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Academic Performance Framework Guidance

Charter schools may be established to provide a learning environment that will improve pupil
achievement (A.R.S. § 15-181). As the authorizer or sponsor of charter schools, the State Board for
Charter Schools must adopt a performance framework that includes the academic performance
expectations of the charter school and the measurement of sufficient progress toward the academic
performance expectations (A.R.S. § 15-183. R).

Charter holders have the autonomy to select and implement programs of instruction that align with
their philosophical and methodological ideology and operational structure consistent with state and
federal law and the charter contract. The purpose of the Academic Performance Framework (“academic
framework”) is to communicate the State Board for Charter Schools’ (“Board”) academic expectations
for ensuring that all charter holders in its portfolio are providing a learning environment where
measurable improvement in pupil achievement can be demonstrated. The academic framework
focuses purposefully on quantitative academic outcomes as a basis for analysis to be used in high-stakes
decisions.

In developing the academic framework, the Board remained conscious of its limited resources to
implement the academic framework. The Board was also mindful of its commitment to maintaining
current levels of data collection so as not to unnecessarily burden the charter holders with requirements
to submit additional information for the purpose of evaluating the academic performance of the charter
holder. The successful implementation of the academic framework relies on having access to data
collected through the administration and evaluation of state assessments.

The academic framework is organized by indicators, measures, metrics and targets. Each measure will
be assigned one of four ratings, unless insufficient data is available. Each rating is weighted for the
calculation of an Overall Rating.

The academic framework focuses purposefully on quantitative academic outcomes as a basis for analysis
to be used in high-stakes decisions. If educational processes are required by law, such elements are
included in the Operational Performance Framework and further guidance on the reasoning for this
indicator can be found in the Operational Performance Framework and Guidance.
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Academic Framework Structure

The academic framework is organized by indicators, measures, metrics, and targets.

Component Definition Example

Indicators  General categories of academic performance Student achievement

Measures General means to evaluate an aspect of an Proficiency on state assessments
indicator

Metrics Method of quantifying a measure Percentage of students achieving

proficiency on specific exams

Targets Thresholds that signify success in meeting the The school’s average proficiency rate on
standard for a specific measure the state assessments meet or exceed the
statewide average student performance

Ratings Assignment of charter school performance into  If school meets the target proficiency rate
one of four rating categories, based on how the of meeting or exceeding the statewide
school performs against the framework targets average, the rating category is “Meets

Standard”

Indicators

The academic framework has four indicators designed to evaluate each charter school’s overall
academic performance.

1. Student Progress over Time (Growth)

Growth models measure how much students learn and improve over the course of a school year. The
inclusion of growth measures in the academic framework acknowledges that relying solely on a
snapshot of student proficiency misses progress that schools may be making over time in bringing
students up to grade level. Students who enter school behind their peers and students who are not
meeting state standards need to make more than a year’s worth of growth each year to “catch up.”
Equally important, students who are already at grade level, or proficient, should continue to make
sufficient growth to meet and exceed proficiency standards. The academic framework considers
aggregate growth in reading and mathematics for each charter school, as well as progress of the lowest-
performing students within the school.

2. Student Achievement (Proficiency)

The student achievement indicator focuses on the percentage of students meeting standards for
proficiency on state assessments. The Board will hold charter schools accountable for how well children
master fundamental skills and content in reading and mathematics. The academic framework includes
an analysis of proficiency rates overall and by subgroups in charter schools, and it compares these rates
to the overall state rates, as well as to schools serving demographically similar populations.
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3. A-F Letter Grade State Accountability System

The components of the Arizona A—F Letter Grade Accountability System were used as a starting point in
developing the academic framework. Though the academic framework includes many of the same
metrics as the state grading system, clear expectations for performance on each metric are defined in
the academic framework. Breaking out the measures from the state accountability system provides
more clarity to schools about the Board’s academic performance expectations and the measurement of
sufficient progress toward the Board’s academic performance expectations; in some cases, the Board
chose to set more rigorous targets than those set by the state. The academic framework includes the
letter grade of each school operated by the charter holder as assigned through Arizona’s A—F Letter
Grade Accountability System. The Board carefully considered how much weight to assign to the state
accountability system as a whole in relation to the individual measures.

4. Post-Secondary Readiness (for High Schools)

This indicator examines how well a school’s students are prepared for college or employment after
graduation. The academic framework includes graduation rates and recommends additional data
collection efforts to assess post-secondary success of graduates such as ACT equivalencies.

Measures

For each of the indicators, the academic framework provides a number of measures to evaluate schools.
The combination of measures, taken on the whole, provides the Board with a balanced scorecard of
each school’s performance over time. The measures take the form of questions about the school’s
performance. For example:

e s the school improving the performance of its lowest-performing students?
e Are students achieving proficiency on state examinations in reading and math?

The academic framework includes measures that are similar to components of the Arizona A—F Letter
Grade Accountability System as well as measures included to address factors specific to charter school
accountability, such as a comparison of comparable schools.

Metrics

Metrics are the methods of evaluating a measure. For example, to answer the question, “Are students
achieving proficiency on state assessments?” the Board will calculate metrics such as:

o The school’s average proficiency rates compared to the state average proficiency rate for the
same grade levels,

e The school’s average proficiency rate compared to students in comparable schools, and

e The proficiency rate of a subgroup of students compared to the statewide average subgroup
proficiency.

In the development of the academic framework, the Board reviewed the available data to determine
which metrics apply the most to its charter schools.
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Targets and Rating Categories

For each of the measures, targets are set to rate the schools against the academic framework. The
targets establish the levels of performance needed to place each school into the following rating
categories:

e Exceeds standard—The charter holder’s performance for any measure receiving this rating
means that the charter school is exceeding academic performance expectations and showing
exemplary performance.

e Meets standard— The charter holder’s performance for any measure receiving this rating means
that the charter school is meeting minimum expectations for academic performance.

e Does not meet standard— The charter holder’s performance for any measure receiving this
rating means that the charter school has failed to meet minimum expectations for performance
and are not making sufficient progress toward the academic performance expectations set forth
in the academic framework.

e Falls far below standard— The charter holder’s performance for any measure receiving this
rating means that the charter school is performing far below the Board’s academic performance
expectations and on par with the lowest-performing schools in the district and state.

In establishing targets for the academic framework, the Board began by setting targets for the “meets
standard” rating category, which set the expectation and definition of a quality school. Targets are
applied consistently to all schools, although alternate methods are presented for alternative schools and
small schools with very low enrollment numbers.

Indicators and Measures in Detail

Each of the indicators and measures is presented below. Included is an overview of each measure,
methodological approaches, factors considered in the development of specific targets, and additional
resources on related topics.

The academic framework is intended to be used in its entirety, unless otherwise indicated, though there
may be individual measures that may not be included for individual schools.

Considerations for Alternative Schools

The Board has modified the academic framework to better fit schools designated as “alternative” or

III

“small.” The alternative academic framework is presented in Appendix B. Specific modifications for

alternative and small schools are noted throughout the document.

Indicator: Student Progress over Time (Growth)

Of utmost importance in evaluating school quality is the assessment of how much students are learning
over time. While pass rates, or proficiency rates, answer the important question “Are students meeting
grade-level expectations?” growth measures address the question “How much are students learning,
and is that learning sufficient to achieve and maintain proficiency?” Many charter schools enroll
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students one or more years below grade level; it is appropriate and fair to consider how well they are
doing in “catching students up.” Charter schools may require more than a year to bring students up to
grade level if they start out far behind, but should be accountable for and credited with academic
growth within any school year.

Many growth models used for school evaluation are “norm-referenced” in their approach. Norm-
referenced models compare the progress made by individual students to the progress made by other
students with a similar starting point or performance history; each student’s growth is compared to the
growth of other students in the school, district, state, or nation.

Arizona Growth Model

The Arizona State Board of Education adopted the Arizona Growth Model, based on the Student Growth
Percentile Methodology" first used in Colorado. This method provides an effective way of measuring
norm-referenced student growth. A student growth percentile (SGP) calculates a student’s progress in
comparison to his or her academic peers—students with similar performance on previous assessments.
Each individual student’s growth in assessment results is ranked against the growth for all students with
the same test result on the baseline assessment. A student with an SGP of 50 demonstrated higher
growth than at least half of his academic peers across the state with similar performance. A school
median SGP of 50 indicates that at least half of the students in the school showed more growth than at
least half of their academic peers with similar performance across the state.

The academic framework has two measures of student growth: school median student growth
percentile, based on the Arizona Growth Model, and school median student growth percentile for
students in the lowest 25 percent of performance. In both measures, growth is evaluated separately for
reading and math. An additional measure, increase in performance level in reading and math, is
available for the evaluation of alternative high schools.

! More information on the methodology may be found at:
http://www.azed.gov/research-evaluation/files/2011/07/growth_percentile_primer_030809.pdf
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Overall Growth (Student Median Growth Percentile - SGP)

1.a. Are schools making adequate growth based on the school’s median student growth percentiles
(SGP) in reading and math?
Note: Pooled 3-year median used for small schools.

Meets Standard:
O The school median SGPs for reading and math are from 50 to 65.

