekly/biweekly to ensure data driven ability grouping is occurring for the implementation of Re‐
teach/Enrich, a school‐wide math intervention required to be implemented by all teachers and 
instructional support staff. Re‐teach/Enrich is observed regularly by site administrators to ensure quality 
data‐driven instructional practices are occurring. These walkthrough observations are recorded in the La 
Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists, 5‐minute Observations and Coach’s Notes. 
Documentation 

 
 Lesson Plan Evaluations 

 Professional Teacher Evaluations 

 Classified Staff Evaluations 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists  
 5‐minute Observations 

 Coach’s Notes 

 Pre/post conference feedback  

 

 

 

C. Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups 

 

Subgroup Monitoring Instruction Table 

 

Subgroup  What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to evaluate supplemental 
instruction targeted to address the needs of students in the following 
subgroups? 

Students with 
proficiency in the 
bottom 25%/non‐
proficient 
students 
 

Lesson plans submitted by teachers and instructional support staff that 
service Title 1, (as well as ELL and special education students where 
applicable), are required to include all calendared standards and objectives, 
academic intervention strategies employed for each standard being taught, 
and the curriculum utilized for every lesson. Classroom observations and 
formal evaluations, conducted by site principals and directors/department 
heads, check for the display of all required components relevant to 
instruction that is targeted to meet the needs of students in the bottom 
25%. These components include: complete and detailed daily schedules, 
lesson plans, targeted instructional strategies (Response to Intervention) 
observably employed for individual students and recorded in tracking 
documents, the posting of current ACCR standards and objectives in 
student‐friendly language, and updated data walls or data binders. 

ELL students 
 

Lesson plans submitted by teachers that work with ELL students will be 
required to include all calendared standards and objectives, instructional 
strategies employed for each standard being taught, and the curriculum 
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being utilized for every lesson. Classroom observations conducted by the 
principals and ELL coordinator will check for the display of all required 
components relevant to instruction that is targeted to meet the needs of 
ELL students. These components include: complete and detailed daily 
schedules, lesson plans, evidence of targeted instructional strategies (ELP 
standards, SEI protocol) observably employed for individual students and 
recorded in progress reports, (Attachment B of the ILLP) and the posting of 
standards and objectives in student‐friendly language.  

Students eligible 
for FRL 
 

Lesson plans submitted by teachers that work with FRL students will be 
required to include all calendared standards and objectives, instructional 
strategies employed for each standard being taught, and the curriculum 
being implemented for every lesson. Classroom walkthrough observations 
conducted by site principals and the Title 1 director will check for the 
display of all required components relevant to instruction that is targeted 
to meet the needs of FRL students. These components include: complete 
and detailed daily schedules, lesson plans, evidence of targeted 
instructional strategies (Response to Intervention) observably employed to 
meet the needs of individual students, the posting of current ACCR 
standards and objectives in student‐friendly language, and updated data 
walls or data binders. 

Students with 
disabilities 
 
 

Lesson plans submitted by instructional staff that work with special 
education students are required to include all calendared standards and 
objectives, instructional strategies employed for each ACCR standard 
taught, and the curriculum being implemented for every lesson. Classroom 
walkthrough observations conducted by the special education director 
check for the display of all required components relevant to instruction 
that is targeted to meet the needs of students with disabilities. These 
components include: complete and detailed daily schedules, targeted 
instructional strategies and submission of quarterly progress reports in 
compliance with Individual Education Plans, that are observably employed 
for individual students, and the posting of current ACCR standards and 
objectives in student‐friendly language. 

 

 

 

D. Providing Feedback that Develops the Quality of Teaching 

Question #1: How does the Charter Holder analyze information about strengths, weaknesses, and needs of instructional staff? 