Does Not Meet Standard:
[ The school median SGPs for reading and math are from 34 to 49.

Falls Far Below Standard:
O The school median SGPs for reading and math are below 34.

Targets for growth

The academic framework target for the “Meets Standard” category sets the expectation that at least
half of the students in charter schools are showing growth that is greater than their academic peers
across the state. The highest and lowest category targets were aligned with SGP performance
benchmarks commonly used to distinguish students with highest and lowest levels of growth. Targets
are applied separately for reading and math.

Modifications for Alternative and Small Schools

In the state A—F Letter Grade Accountability System, a three-year pooled SGP is calculated for
alternative schools and schools with fewer than 100 students. Aggregating three years’ worth of growth
data minimizes variability due to student populations or very small numbers of students. The academic
framework uses this method for small charter schools with fewer than 100 students, but not for
alternative schools.

The targets for alternative schools are based upon a comparison to statewide performance of

alternative schools.

Growth of Lowest-Performing Students (Student Median Growth Percentile
Bottom 25%)

1.b. Are the lowest-performing students making adequate growth based on the median student
growth percentiles (SGP) of the lowest 25% of students in reading and math?
Note: Pooled 3-year median used for small schools.

Meets Standard:

O The school median SGPs for reading and math for the lowest 25% of students are from 50 to 65.
Does Not Meet Standard:

O The school median SGPs for reading and math for the lowest 25% of students are from 34 to 49.
Falls Far Below Standard:

O The school median SGPs for reading and math for the lowest 25% of students are below 34.
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Closing achievement gaps between low-performing subgroups and majority groups is an issue of
ongoing national concern. Many charter schools operate with the express mission of closing
achievement gaps and providing a high-quality education to underserved students. Given this context,
measuring changes in the performance of the lowest-performing students in reading and math is an
important component of the academic framework. Without this analysis, strong growth on a school-
wide growth measure could mask low growth by certain subgroups.

Targets for growth of lowest-performing students

The academic framework target for the “Meets Standard” category sets the expectation that at least
half of the lowest-performing students in charter schools are showing growth that is greater than their
academic peers across the state. These students’ growth is compared to other lowest-performing
students with similar starting points, so the growth expectation is based upon a fair comparison to
peers. The targets set for the “Exceeds Standard” and “Falls Far Below Standard” categories were
aligned with SGP performance targets commonly used to distinguish students with the highest and
lowest levels of growth. Targets are applied separately for reading and math.

Modifications for Alternative and Small Schools

A three-year pooled SGP is calculated for small schools (fewer than 100 students), but not for alternative
schools. By aggregating three years’ worth of growth data, variability due to student populations or very
small numbers of students is minimized.

Growth of lowest performing students is not included in the academic framework for alternative high
schools. An additional growth measure is added for alternative high schools— increase in state
assessment performance level. This alternative measure evaluates the percentage of non-proficient
students improving by at least one performance level. Targets are presented in Appendix B.

Indicator: Student Achievement (Proficiency)

Although it is important to balance an evaluation of both the level at which students are performing and
how much growth students are making toward proficiency each year, ultimately charter schools must
prove that they can bring students up to and beyond grade level. The academic framework includes a
number of evaluations of student proficiency rates within each charter school, including overall
proficiency, comparison to schools serving comparable populations, and a focus on proficiency rates of
subgroups within the school. Targets are applied separately for reading and math.
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Percent Passing

2.a. Are students achieving proficiency on state examinations in reading and math?

Meets Standard:

[ School’s proficiency rates meet or exceed average statewide performance but fall below the top
10%.

Does Not Meet Standard:

[ School’s proficiency rates fall below average statewide performance but are above the bottom
20%.

Falls Far Below Standard:

[ School’s proficiency rates are in the bottom 20% of statewide performance.

Proficiency targets

Proficiency targets offer authorizers the best opportunity to set a high bar for charter school
performance. By setting performance targets, authorizers define what makes a quality school and set
expectations for charter results.

The academic framework uses comparative targets; the proficiency rates at each charter school are
assessed against average proficiency rates across the state. These comparative targets will remain
relevant, despite changes to state assessments. They can be clearly communicated to stakeholders. And
they clearly identify highest- and lowest-performing schools, providing a case for renewal or revocation
decisions.

Because proficiency rates vary by grade level, the academic framework makes adjustments based on the
charter school’s composition. The proficiency rate for each charter school is evaluated against the state
average proficiency, weighted to the charter school grade-level enrollment. For example, a charter
school that serves grades 3—8 would be compared to the percentage of students statewide in grades 3—
8 that are deemed proficient, with each grade “counting” in proportion to the fraction of all students
enrolled in that grade at the charter school.

Modifications for Alternative and Small Schools

Proficiency rates for alternative schools are compared to the statewide average proficiency rates for
alternative schools, and proficiency rates for small schools are compared to the statewide average
proficiency rates for small schools.
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Composite School Comparison

2.b. Are students performing as expected on state examinations in reading and math given the
characteristics of the school’s population?

Meets Standard:
[ School’s actual proficiency rate meets or exceeds the expected proficiency rate by up to 15
percentage points.

Does Not Meet Standard:
[ School’s actual proficiency rate is less than the expected proficiency rate by up to 15 percentage
points.

Falls Far Below Standard:
O school’s actual proficiency rate is less than the expected proficiency rate by 15 or more percentage
points.

Comparison analysis allows the Board to judge how students are performing in a charter school
compared to how students would be expected to perform based on the performance of similar student
populations across the state.

Comparable Schools Comparison

For each charter school, a comparative analysis is carried out by creating a “composite” school. The
composite school is created by matching and aggregating student-level data for students statewide with
similar characteristics. The difference between the school’s actual proficiency rate and the school’s
expected proficiency rate, given the characteristics of the school’s student population, are compared.
The analysis considers the charter school enrollment of students who qualify for free or reduced-price
lunch (FRL), English-language learners (ELL), and students with disabilities (SPED). The expected
proficiency rate is calculated by weighting the school’s number of students tested in each combination
of grade and subgroup by the state’s percent proficient for that combination of grade and subgroup.

Targets for comparable schools comparison

Poor comparative performance is often seen as a strong argument for closing a charter school. The
“Exceeds Standard” and “Falls Far Below Standard” categories for the composite school comparison are
defined by the size of the difference between the charter school’s actual performance and the expected
performance based on the performance of similar student populations across the state. The academic
framework defines the categories in increments of 15 percentage points. This increment was tested in a
trial run of the academic framework and represents a relatively large gap in performance.

Modifications for Alternative and Small Schools
The similar schools analysis is not applied to alternative schools.
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Subgroup Comparison

2.c. Are students in subgroups achieving proficiency on state examinations in reading and math
compared to state subgroups? (Applies to all eligible subgroups in the school.)

Meets Standard:

[ School’s subgroup proficiency rates meet or exceed statewide subgroup performance, but fall
below the top 10%.

Does Not Meet Standard:

[ School’s subgroup proficiency rates fall below statewide subgroup performance, but are above the
bottom 20%.

Falls Far Below Standard:

0 School’s subgroup proficiency rates are in the bottom 20% of statewide subgroup performance.

Although Proficiency evaluates school-level proficiency, it is important to look beyond the school-level
proficiency averages to the performance of subgroups within the school. High performance of a majority
group may mask poor performance of a subgroup. For example, a school with 10 percent of students
qualifying for free or reduced-price lunch (FRL) could have a high overall proficiency rate, but on closer
analysis, the FRL students may have dramatically lower rates of proficiency that are hidden by the
performance of the rest of the student body.

The subgroup proficiency measure compares the proficiency rates of subgroups within the school to the
state average proficiency rate for that same subgroup. This comparison allows the Board to analyze how
charter school students are faring compared to similar students across the state.

Targets for subgroup proficiency

Comparative targets were developed for the subgroup proficiency measure. The proficiency rate of all
eligible subgroups within each charter school are compared to statewide average subgroup
performance as well as subgroup performance of schools in the top 10 percent and bottom 20 percent
of schools statewide reporting subgroup performance.

Eligible subgroups are those that have more than 10 reported students. Schools that do not track or
report FRL statistics will not be evaluated for FRL student performance.

Modifications for Alternative and Small Schools
Subgroup proficiency rates for alternative schools are compared to the statewide average subgroup
proficiency rate for alternative schools

Indicator: A-F Letter Grade State Accountability System

The academic framework includes the letter grade of each school operated by the charter holder as
assigned through Arizona’s A—F Letter Grade Accountability System.

11
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State Accountability

3. Is the school meeting acceptable standards according to the state accountability system?

Meets Standard:
[ School received a B rating from the state accountability system.

Does Not Meet Standard:
[ School received a C rating from the state accountability system.

Falls Far Below Standard:
[ School received a D or F rating from the state accountability system.

The state grading system contains many of the same measures as the academic framework. The
academic framework includes these measures separately in order to set individual standards for each
measure and to allow a disaggregated view of the academic framework. To prevent “double-counting”
the measures duplicated in the state grading system, this measure is given a low weight in the overall
framework. (See more about weighting in the “Use of the Academic Framework” section.)

Targets for A-F Letter Grade Accountability System

Targets for this measure were aligned with the assessment of the state grading system. Schools
receiving an “A” grade are assessed in the academic framework as “exceeding standard,” while schools
receiving a “D” or “F” grade are considered “falling far below standard.”

Modifications for Alternative and Small Schools
Alternative and small schools receive ratings using the A-F Letter Grade Accountability Systems
developed for alternative and small schools.

Indicator: Post-Secondary Readiness (for High Schools)

Growing national attention has focused on increasing college attendance and ensuring that students are
better prepared for college and employment. The academic framework includes measures using
available post-secondary data—graduation rate.

Post-secondary measures apply to high schools only. Should additional post-secondary data become
available, the Board may review and possibly revise the charter school academic framework.

12
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High School Graduation Rate

4.a. Are students graduating from high school?

Exceeds Standard:

[0 2011-12: At least 82 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2012-13: At least 84 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2013-14: At least 86 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2014-15: At least 88 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2015-16: At least 90 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2016-17: At least 92 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2017-18: At least 94 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2018-19: At least 96 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2019-20 forward: At least 98 percent of students graduated from high school.

Meets Standard:

[0 2011-12: 77 percent to 81 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2012-13: 79 percent to 83 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2013-14: 81 percent to 85 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2014-15: 83 percent to 87 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2015-16: 85 percent to 89 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2016-17: 87 percent to 91 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2017-18: 89 percent to 93 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2018-19: 91 percent to 95 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2019-20 forward: 93 percent to 97 percent of students graduated from high school.

Does Not Meet Standard:

[0 2011-12: 66 percent to 76 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2012-13: 68 percent to 78 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2013-14: 70 percent to 80 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2014-15: 72 percent to 82 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2015-16: 74 percent to 84 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2016-17: 76 percent to 86 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2017-18: 78 percent to 88 percent of students graduated from high school.

[J 2018-19: 80 percent to 90 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2019-20 forward: 82 percent to 92 percent of students graduated from high school.

Falls Far Below Standard:

[0 2011-12: Fewer than 65 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2012-13: Fewer than 67 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2013-14: Fewer than 69 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2014-15: Fewer than 71 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2015-16: Fewer than 73 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2016-17: Fewer than 75 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2017-18: Fewer than 77 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2018-19: Fewer than 79 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2019-20 forward: Fewer than 81 percent of students graduated from high school.

An important measure of a charter high school’s success is its graduation rate. The state of Arizona has
adopted the National Governors’ Association’s” method of calculating graduation rate, which measures
the percentage of entering ninth-graders who graduate from high school within four years.

* More information is available at: www.NGA.org
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Targets for graduation rate

The academic framework targets for graduation rate are based on the state target of achieving a 93
percent graduation rate by 2020. A set of “phased in” targets are included to gradually set the
expectation that schools meet the state goal. This goal is set as the “meets standard” academic
framework target for the year 2020.

Modifications for Alternative and Small Schools

Alternative high schools are assessed against the graduation requirements included in the A-F
Alternative Model. Alternative high schools are also assessed for academic persistence as a measure of
post-secondary readiness. Alternative elementary schools are assessed for academic persistence. The
measure evaluates the percentage of students that remained enrolled in school from the previous year.

College Readiness

4.b.1. Does students’ performance on the ACT and SAT reflect college readiness?

Meets Standard:
[ The percentage of students meeting benchmarks for ACT or SAT performance meets or exceeds the
national average by up to 20 percent.

Does Not Meet Standard:
[ The percentage of students meeting benchmarks for ACT or SAT performance falls below the
national average by up to 20 percent.

Falls Far Below Standard:
O The percentage of students meeting benchmarks for ACT or SAT performance falls below the
national average by at least 20 percent.

4.b.2. Are students participating in the ACT or SAT?

Meets Standard:
[ 70 to 89 percent of students participated in the ACT or SAT.

Does Not Meet Standard:
[ 50 to 69 percent of students participated in the ACT or SAT.

Falls Far Below Standard:
[ Less than 50 percent of students participated in the ACT or SAT.

The ACT and SAT are the most commonly known and used college admissions tests; they are included in
the academic framework to indicate how well-prepared students are to enter and succeed in college.

Both the ACT and College Board have conducted research to understand how ACT and SAT test scores
are linked to future success in college.

Participation rates are considered in addition to test performance. A charter school in which a small
proportion of the student body prepares for and attends college could show a high ACT or SAT testing
result if only those college-bound students are participating in testing. In this case a school could appear
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to be successfully preparing students for college, when only a small cohort is actually on a college
“track.”

Targets for college readiness measure
Targets are aligned with national benchmarks for college success, based on research by ACT and the
College Board.

Testing/Trial Run

As part of the development of the academic framework, the Board conducted a trial run, testing the
academic framework against actual charter school performance data for 36 schools in 2010-11. The trial
run was instrumental in:

e Confirming the availability of necessary data elements for measures across the academic
framework.

e Testing the validity of measures and targets.

e Reviewing weighting decisions and overall weighting schemes.

e Providing an accurate estimate of the time and resources required to complete the academic
framework for charter schools.

As a result of the trial run, academic framework measures and targets were finalized and a list of
necessary data elements was compiled. The academic framework relies upon accessibility to data from
the state department of education.

Information Necessary to Use the Academic Framework
The following data elements are needed to complete the academic framework. A more comprehensive
and detailed list of data required to calculate each measure is located in Appendix E: Methodology.

e Median SGP for charter schools and lowest-performing students in each charter school
e Improvement rates for non-proficient students
e Overall proficiency rates by grade for all schools in the state

e Subgroup proficiency rates for FRL, ELL, and SPED students, by grade level, for all schools in the
state, where eligible subgroups exist

e A-Fletter grade for each charter school

e Graduation rate or graduation points for all charter schools

e ACT and SAT composite scores and participation rates (when incorporated)

o List of all alternative schools in the state

III

e List of all schools designated as a “small” school

e Number and percentage of students persisting at each school in the state

15

BCS00016





Use of the Academic Framework

Evaluation

An evaluation is conducted to determine if the charter holder meets or is making sufficient progress
toward the academic performance expectations set forth in the Board's performance framework or in
any improvement plans. The evaluation is completed using the most recent State assessment and other
data and up to four years of prior assessment data. An Overall Rating is used to determine whether the
charter holder meets the academic performance expectations set forth in the academic framework.

Overall Rating

An Overall Rating is calculated for each charter school operated by the charter holder by totaling the
points received for each measure after factoring in the assigned weight for the measure (See Weighting
the Academic Framework). The Overall Rating categories are:

Overall Rating Category | Description Point
Range
Exceeds standard The charter holder’s Overall Rating for each school
operated by the charter holder exceeds academic >or=to 89
performance expectations and shows exemplary
performance.
Meets standard The charter holder’s Overall Rating for each school
operated by the charter holder meets minimum <89, but> or
expectations for academic performance. =t0 63
Does not meet The charter holder’s Overall Rating for any school
standard operated by the charter holder fails to meet minimum <63, but>or
expectations for performance. =to0 39
Falls far below The charter holder’s Overall Rating for any school
standard operated by the charter holder is far below the Board’s <39
academic performance expectations and on par with the
lowest-performing schools in the state.

Meets the Board’s Academic Performance Expectations

A charter holder meets the Board’s academic performance expectations if all schools operated by the
charter holder receive an Overall Rating of “Meets Standard” or “Exceeds Standard” in the current and
prior fiscal year that State assessment data is available.’> The Board has approved renewal application
criteria that reduce the charter holder’s submission requirements for completing the renewal
application when the charter holder meets the Board’s academic performance expectations. (See the
current renewal application instructions posted on the Board’s website for details.) The Board has also

* Overall Ratings have been calculated using fiscal year 2012 data. Until the fiscal year 2013 data is available, the
Board will consider the current overall rating for each school operated by the charter holder in evaluating whether
or not the charter holder meets the Board’s academic performance expectations.
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approved interval review and amendment processes that reduce the charter holder’s submission
requirements when the charter holder meets the Board’s academic performance expectations. (See
specific amendment requests posted on the Board’s website for details.)

Demonstrating Sufficient Progress Toward the Board’s Academic Performance Expectations
A charter holder that has one or more schools that did not receive an Overall Rating of “Meets
Standard” or “Exceeds Standard” in the current and prior year that State assessment data is available
does not meet the Board’s academic performance expectations.* Such charter holders may
demonstrate the charter holder’s progress toward the academic performance expectations set forth in
the academic framework by submitting a Demonstration of Sufficient Progress in the format designated
by the Board. (See Appendix D: Demonstration of Sufficient Progress section of this guidance document
for more information.)

In its determination of whether a charter holder demonstrates sufficient progress toward the Board’s
academic performance expectations, the Board will consider the success of the charter holder’s previous
efforts to improve academic performance in each of the measures in the academic framework
previously identified as not meeting the Board’s expectations. Evidence of success may be derived from
any implemented improvement plan® and must be presented using graphs, tables or data charts that
demonstrate, with specificity, improved academic performance based on data generated from valid and
reliable assessment sources. The Board will also consider the charter school’s current and prior Overall
Ratings as well as improvement or decline in individual measures within the academic framework.