Answer  

 
The Charter Holder analyzes the strengths and needs of all instructional staff formally, (Professional 
Teacher Evaluation, Classified Staff Evaluation), and informally, (La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklist, 5‐minute Observation). Pre/post conference feedback will be provided to all 
instructional staff as part of the evaluation process. Teachers and interventionists will complete Teacher 
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Reflection forms and share them with administrators during post‐conferences to open a dialogue that 
will further develop the quality and effectiveness of teaching practices. The data collected from informal 
observations and formal evaluations regarding the quality of instruction will provide teachers, 
administrators, and district‐wide leaders with valuable information regarding the strengths and needs of 
teachers. Administrators will use this data to introduce and implement techniques and strategies that 
serve to increase the instructional effectiveness of classroom teachers and subgroup staff. When the 
quality of instruction is low, the school administration will respond with a clear action plan for teachers 
that will redefine or clarify instructional expectations. This may include further coaching and mentoring 
to foster the development of higher quality instruction. When the quality of instruction meets or 
surpasses expectations, the administration will respond by building mentorship roles for the teachers 
that offer a wealth of knowledge and experience to new or struggling teachers. A Teacher Induction 
Program has been established to provide opportunities for experienced teachers to work with new or 
struggling teachers. 
 

Documentation 

 Professional Teacher Evaluations 

 Classified Staff Evaluations 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists  
 5‐minute Observations 

 Pre/post conference feedback 

 Teacher Reflection forms 

 Teacher Induction Program 
 

 

Question #2: How is the analysis used to provide feedback to instructional staff on strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs 
based on the evaluation of instructional practices? 

Answer  

The Charter Holder provides teacher feedback by observing classroom lessons both formally, 
(Professional Teacher Evaluation, Classified Staff Evaluation), and informally, (La Paloma Academy 
Classroom Walkthrough Checklist, 5‐minute Observations). Pre/post conference feedback is provided to 
all instructional staff as part of the evaluation process. Teachers and instructional support staff complete 
Teacher Reflection forms and share them with administrators during post‐conferences to open a 
dialogue that will further develop the quality and effectiveness of teaching practices. A new teacher 
mentor program has been established to provide opportunities for experienced teachers to work with 
new or struggling teachers and provide regular feedback and instructional support to address learning 
needs. Teachers also receive detailed feedback from the school principal, administrative team, and/or 
instructional coaches through classroom observations and professional evaluations. These feedback 
tools serve to identify individual strengths in instructional effectiveness as well as areas of need where 
additional coaching and mentoring would be beneficial. Pre and post conferences accompany every 
formal evaluation to open a more extensive dialogue between teachers and administrators and clarify 
performance expectations. Observations given by instructional coaches (Coach’s Notes) will be followed 
up with debriefing sessions to allow opportunities for further discussion and professional 
recommendations.  
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Documentation 

 

 Professional Teacher Evaluations 

 Classified Staff Evaluations 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists  
 5‐minute Observations 

 Pre/post conference feedback 

 Teacher Reflection forms 

 Teacher Mentor Program 

 Coach’s Notes 
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AREA V: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
Answer the questions for each of the following four sections. Provide documentation that will clearly demonstrate 
implementation of the processes. 
 

A. Development of the Professional Development Plan 
Question #1: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to determine what professional development topics will be covered 
throughout the year? What data and analysis is utilized to make those decisions? 