A charter holder’s failure to disclose all pertinent information in its Demonstration of Sufficient Progress
will be considered by the Board in making its determination. The Board may refuse to accept additional
information.

Insufficient Data to Determine Overall Rating

Data included in the academic framework is based on a charter school’s participation in State
assessments. A charter school that has too few reportable assessments for the calculation of an Overall
Rating or a charter school that does not serve a grade configuration that provides enough data to make
the calculations for the academic framework will be categorized as “No Rating”.

A charter holder that has one or more schools with “No Rating” for the current or prior year may
demonstrate progress toward the academic performance expectations set forth in the academic
framework by submitting a Demonstration of Sufficient Progress in the format designated by the Board.
In its determination whether a charter holder with “No Rating” demonstrates sufficient progress toward
the Board’s academic performance expectations, the Board will consider the success of the charter

* Overall Ratings have been calculated using fiscal year 2012 data. Until the fiscal year 2013 data is available, the
Board will consider the current overall rating for each school operated by the charter holder in evaluating whether
or not the charter holder meets the Board’s academic performance expectations.

> The goals of the improvement plan may be school initiated or a requirement of a state or federally funded
program and must align with the academic framework.
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holder’s previous efforts to improve academic performance in each of the measures in the academic
framework. Evidence of success may be derived from any implemented improvement plan® and must
be presented using graphs, tables or data charts that demonstrate, with specificity, improved academic
performance based on data generated from valid and reliable benchmark assessment sources. If
applicable, the Board will also consider the charter school’s current and prior Overall Ratings as well as
improvement or decline in individual measures within the academic framework.

A charter holder’s failure to disclose all pertinent information in its Demonstration of Sufficient Progress
will be considered by the Board in making its determination. The Board may refuse to accept additional
information.

Associated Schools

The Board will consider the performance of associated schools in its consideration of any expansion
request. An associated school is:

e Aschool operated by a charter holder that operates one or more other schools that contract
with the same Education Service Provider.

e Aschool operated by the same charter holder but under different charter contracts.

e Aschool operated by a charter holder with at least fifty (50) percent of corporate board officers,
directors, members or partners in common, as reflected in the charter contract.

Although the school or schools operated by a charter holder making the request may have an Overall
Rating on the academic framework of “Meets Standard” or “Exceeds Standard” in the current and/or
prior year and be eligible for reduced submission requirements as described in the “Meets the Board’s
Academic Performance Expectations” above, the charter holder may still be required to submit a
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress in the format designated by the Board if the Overall Rating on the
academic framework of associated schools is “Does Not Meet” or “Falls Far Below” in either the current
and/or prior year. (See the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress section of this guidance document for
more information.) If the charter holder is required to submit a Demonstration of Sufficient Progress,
the charter holder will be notified through the ASBCS Online system at the completion of the
administrative completeness review of the request.

Reviews
A charter holder’s academic performance will be considered by the Board during periodic reviews,
including five-year interval reviews.

Reviews During Years 2 through 4
The Overall Rating of each school operated by a charter holder will be used to determine whether the
charter holder will be required to submit a Demonstration of Sufficient Progress in the format

® See previous footnote.
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designated by the Board. It will also be used to determine whether Board action is required in the early
years of operation.
e The Board may waive certain reporting requirements and/or a site visit for a charter holder if all
schools operated by the charter holder have a current Overall Rating of “Meets Standard” or
“Exceeds Standard”.

e A charter holder that has one or more schools that does not have a current Overall Rating of
“Meets Standard” or “Exceeds Standard” will be subject to the intervention processes outlined
in Appendix C: Academic Performance Interventions.

e Acharter holder that has one or more schools with a current “No Rating” will be subject to the
intervention processes outlined in Appendix C: Academic Performance Interventions.

Five-Year Interval Reviews’
The current and prior year Overall Ratings of each school operated by a charter holder will be used to
determine whether the charter holder will be required to submit a Performance Management Plan as
part of its academic review.® Academic performance in subsequent years will be reviewed in accordance
with the intervention processes outlined in Appendix C: Academic Performance Interventions.
e A charter holder that meets the Board’s academic performance expectations, as defined in this
document, will not be required to submit a Performance Management Plan as part of the five-
year interval review process.

e A charter holder that does not meets the Board’s academic performance expectations, as
defined in this document, will be required to submit a Performance Management Plan as a
corrective action plan. Information regarding the Performance Management Plan requirements
is posted on the Board’s website.

e A charter holder that has one or more schools with a current or prior year “No Rating” will be
required to submit a Performance Management Plan. Information regarding the Performance
Management Plan requirements is posted on the Board’s website.

Other Reviews

Because academic performance can affect a charter holder’s ability to meet the obligations of its charter
contract or provisions of law, a charter holder’s academic performance may also be reviewed at other
times, including when the Board makes decisions related to a charter holder’s financial and/or
operational performance. The Board may also use academic performance data for public reporting to
various stakeholders, such as schools, policymakers, students and families, and the public.

’ Five year interval reviews are counted using the first year in which the charter holder may operate a charter
school under its charter contract.

® A charter holder that is subject to a five year interval review and has one or more schools that have not operated
for at least two years will be evaluated based on those schools that have been open for two or more years.
Schools open less than two years will fall under the Reviews During Years 2 through 4 section.
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Renewals

A charter holder’s academic performance will be evaluated by the Board when considering whether to
renew the charter contract.

e The Board will waive the submission of a Demonstration of Sufficient Progress for a charter
holder that meets the Board’s academic performance expectations, as defined in this document.
(See the current renewal application instructions posted on the Board’s website for details.)

e A charter holder that does not meet the Board’s academic performance expectations will be
required to submit a Demonstration of Sufficient Progress as identified in the renewal
application.

e Acharter holder that has one or more schools with “No Rating” in the current year and/or prior
year will be required to submit a Demonstration of Sufficient Progress as identified in the
renewal application.

Expansion and Other Charter Holder Notification and Amendment Requests
A charter holder’s academic performance will be evaluated by the Board when considering expansion
requests. A charter holder’s academic performance will also be evaluated by the Board when
considering other requests identified in this section.

e A charter holder that meets the Board’s academic performance expectations, as defined in this
document, will not be required to submit additional submission requirements as identified in
each of the specific requests.

o Acharter holder that does not meet the Board’s academic performance expectations, as defined
in this document, will be required to submit additional information to the Board as identified in
each of the specific requests.

e Acharter holder that has one or more schools with “No Rating” in the current year and/or prior
year will be required to submit additional information to the Board as identified in each of the
specific requests.

e A charter holder with one or more schools that have not been in operation long enough to
receive two Overall Ratings may be required to submit additional information to the Board as
identified in each of the specific requests.

A charter holder’s academic performance will be evaluated when considering the following expansion
requests:
Adding Grade Levels to Charter Amendment Requests

o Arizona Online Instruction Program of Instruction Amendment Requests
o Enrollment Cap Notification Requests
o New charter applications submitted by officers, directors, partners or members, or charter

representatives of existing charter holders

New School Site Notification Requests

Replication applications

Site Specific Change in Grades Served Notification Requests
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A charter holder’s academic performance will be evaluated when considering the following notification
and amendment requests:

Charter Holder Status Amendment Requests

Alternative Calendar Notification Requests

Instructional Days Amendment Requests

Program of Instruction Amendment Requests

Transfer applications involving the transfer of the charter contract from another sponsor to

the Board
o Transfer applications involving the transfer of a school site from an existing charter contract

O O O O

to its own charter contract

Intervention and Improvement

Pursuant to A.R.S. § 15-183(R), in implementing its oversight and administrative responsibilities for the
charter schools it sponsors, the Board has developed a performance framework that includes the
academic performance expectations of a charter holder and the measurement of sufficient progress
toward the academic performance expectations. (See the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress section
of this guidance document for more information.) For purposes of periodic and five-year interval
reviews, the academic framework will be applied as displayed in Appendix C: Academic Performance
Interventions. Appendix C does not preclude the Board from making determinations of academic

performance at other times.

Weighting the Academic Framework
The Board developed the following system of weights for the academic framework:

Traditional and Small Charter Schools . .
Weight Alternative Charter Schools Weight
Elementary . P Elementary . .
Measure and Middle High School K-12 and Middle High School K-12
la. SGP 25% 15% 20% 30% 5% 15%
1b. SGP of Bottom 25%
(Improvement for alternative 25% 15% 20% 20% 25% 25%
high schools)
2a. Percent Passing 15% 20% 15% 15% 20% 15%
2b. Composite School 15% 15% 10% NA NA NA
Comparison
2c. Subgroup proficiency
(Identified as 2b for 15% 15% 15% 10% 10% 10%
alternative schools)
3a. A-F LetFt.er Grade State 5% 5% 5% 10% 5% 59
Accountability System
::.t:lgh School Graduation NA 15% 15% NA 15% 15%
4b. Academic Persistence — o o o
(Alternative Schools) NA NA NA 15% 20% 15%
4b. College Readiness
(Traditional and Small NA NA NA NA NA NA
Schools)

° This category includes any grade ranges across K-12 that do not fall solely in K-8 or 9-12.
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Any measure that does not have enough data to complete the calculation will be categorized as “No
Rating”. The weight assigned to any measure with No Rating will be reallocated within the measure first
(when there are multiple components to a measure that has a rating) and then within that measure’s
indicator. If the indicator does not have a rating, that indicator will not be included in the Overall Rating.
An Overall Rating will only be assigned when the combined weight of all rated measures is greater than
or equal to 65%. A school that does not have a combined weight of rated measures equal to or greater
than 65% will receive a No Rating.

Dashboard
The rating for each measure and an Overall Rating is represented in the form of a color-coded graphic
which will be referred to as the Dashboard. An example is included below.

Academic Performance Rating FY 2012

Charter Holder: Sample, Inc. Charter School: Sample School
Entity ID 00000 Entity ID 00000, Grades K-8
1. Growth
1b. SGP Bottom
Traditional El y 1a. SGP 25%
School
School Year Math Read Math Read
2011-
Sample School 2012 53 49 49.5
Points Assigned 75 50 100 50
Weight 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5
2. Proficiency
2b. Composite
Traditional Ek y 2a. Percent Passing | School Compari: 2c. Subgroup ELL 2c¢. Subgroup FRL 2¢. Subgroup SPED
School
School Year Math Read Math Read Math Read Math Read Math Read
2011-
Sample School 2012 63 64 2.5 -6.2 61 52 63 63 25 29
Points Assigned 50 50 75 50 75 75 75 50 50 50
Weight 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5
3. State Accountability & Overall Rating
Traditional 3a. State Overall Overall Rating Point Range
El tary Accountability | Rating
School > or =to 89
School Year Grade <89, but> or=
2011- Meets Standard to 63
<63,but>or=
Sample School 2012 75 | 64.375 Does Not Meet Standard | to 39
Points Assigned 75
Weight 5 100

For additional information, see Academic Performance Framework and Guidance, available on the ASBCS webpage. (http://asbcs.az.gov
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Conclusion
A strong academic framework is critical for setting clear expectations for schools and for making high-

stakes decisions more clear-cut and transparent. The creation and implementation of the academic
framework required that the Board consider many factors, including which data elements are available,
the quality of the data, and what information will support the Board in making high-stakes decisions.

Summarizing data into an Overall Rating that leads to certain predictable decisions and consequences
supports the Board making objective, data-driven decisions. However, it is important to keep in mind
that making complex judgments about school performance often requires a nuanced understanding of
the school’s outcomes that may be obscured by an oversimplified grading scheme. The academic
framework provides an effective means to use ratings to “flag” a school for certain consequences, and
then make a judgment about how to apply the consequences, all things considered. This two-step
process provides a transparent, data-driven method of placing schools in different categories of reward,
review, or consequence, and the ability to exercise judgment.
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APPENDIX A:
ACADEMIC FRAMEWORK
FOR TRADITIONAL AND SMALL SCHOOLS
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Arizona State Board for Charter Schools
ACADEMIC FRAMEWORK
for
Traditional and Small Schools

Indicator: Student Progress over Time (Growth)

Growth

Exceeds Standard:
[ The school median SGPs for reading and math are 66 or above.

Meets Standard:

O The school median SGPs for reading and math are from 50 to 65.
Does Not Meet Standard:

O The school median SGPs for reading and math are from 34 to 49.
Falls Far Below Standard:

O The school median SGPs for reading and math are below 34.

Growth of Lowest-Performing Students

Exceeds Standard:

[ The school median SGPs for reading and math for the lowest 25% of students are 66 or above.
Meets Standard:

O The school median SGPs for reading and math for the lowest 25% of students are from 50 to 65.
Does Not Meet Standard:

O The school median SGPs for reading and math for the lowest 25% of students are from 34 to 49.
Falls Far Below Standard:

O The school median SGPs for reading and math for the lowest 25% of students are below 34.
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Indicator: Student Achievement (Proficiency)

Percent Passing

Exceeds Standard:

[ School’s proficiency rates are in the top 10% of statewide performance OR

the school’s proficiency rates are at least 90%.

Meets Standard:

[ School’s proficiency rates meet or exceed average statewide performance but fall below the top 10%.
Does Not Meet Standard:

[ School’s proficiency rates fall below average statewide performance but are above the bottom 20%.
Falls Far Below Standard:

O School’s proficiency rates are in the bottom 20% of statewide performance.

Composite School Comparison

Exceeds Standard:

[ School’s actual proficiency rate exceeds the expected proficiency rate by 15 or more percentage points.
Meets Standard:

[ School’s actual proficiency rates meets or exceeds the expected proficiency rate by up to 15 percentage
points.

Does Not Meet Standard:

[ School’s actual proficiency rate is less than the expected proficiency rate by up to 15 percentage points.
Falls Far Below Standard:

[ School’s actual proficiency rate is less than the expected proficiency rate by 15 or more percentage points.

Subgroup Comparison

Exceeds Standard:

[ School’s subgroup proficiency rates are in the top 10% of statewide subgroup performance.

Meets Standard:

[ School’s subgroup proficiency rates meet or exceed statewide subgroup performance, but fall below the top
10%.

Does Not Meet Standard:

[ School’s subgroup proficiency rates fall below statewide subgroup performance, but are above the bottom
20%.

Falls Far Below Standard:

[ School’s subgroup proficiency rates are in the bottom 20% of statewide subgroup performance.
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Indicator: A-F Letter Grade State Accountability System

State Accountability

Exceeds Standard:

[ School received an A rating from the state accountability system.
Meets Standard:

[ School received a B rating from the state accountability system.
Does Not Meet Standard:

[ School received a C rating from the state accountability system.
Falls Far Below Standard:

[ School received a D or F rating from the state accountability system.
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Indicator: Post-Secondary Readiness (for High Schools)

High School Graduation Rate

4.a. Are students graduating from high school?

Exceeds Standard:

[0 2011-12: At least 82 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2012-13: At least 84 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2013-14: At least 86 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2014-15: At least 88 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2015-16: At least 90 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2016-17: At least 92 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2017-18: At least 94 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2018-19: At least 96 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2019-20 forward: At least 98 percent of students graduated from high school.

Meets Standard:

[0 2011-12: 77 percent to 81 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2012-13: 79 percent to 83 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2013-14: 81 percent to 85 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2014-15: 83 percent to 87 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2015-16: 85 percent to 89 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2016-17: 87 percent to 91 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2017-18: 89 percent to 93 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2018-19: 91 percent to 95 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2019-20 forward: 93 percent to 97 percent of students graduated from high school.

Does Not Meet Standard:

[0 2011-12: 66 percent to 76 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2012-13: 68 percent to 78 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2013-14: 70 percent to 80 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2014-15: 72 percent to 82 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2015-16: 74 percent to 84 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2016-17: 76 percent to 86 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2017-18: 78 percent to 88 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2018-19: 80 percent to 90 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2019-20 forward: 82 percent to 92 percent of students graduated from high school.

Falls Far Below Standard:

[0 2011-12: Fewer than 65 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2012-13: Fewer than 67 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2013-14: Fewer than 69 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2014-15: Fewer than 71 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2015-16: Fewer than 73 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2016-17: Fewer than 75 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2017-18: Fewer than 77 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2018-19: Fewer than 79 percent of students graduated from high school.

[0 2019-20 forward: Fewer than 81 percent of students graduated from high school.
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College Readiness

Exceeds Standard:

[ The percentage of students meeting benchmarks for ACT or SAT performance exceeds the national average
by at least 20 percent.

Meets Standard:

[ The percentage of students meeting benchmarks for ACT or SAT performance meets or exceeds the national
average by up to 20 percent.

Does Not Meet Standard:

O The percentage of students meeting benchmarks for ACT or SAT performance falls below the national average
by up to 20 percent.

Falls Far Below Standard:

O The percentage of students meeting benchmarks for ACT or SAT performance falls below the national average
by at least 20 percent.

Exceeds Standard:

O More than 90 percent of students participated in the ACT or SAT.
Meets Standard:

[ 70 to 89 percent of students participated in the ACT or SAT.
Does Not Meet Standard:

[ 50 to 69 percent of students participated in the ACT or SAT.

Falls Far Below Standard:

[ Less than 50 percent of students participated in the ACT or SAT.
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APPENDIX B:
ACADEMIC FRAMEWORK
FOR ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS

30

BCS00031





Arizona State Board for Charter Schools
ACADEMIC FRAMEWORK
for
Alternative Schools

Indicator: Student Progress over Time (Growth)

Growth

Exceeds Standard:
O The school median SGPs are in the top 10% of statewide alternative schools.

Meets Standard:
O The school median SGPs meet or exceed the state median of all alternative schools, but below the top 10%.

Does Not Meet Standard:
O The school median SGPs are below the state median of all alternative schools, but above the bottom 20%.

Falls Far Below Standard:
O The school median SGPs are in the bottom 20% of statewide alternative schools.