Answer  

The Charter Holder’s professional development plan is developed according to the needs of all grade 
levels and subgroups district‐wide. A Needs Assessment is conducted at the beginning of each school 
year to determine the professional development needs of instructional staff at each grade level.  
A Professional Development committee comprised of teachers and departmental staff, (Title 1, ELL, 
and/or Special Education teachers), will be formed at each campus to analyze the results of the Needs 
Assessment and identify the site‐specific specific needs of instructional staff. Once the Needs 
Assessment has been evaluated, the Professional Development committee presents their findings to site 
principals, who then arrange specific professional development trainings that are be tailored to the 
needs of their campuses. The site principals also evaluate data taken from walkthrough observations 
and professional teacher evaluations to identify specific areas in which teachers have shown a 
consistent need for improvement. This evaluation, along with the needs identified by the Needs 
Assessments will determine the final selection of professional development that will be calendared for 
the school year for each site. A Professional Development calendar is created and distributed to teachers 
and instructional support staff at the beginning of the school year and updated at the end of the first 
semester. All instructional staff members are required to attend school‐wide professional development. 
The Professional Development committee conducts Professional development surveys throughout the 
school year to determine whether teachers are in need of additional training in specific areas that have 
not been identified or addressed. When instructional needs arise for additional professional 
development that has not been scheduled within the current Professional Development Calendars, 
instructional staff in need of this training will attend off‐site professional development trainings. 
Instructional leaders (grade level team leads, teacher mentors, site coordinators, directors/department 
heads) will also be assigned to attend these off‐site trainings and then provide in‐house presentations 
for all instructional staff. The Professional Development committees will have representation from each 
grade level and subgroup at each school. The committees will communicate with grade level teams, 
department heads, and site principals to arrange for professional development that aligns to the 
greatest needs of teachers. The site principals will continue to evaluate data taken from the Needs 
Assessments to identify specific areas in which teachers have identified and requested curricular and 
instructional training and determine the selection of future or ongoing professional development. 

Documentation 

 Needs Assessment 

 Professional Development committee sign‐ins 
 Professional Development committee meeting minutes 

 Professional Development committee Agendas 

 Professional Development Calendars 

 Professional Development Surveys 

 Off‐site Professional Development Certificates 
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 In‐house Professional Development presentations 
 On‐site Professional Development certificates 

 

Question #2: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to ensure the professional development plan is aligned with 
instructional staff learning needs? What criteria are used to make those determinations? 

Answer  

All professional development for the 2015‐2016 school year has been aligned to the learning needs of 
instructional staff in accordance with the results of the Needs Assessment. Once the Needs Assessment 
results are recorded and analyzed, results are shared with lead teachers, department heads, and site 
administrators and a Professional Development committee is formed for each campus. Site principals will 
select and follow through with the identified needs of each grade level and subgroup. The Professional 
Development committee ensures representation from each grade level and subgroup at each school. 
The committee will communicate with site principals throughout the school year to arrange for any 
additional professional development trainings that are aligned to the needs of teachers as they arise.  
Site principals also use teacher evaluation data to determine the ongoing professional development 
needs of teachers. The professional development plan is tailor‐made to address the greatest needs of 
teachers and instructional support staff at all grade levels, calendared by site principals in the 
Professional Development calendars and updated as needed. 
Documentation 

 Needs Assessment 

 Professional Development committee meeting minutes 

 Professional Development committee Agendas 

 Professional Development Calendars 
 Professional Teacher Evaluations 

 

Question #3: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to address the areas of high importance in the professional 
development plan? How are the areas of high importance determined? 
Answer  

The professional development plan addresses areas of high importance by identifying the most common 
needs of all instructional staff, as well as grade level and department specific needs, which are all 
identified by the Needs Assessment results. Additional professional development needs will be identified 
by teacher evaluation data collected by principals/department heads during walkthrough observations, 
(La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists), and Professional Teacher Evaluations. 
Requests for specific professional development from teachers/instructional staff during the year are 
evaluated by the Professional Development committees and site principals to determine whether all 
instructional staff would benefit from the training, or if it only pertains to select teachers, grade levels, 
or departments. Professional Development Surveys are conducted throughout the year to identify 
additional requests or needs for training in curriculum, assessment, or instructional effectiveness. If the 
professional development requested applies to or meets the needs of the majority of the instructional 
staff, on‐site training will be scheduled and added to the Professional Development Calendar. If the 
request applies only to specific grade levels or departments, off‐site training will be arranged for those 
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small groups or individuals. Site principals continue to evaluate data taken from walkthrough 
observations and formal Professional Teacher Evaluations to identify specific areas in which teachers 
have shown a consistent need for improvement throughout the duration of the school year to ensure 
teachers and instructional support staff are well equipped to teach the ACCR standards to mastery.  
Documentation 

 Needs Assessment 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists 

 Professional Teacher Evaluations 

 Professional Development Committee meeting Minutes 

 Professional Development Committee Sign‐ins 

 Professional Development Committee Agendas 

 Professional Development Calendar  
 Off‐site Professional Development Certificates 

 On‐site Professional Development Certificates 

 

B. Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups 

Question #1: Identify how the Charter Holder provides professional development to ensure instructional staff is able to address 
the needs of students in all four subgroups. 

Answer  

The Charter Holder provides ongoing professional development that addresses the needs of students in 
all subgroups through school‐wide on‐site, and specialized off‐site training for all instructional staff 
members who work with these student populations. Additional in‐house training is provided for 
instructional staff working with each of the subgroup student populations by department heads and/ 
site coordinators on a monthly basis. School‐wide systems of ongoing professional development are 
designed to ensure that all instructional staff working with students identified in the bottom 25% 
receives appropriate tools and resources to improve student growth and achievement. In addition to the 
school‐wide professional development plan, department heads, site coordinators, and teachers that 
work with students in each of the four subgroups will attend off‐site professional development to 
further refine the specialized components of their teaching fields. The district Title 1 director provides 
specialized RTI training to all instructional staff on a quarterly basis. The director of federal programs 
provides professional development in instructional strategies that enhance the teaching practices of all 
staff working with students in each of the subgroups. All on‐site professional development is listed in 
the Professional Development Calendars, which are updated as needed. 
Documentation 

 On‐site Professional Development presentation certificates  
 On‐site Professional development presentations and materials  
 Off‐site Professional Development Certificates of completion 
 Professional Development Calendars 

 

C. Supporting High Quality Implementation 
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Question #1: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to provide support to the instructional staff on the high quality 
implementation of the strategies learned in professional development? What does this support include? 

Answer  

The Charter Holder supports the high quality implementation of strategies learned in professional 
development trainings by providing resources for further guidance and following up with feedback 
during informal and formal observations. Informal walkthrough observations, (La Paloma Academy 
Classroom Walkthrough Checklists), have been modified to include a PD implementation section to 
provide ongoing feedback regarding the integration of new instructional strategies.  
PD Implementation forms are completed by site administrators and instructional coaches to provide 
feedback on how effectively the strategies provided in each professional development are being 
implemented. Instructional coaches follow up with teachers after reviewing the PD Implementation 
forms with the teachers they have been assigned and ongoing coaching will be provided to individuals in 
need of further guidance. Additional professional development resources are provided to teachers who 
require further assistance with the implementation of strategies. These may include book or web 
sources, more intensive instructional coaching, and/or follow up professional development sessions. 
This ongoing process allows teachers and administrators to more closely evaluate whether instructional 
strategies introduced within professional development trainings are being implemented with fidelity. 
 

Documentation 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists  
 Professional Teacher Evaluations 

 PD Implementation forms 

 Additional Professional Development Resources/materials 
 Coach’s Notes 

 

Question #2: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to identify concrete resources, necessary for high quality 
implementation, for instructional staff? 

Answer  

The Charter Holder regularly provides concrete resources, (articles on research‐based strategies and 
instructional methodology; teaching materials such as graphic organizers and book or web sources), and 
detailed feedback to all instructional staff via PD Implementation forms in order to ensure high quality 
professional development implementation is occurring. Individuals who require additional resources 
and training on a more frequent basis are assigned an instructional coach, who will meet with them 
weekly, biweekly, or monthly, depending on individual needs. Coaches provide written feedback 
through Coach’s Notes and conduct walkthrough observations using the La Paloma Academy Classroom 
Walkthrough Checklists.  
Documentation 

 Additional professional development resources/materials 
 PD Implementation forms 

 Coach’s Notes 
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 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists  

D. Monitoring Implementation 

Question #1: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to monitor the implementation of the strategies learned in 
professional development sessions? 