Growth of Lowest-Performing Students (High School)

Exceeds Standard:
[ At least 55 percent of students improved by at least one performance band in reading.
[ At least 40 percent of students improved by at least one performance band in math.

Meets Standard:
[ 45 percent to 54 percent of students improved by at least one performance band in reading.
[ 30 percent to 39 percent of students improved by at least one performance band in math.

Does Not Meet Standard:
[ 30 percent to 44 percent of students improved by at least one performance band in reading.
[ 20 percent to 29 percent of students improved by at least one performance band in math.

Falls Far Below Standard:
[ Less than 30 percent of students improved by at least one performance band in reading.
O Less than 20 percent of students improved by at least one performance band in math.

Growth of Lowest-Performing Students (Elementary)

Exceeds Standard:
O The school median SGPs for reading and math for the lowest 25% of students are 66 or above.

Meets Standard:
O The school median SGPs for reading and math for the lowest 25% of students are from 50 to 65.

Does Not Meet Standard:
O The school median SGPs for reading and math for the lowest 25% of students are from 34 to 49.

Falls Far Below Standard:
[ The school median SGPs for reading and math for the lowest 25% of students are below 34.
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Indicator: Student Achievement (Proficiency)

Percent Passing

Exceeds Standard:

[ school’s proficiency rates are in the top 10% of statewide alternative school performance.

Meets Standard:

[ school’s proficiency rates meet or exceed average statewide alternative school performance but fall below
the top 10%.

Does Not Meet Standard:

[ school’s proficiency rates fall below average statewide alternative school performance but are above the
bottom 20%.

Falls Far Below Standard:

[ school’s proficiency rates are in the bottom 20% of statewide alternative school performance.

Subgroup proficiency

Exceeds Standard:
[ School’s subgroup proficiency rates are in the top 10% of statewide subgroup performance in alternative
schools.

Meets Standard:

[ School’s subgroup proficiency rates meet or exceed statewide subgroup performance in alternative schools,
but fall below the top 10%.

Does Not Meet Standard:

[ School’s subgroup proficiency rates fall below statewide subgroup performance in alternative schools, but are
above the bottom 20%.

Falls Far Below Standard:

O School’s subgroup proficiency rates are in the bottom 20% of statewide subgroup performance in alternative
schools.

Indicator: A-F Letter Grade State Accountability

State Accountability

Exceeds Standard:
O School received an A- ALT rating from the state accountability system.

Meets Standard:
O School received a B-ALT rating from the state accountability system.

Does Not Meet Standard:
[ School received a C-ALT ratting from the state accountability system.

Falls Far Below Standard:
[ School received a D-ALT or F-ALT rating from the state accountability system.
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Indicator: Post-Secondary Readiness (for High Schools)

High School Graduation Rate

Meets Standard:

O Earned the graduation points in the A-F Alternative Letter Grade calculation.
Does Not Meet Standard:

O Did not earn the graduation points in the A-F Alternative Letter Grade calculation.

Academic Persistence

Exceeds Standard:

[ At least 90 percent of students remained enrolled in school from the previous school year.
Meets Standard:

[ 70 percent to 89 percent of students remained enrolled in school from the previous school year.
Does Not Meet Standard:

[ 50 percent to 69 percent of students remained enrolled in school from the previous school year.
Falls Far Below Standard:

[ Less than 50 percent of students remained enrolled in school from the previous school year.
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APPENDIX C:
ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE INTERVENTIONS10

0 eor purposes of periodic and five-year interval reviews, the academic framework will be applied as displayed. This display in
no way precludes the Board from making determinations of academic performance at other times or from assigning
interventions, including when the Board makes decisions related to a charter holder’s financial and/or operational
performance.
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Academic Intervention Schedule

@
>y 9

Board
Waived Reqwre'd Consideration/
Information Discipline
Monitor
. ([[[[[[) @ < Year 3
. Required Board
Waived )
Information | ===p Consideration/
l ﬂ Discipline
Monitor
l: < Year 4
Waived Required Board
aive Information | memp Consideration/
Discipline

Meets the Board’s Academic Performance Expectations (2 consecutive
Overall Ratings of meets or exceeds the Board’s Standard)

Overall Ratings of meets or exceeds the Board’s Standard

Overall Rating does not meet or falls far below Board’s Standard or No
Rating

Action

Optional Action

[llece

Waived Until Next Five-Year Interval Review
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Academic Intervention Schedule

Year 5

[llec®

0-() ®
Ll

PMP as a CAP
assigned
<: ([[I:[D @ Year 6
. Required Board
Waived ) Consideration/
Information
Discipline
Monitor
| ([[[I]) @ Year7
) Required Board
Waived Information Consideration/
ﬂ ﬂ Discipline
Monitor
< G:[[I]) @ Year 8

Board
Required Information

Consideration/

Discipline

Meets the Board’s Academic Performance Expectations (2 consecutive
Overall Ratings of meets or exceeds the Board’s Standard)

Overall Ratings of meets or exceeds the Board’s Standard

Overall Rating does not meet or falls far below Board’s Standard or No
Rating

Action
Optional Action

Waived Until Next Five-Year Interval Review
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Academic Intervention Schedule

=00 ¢

[llece

PMP as a CAP
assigned
<: ([[I]]) @ Year 11
B
. Required .oard .
Waived . Consideration/
Information
Discipline
Monitor
<: ([[[I]) @ Year 12
. Required Board
Waived . Consideration/
Information
Discipline
Monitor
<& ([[I]]) @ Year 13

Board
Required Information

Consideration/

Discipline

Meets the Board’s Academic Performance Expectations (2 consecutive
Overall Ratings of meets or exceeds the Board’s Standard)

Overall Ratings of meets or exceeds the Board’s Standard

Overall Rating does not meet or falls far below Board’s Standard or No
Rating

Action
Optional Action

Waived Until Next Five-Year Interval Review
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Academic Intervention Schedule

Renewed with
academic waiver Renewed with academic waiver and has a change of 50% or
Post Renewal and retains more more of its charter holder governance structure during the first 5
than 50% of its years of renewal contract or renewed with academic
charter holder information required.
governance

renewal contract

structure during the
first 5 years of the ([[I]]) @ Renewal +1 or Governance Change

PMP or
. . Board
Waived Required ) .
. Consideration/
Information R
Discipline
Monitor
<: ([[I]]) @ < Renewal +2 or Governance Change
PMP or Board
Waived Required Consideration/
Information Discipline
Monitor
 —— ([[[I]]) @ < Renewal +3 or Governance Change
Board
Required Information Consideration/
Year 5 ‘ <: (]:[I]]) @ Discipline
PMP as a CAP
assigned
. Meets the Board’s Academic Performance Expectations (2 consecutive —-—) Action
Overall Ratings of meets or exceeds the Board’s Standard)
) Optional Action
<[D Overall Ratings of meets or exceeds the Board’s Standard
<: Waived Until Next Five-Year Interval Review
@ Overall Rating does not meet or falls far below Board’s Standard or No

Rating
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APPENDIX D:

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress

In its determination of whether a charter holder demonstrates sufficient progress toward the Board’s
academic performance expectations, the Board will consider the detail and success of the charter
holder’s previous efforts to improve academic performance in each of the measures in the academic
framework previously not rated or identified as not meeting the Board’s expectations. Evidence of
success may be derived from any implemented improvement plan! and must be presented using
graphs, tables or data charts that demonstrate, with specificity, improved academic performance based
on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The Board will also consider the charter
school’s current and prior Overall Ratings as well as the change in points awarded for individual
measures within the academic framework from year to year.

The following table identifies items that the charter holder must include in its Demonstration of
Sufficient Progress. A charter holder’s failure to disclose all pertinent information in its Demonstration
of Sufficient Progress will be considered by the Board in making its determination. The Board may
refuse to accept additional information.

The charter holder’s Demonstration of Sufficient Progress must focus on each measure where the
charter holder received fewer points than in the prior year and/or where the measure was rated “No
Rating”, “Does Not Meet Standard” or “Falls Far Below Standard” in the current or prior year. The
charter holder’s Demonstration of Sufficient Progress should not address all measures in the academic
framework unless the charter holder failed to meet the standard for all measures.

If the charter holder “Does Not Meet” or “Falls Far Below” on one or multiple measures, the response
for each measure must be no longer than two (2) pages of narrative and one (1) page of graphs, tables,
or data charts that demonstrate improvement in the measure. For example, if a charter holder “Does
Not Meet” or “Falls Far Below” in math growth, the response must not exceed three (3) pages. If a
charter holder “Does Not Meet” or “Falls Far Below” in math growth and reading growth the response
must not exceed six (6) pages in length. It is incumbent upon the charter holder to respond with
information that demonstrates the school operated by the charter holder is making progress toward
meeting the academic performance expectations.

Measure For ratings of “Does Not Meet” or “Falls Far Below” demonstrate that the
charter holder has been implementing...