Answer  

The Charter Holder monitors the implementation of strategies learned in professional development 
trainings by conducting walkthrough observations, (La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough 
Checklists), that incorporate a PD implementation section and PD Implementation forms. Site 
administrators and instructional coaches observe teachers 1 month after professional development is 
given and complete PD Implementation forms to document the implementation of the instructional 
strategies with which they were presented and provide detailed feedback. Site principals and assistant 
principals continue to monitor the implementation of newly adopted instructional strategies by 
conducting walkthrough observations, (La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists). 
Professional development providers may also complete PD Implementation forms to document the 
implementation of instructional strategies and provide teachers with constructive feedback. 
Documentation 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists  
 PD Implementation forms 

 

 

Question #2: How does the Charter Holder follow‐up with instructional staff regarding implementation of the strategies learned 
in professional development? 

Answer  

The Charter Holder follows up with instructional staff to support and develop implementation of 
strategies learned in professional development trainings after conducting La Paloma Academy 
Classroom Walkthrough Checklists and PD Implementation forms in 1‐1 conferences. Site principals also 
provide further instructional coaching where needed. In cases where teachers do not satisfy the 
requirements listed for PD implementation on the evaluation forms, a follow up 5 Minute Observation 
will be given and further opportunities for improvement will be provided through coaching and 
mentoring. Individuals who require additional resources and training on a more frequent basis will be 
assigned an instructional coach, who will meet with them weekly, biweekly, or monthly, depending on 
individual need. Coaches will provide written feedback through Coach’s Notes and conduct informal 
observations using the La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklist.  
Documentation 

 La Paloma Academy Classroom Walkthrough Checklists  
 PD Implementation forms 

 Coach’s Notes 

 Follow up 5 Minute Observation 
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AREA VI: GRADUATION RATE (if applicable) 
Answer the questions for each of the following two sections. Provide documentation that will clearly demonstrate 
implementation of the processes. 

A. Monitoring Progress Toward Timely Graduation 

Question #1: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to create academic and career plans? 

Answer  

Write answer here. Suggested word count is 400 words. 
 
 
 

Documentation 

Provide a bulleted list of documents that serve as evidence of implementation of this process: 
 
 
 

 

Question #2: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to monitor and follow‐up on student progress toward completing 
goals in academic and career plans? What criteria guide that process? 

Answer  

Write answer here. Suggested word count is 400 words. 
 
 
 

Documentation 

Provide a bulleted list of documents that serve as evidence of implementation of this process: 
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B. Addressing Barriers to Timely Graduation 

Question #1: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to provide timely supports to remediate academic and social 
problems for students struggling to meet graduation requirements on time? 

Answer  

Write answer here. Suggested word count is 400 words. 
 
 
 

Documentation 

Provide a bulleted list of documents that serve as evidence of implementation of this process: 
 
 
 

 

Question #2: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to evaluate the processes described above to determine 
effectiveness? What criteria guide that process? 

Answer  

Write answer here. Suggested word count is 400 words. 
 
 
 

Documentation 

Provide a bulleted list of documents that serve as evidence of  implementation of this process: 
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AREA VII: ACADEMIC PERSISTENCE (if applicable) 
Answer the questions for the following section. Provide documentation that will clearly demonstrate implementation of the 
processes. 

A. Strategies for Continuous Enrollment 

Question #1: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to measure levels of engagement? What criteria guide that process? 

Answer  

Write answer here. Suggested word count is 400 words. 
 
 
 

Documentation 

Provide a bulleted list of documents that serve as evidence of  implementation of this process: 
 
 
 

 

Question #2: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to provide timely intervention for students demonstrating potential 
for disengagement? 

Answer  

Write answer here. Suggested word count is 400 words. 
 
 
 

Documentation 

Provide a bulleted list of documents that serve as evidence of  implementation of this process: 
 
 
 

 

Question #3: What is the Charter Holder’s ongoing process to evaluate these strategies to determine effectiveness? What 
criteria guide that process? 

Answer  

Write answer here. Suggested word count is 400 words. 
 
 
 

Documentation 

Provide a bulleted list of documents that serve as evidence of  implementation of this process: 
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