1a. Student *»* asustained improvement plan that includes evidence of increased student

Median Growth growth through implementation of:

Percentile (SGP) o acurriculum that contributes to increased student growth

o a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic
Standards into instruction

o aplan for monitoring and documenting increases in student growth

Math o a profEssionaI development plan that contributed to increased student

growt

Reading

" The goals of the improvement plan may be school initiated or a requirement of a state or federally funded
program and must align with the academic framework.
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1b. Student
Median Growth
Percentile (SGP)
Bottom 25%
Reading

Math

Improvement
(Alternative High
Schools only)
Reading

Math

R/
0’0

++ asustained improvement plan with evidence of increasing the percentage of
non-proficient students improving by at least one performance level through
implementation of:

a sustained improvement plan that includes evidence of increased student
growth for students with growth in the lowest 25% through implementation

of:
o

o

a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth for students
with growth percentiles in the lowest 25%

a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic
Standards into instruction

a plan for monitoring and documenting student growth for students
with growth percentiles in the lowest 25%

a professional development plan that contributed to increased student
growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25%.

a curriculum that contributes to increased student performance of
non-proficient students

a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic
Standards into instruction

a plan for monitoring and documenting increased student
performance of non-proficient students

a professional development plan that contributes to increased student
performance of non-proficient students

2a. Percent
Passing
Reading

Math

@,
0’0

a sustained improvement plan that includes evidence of increasing the percent
of students passing the state assessment in reading and math through
implementation of:

O
O

a curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency

a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic
Standards into instruction

a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency

a professional development plan that contributes to increased student
proficiency

2b. Composite
School
Comparison
(Traditional and
Small Schools
only)

Reading

Math

a sustained improvement plan that includes evidence of increasing the percent
of students passing the state assessment in reading and math as compared to
schools that serve similar populations through implementation of:

o

a curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency for
students in one or more of the following categories: ELL, FRL, students
with disabilities

a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic
Standards into instruction

a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency for
students in one or more of the following categories: ELL, FRL, students
with disabilities

a professional development plan that contributes to increased student
proficiency for students in one or more of the following categories:
ELL, FRL, students with disabilities
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2c. Subgroup
Comparison
(2b. for

Alternative)

ELL
Reading
Math

FRL
Reading
Math

Students with
disabilities
Reading
Math

a sustained improvement plan that includes evidence of increasing the percent
of students passing the state assessment in reading and math in one or more
of the following categories: ELL, FRL, students with disabilities through
implementation of:

o acurriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency for
students in one or more of the following categories: ELL, FRL, students
with disabilities

o a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic
Standards into instruction

o a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency for
students in one or more of the following categories: ELL, FRL, students
with disabilities

o a professional development plan that contributes to increased student
proficiency for students in one or more of the following categories:
ELL, FRL, students with disabilities

3a. A-F Letter
Grade State
Accountability
System

a sustained improvement plan that includes evidence of increasing student
growth and proficiency not discussed in a previous measure.

a sustained improvement plan to meet targets as described in the appropriate
A-F Letter Grade Model not discussed in a previous measure.

4a. High School
Graduation Rate

a sustained improvement plan that provides evidence of increasing the
percent of entering ninth graders who graduate from high school in four years.
(Traditional and Small Schools)

a sustained improvement plan to meet the target for graduation rate as
described in the A-F Alternative Letter Grade Model. (Alternative Schools)

4b. Academic
Persistence
(Alternative only)

a sustained improvement plan that provides evidence of increasing the
percent of students remaining enrolled in a public school across school years.
(Alternative Elementary/High Schools)

Evaluation Criteria for Demonstration of Sufficient Progress
The following criteria will be used to evaluate items submitted by the charter holder to demonstrate

sufficient progress toward the Board’s academic performance expectations. Charter holders are

submitting responses based upon those measures that received a “No Rating”, “Does Not Meet

Standard” or “Falls Far Below Standard”. Each charter holder’s response will be unique. All responses

must document implementation of an improvement plan that demonstrates evidence of success.

First, a charter holder should determine which measures will be addressed. Next, the charter holder

should review the table categories below (Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment, Professional

Development, Accountability, Increasing Graduation Rate, and Academic Persistence) and the evaluation
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criteria associated with each table category to determine what Demonstration information to include in
its response. Finally, the charter holder should prepare the Demonstration information response for
each measure. Measures that require similar responses are grouped by table category.

CURRICULUM

Provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes:

1a. Implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth in math.

1a. Implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth in reading.

1b. Implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth for students with growth
percentiles in the lowest 25% in math.

1b. Implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth for students with growth
percentiles in the lowest 25% in reading.

1b. (Alt. HS) Implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student performance of non-proficient
students in math.

1b. (Alt. HS) Implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student performance of non-proficient
students in reading.

2a. Implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency in math.

2a. Implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency in reading.

2b. Implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increasing student proficiency to expected performance
levels for ELL, FRL, and students with disabilities in math as compared to similar schools.

2b. Implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increasing student proficiency to expected performance
levels for ELL, FRL, and students with disabilities in reading as compared to similar schools.

2c. Implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency in math for students in one or
more of the following categories: ELL, FRL, students with disabilities.

2c. Implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency in reading for students in one
or more of the following categories: ELL, FRL, students with disabilities.

ACCEPTABLE NOT ACCEPTABLE

Exceeds

Meets

Approaches

Falls Far Below

The narrative describes a
formalized process to
create, implement,
evaluate, and revise
curriculum, including
supplemental curriculum,
aligned with Arizona
Academic Standards,
evidenced by curriculum
alignment, curriculum
maps, pacing guides,
instructional material
adoptions, committee
work, data review teams,
with systematic and
sustainable implementation
across the school. The data
and analysis included
supports and helps explain
the information in the
narrative.

The narrative describes a
system to create,
implement, evaluate, and
revise curriculum, including
supplemental curriculum,
aligned with Arizona
Academic Standards,
evidenced by curriculum
alignment, curriculum
maps, pacing guides,
instructional material
adoptions, committee
work, data review teams,
and clearly defined and
measureable
implementation across the
school. The data and
analysis included provides
support for the narrative.

The narrative describes a
fragmented approach that
the school uses to create,
implement, evaluate, and
revise school curriculum,
aligned with Arizona
Academic Standards, and
may be evidenced by
curriculum alignment,
curriculum maps, pacing
guides, instructional
material adoptions,
committee work, and data
review teams. The
approach lacks
cohesiveness or alignment
with other school
improvement efforts. The
data and/or analysis
included provide limited
support for the narrative.

The narrative does not
describe or describes
disjointed efforts to
develop or address
school curriculum
aligned with Arizona
Academic Standards.
No or little data is
provided to
demonstrate efforts to
improve student
achievement.
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INSTRUCTION

Provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes:

1a. Implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction in math.
la. Implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction in

reading.

1b. Implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction in math.
1b. Implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction in

reading.

1b. (Alt. HS) Implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction

in math.

1b. (Alt. HS) Implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction

in reading.

2a. Implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction in math.
2a. Implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction in

reading.

2b. Implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction in math.
2b. Implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction in

reading.

2c. Implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction in math.
2c. Implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction in

reading.

ACCEPTABLE

NOT ACCEPTABLE

Exceeds

Meets

Approaches

Falls Far Below

The narrative describes a
comprehensive system to
monitor the integration of
Arizona Standards into
instruction and evaluate the
instructional practices of the
teachers evidenced by lesson
plan reviews, formal teacher
evaluations, informal
classroom observations,
standard checklists, data
review teams, and standard
based assessments. The
system provides for
continuous data analysis and
feedback. The data and
analysis included supports and
helps explain the information
in the narrative.

The narrative describes a
system to monitor the
integration of Arizona
Standards into instruction
and evaluate the
instructional practices of the
teachers evidenced by lesson
plan reviews, formal teacher
evaluations, informal
classroom observations,
standards checklists, data
review teams, and standards-
based assessments. The
system provides for some
analysis and feedback to
further develop the system.
The data and analysis
included provides support for
the narrative.

The narrative describes
an approach to monitor
the integration of Arizona
Standards into instruction
and evaluate the
instructional practices of
the teachers which may
include several of the
following: lesson plan
reviews, formal teacher
evaluations, informal
classroom observations,
standards checklists, data
review teams, and
standards-based
assessments. The data
and/or analysis provide
limited support for the
narrative.

The narrative does
not describe or
describes the
beginning stages of
monitoring and
evaluating standards
and instructional
practices. There is
minimal or no
evidence of lesson
plan reviews, formal
teacher evaluations,
informal classroom
observations,
standards checklists,
data review teams,
and standards-based
assessments. No or
little data is provided
to demonstrate
efforts to improve
student
achievement.
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ASSESSMENT

Provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes:

1a. Implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student growth in math.

1a. Implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student growth in reading.

1b. Implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student growth in for students with growth
percentiles in the lowest 25% in math.

1b. Implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student growth in for students with growth
percentiles in the lowest 25% in reading.

1b. (ALT HS) Implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting increased student performance of non-
proficient students in math.

1b. (ALT HS) Implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting increased student performance of non-
proficient students in reading.

2a. Implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in math.

2a. Implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in reading.

2b. Implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in comparison to expected
performance levels in math for students in one or more of the following categories: ELL, FRL, students with

disabilities.

2b. Implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in comparison to expected
performance levels in reading for students in one or more of the following categories: ELL, FRL, students with

disabilities.

2c. Implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in math for students in one or
more of the following categories: ELL, FRL, students with disabilities.
2c. Implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in reading for students in one or
more of the following categories: ELL, FRL, students with disabilities.

ACCEPTABLE

NOT ACCEPTABLE

Exceeds

Meets

Approaches

Falls Far Below

The narrative describes a
comprehensive assessment
system based on clearly
defined performance
measures aligned with the
curriculum and instructional
methodology. The system
demonstrates a formalized
process to assess student
performance on expectations
for student learning; to
conduct a systematic analysis
of instructional effectiveness;
to adjust curriculum and
instruction systematically in
response to data from
multiple assessments, such
as formative and summative
assessments,
common/benchmark
assessments, and data
review teams. The data and
analysis included supports
and helps explain the
information in the narrative.

The narrative describes a
comprehensive
assessment system based
on clearly defined
performance measures
aligned with the
curriculum and
instructional
methodology and
includes data collection
from multiple
assessments, such as
formative and summative
assessments,
common/benchmark
assessments, and data
review teams. The data
and analysis included
provides support for the
narrative.

The narrative describes
an assessment approach
that is not comprehensive
nor aligned with the
curriculum and
instructional practices.
Little data is collected
from formative and
summative assessments,
common/benchmark
assessments, and data
review teams and/or data
is not used to make
instructional decisions.
The data and/or analysis
included provide limited
support for the narrative.

The school has not
developed or is at the
beginning stages of
developing a
comprehensive
assessment system
based on clearly defined
performance measures
and is not collecting data
to monitor student
growth. No or little data
is included to
demonstrate efforts to
improve student
achievement.
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PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes:

la. Implementation of a professional development plan that contributed to increased student growth in math.
la. Implementation of a professional development plan that contributed to increased student growth in reading.
1b. Implementation of a professional development plan that contributed to increased student growth in math for
students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25%.

1b. Implementation of a professional development plan that contributed to increased student growth in reading
for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25%.

1b. (ALT HS) Implementation of a professional development plan that contributes to increased student
performance of non-proficient students in math.

1b. (ALT HS) Implementation of a professional development plan that contributes to increased student
performance of non-proficient students in reading.

2a. Implementation of a professional development plan that contributes to increased student proficiency in math.
2a. Implementation of a professional development plan that contributes to increased student proficiency in
reading.

2b. Implementation of a professional development plan that contributes to increased student proficiency in
comparison to expected performance levels in math for students in one or more of the following categories: ELL,
FRL, students with disabilities.

2b. Implementation of a professional development plan that contributes to increased student proficiency in
comparison to expected performance levels in reading for students in one or more of the following categories: ELL,
FRL, students with disabilities.

2c. Implementation of a professional development that contributes to increased student proficiency in math for
students in one or more of the following categories: ELL, FRL, students with disabilities.

2c. Implementation of a professional development plan that contributes to increased student proficiency in
reading for students in one or more of the following categories: ELL, FRL, students with disabilities.

ACCEPTABLE NOT ACCEPTABLE

Exceeds Meets Approaches Falls Far Below
The narrative describes The narrative describes a The narrative describes The school has not
implementation of a comprehensive an approach to developed or is at the
comprehensive and clearly professional development | professional beginning stage of
defined professional plan that is aligned with development that is not | developing a
development plan focused teacher learning needs. comprehensive nor professional
on improving student The plan includes follow- aligned with the development plan based
achievement. The plan is up and monitoring curriculum and on identified teacher
aligned with identified strategies. The plan instructional practices. learning needs.
student learning target areas | focuses on areas of high The professional Professional
(math/reading) and is based importance and supports development described development is usually
on teacher learning needs. high quality lacks a process for external and determined
The plan reflects research implementation. The data implementing new without regard to an
and best practices in and analysis included procedures and overall school plan. No
professional learning. provides support for the processes at the school. or little data is included
Professional development is narrative. The data and/or analysis | to demonstrate efforts
planned, aligned, and leads included provide limited | to improve student
to improved instructional support for the achievement.
effectiveness. The data and narrative.
analysis included supports
and helps explain the
information in the narrative.
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ACCOUNTABILITY

Provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes:

3a. Increasing student growth and proficiency. If not discussed in a previous measure, refer to the criteria for
Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment, and Professional Development listed above.
3a. Meeting targets as described in the appropriate A-F Letter Grade Model. If not discussed in a previous

measure, refer to the criteria for Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment, and Professional Development listed above.

ACCEPTABLE

NOT ACCEPTABLE

Exceeds

Meets

Approaches

Falls Far Below

Refer to this section in
criteria for Curriculum,
Instruction, Assessment,
and Professional
Development listed above.

Refer to this section in
criteria for Curriculum,
Instruction, Assessment,
and Professional
Development listed above.

Refer to this section in
criteria for Curriculum,
Instruction, Assessment,
and Professional
Development listed
above.

Refer to this section in
criteria for Curriculum,
Instruction, Assessment,
and Professional
Development listed
above.

INCREASING GRADUATION RATE

Provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes:

4a. Increasing the percent of entering ninth graders who graduate from high school in four years. (Traditional and

Small Schools)
4a. Meeting the target for graduation rate as described in the A-F Alternative Letter Grade Model. (Alternative
Schools)
ACCEPTABLE NOT ACCEPTABLE
Exceeds Meets Approaches Falls Far Below

The narrative describes a
comprehensive approach
to ensuring students
graduate on time. Each
student at the school in
grades 9-12 has an
education and career plan
which the school monitors,
reviews and updates with
increased frequency as
students’ progress toward
graduation. The narrative
describes multiple
strategies the school uses
to ensure career and
college readiness. Data
presented supports the
narrative and may include
the school’s results and
participation rates for
college-readiness tests such
as SAT and ACT.

The narrative describes
strategies the school uses
to ensure students in
grades 9-12 graduate on
time. Strategies may
include individual student
plans for academic and
career success which are
monitored, reviewed and
updated annually and/or
highly effective practices
the school uses for
addressing early academic
difficulty. Data presented
supports information
provided in the narrative.

The narrative describes
limited efforts on the
part of the school to
implement strategies to
ensure students in grades
9-12 graduate on time.
The school does describe
some efforts to assist
students in earning
credits toward
graduation. The data is
limited to documentation
of the school’s
graduation rate.

The narrative fails to
document any effort in
place to ensure students
in grades 9-12 graduate
on time. The school has
not identified strategies
for addressing increasing
graduation rate. No data
or inappropriate data
was provided to
demonstrate the school’s
efforts to ensure
students graduate on
time.
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ACADEMIC PERSISTENCE

Provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes:

4b. Increasing the percent of students remaining enrolled in a public school across school years. (Alternative

Elementary/High Schools)

ACCEPTABLE

NOT ACCEPTABLE

Exceeds

Meets

Approaches

Falls Far Below

The narrative describes a
comprehensive approach
to ensuring students are
motivated and engaged in
school. The approach
includes a process for
measuring levels of
engagement across the
school and addressing
those aspects of the school
where students are not
engaged. The school uses
research based strategies
for increasing student
engagement. Data includes
documentation of
measuring student
engagement, including
academic persistence data
that the school collects and
analyzes.

The narrative describes a
sequential process for
keeping students motivated
and engaged. Multiple
activities are described but
only a few demonstrate
aspects of a comprehensive
approach to increasing
student engagement.
There is some evidence
that the school is becoming
more methodical in
determining how to engage
students and keep them
enrolled at the school.

Data includes evidence of
the school’s success in
keeping students enrolled
at the school for an
extended period of time.

The narrative describes
limited efforts on the
part of the school to
engage students in
school. The school
informally surveys
students to determine
levels of engagement.
Data includes evidence
of efforts made by the
school to keep students
enrolled.

The narrative fails to

document any effort on

the part of the school t
engage students in the

educational process. The
school does not have any

way of measuring
student engagement.
The school has made

several attempts to keep
students at the school by
sponsoring out of school

activities. No data or

inappropriate data was

provided to demonstra
the school’s efforts to
ensure students stay in
school.

(o]

te
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APPENDIX E:
Methodology

To be included at a later date
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AGENDA ITEM: Consideration of Revocation or Restoration of a Charter of a Charter Holder Operating
an F School

Issue

Kin Dah Lichii Olta (school) operated by Kin Dah Lichii Olta was assigned an F letter grade by the Arizona
Department of Education based on its academic performance during the 2012-2013 school year. The
Board must determine whether to restore the charter to acceptable performance or to revoke the
charter.

Background Information

In FY2011, Kin Dah Lichii Olta (school) received an achievement profile of Underperforming. For FY2012,
the school received a letter grade of D. In FY2013, the school was assigned an F letter grade. On
September 9, 2013, the Arizona Department of Education (ADE) notified the Board of the F letter grade
status (failing level of performance) of Kin Dah Lichii Olta (school) (portfolio: b. Letter Grade
Notification). Pursuant to A.R.S. § 15-241(U), if a charter school is assigned a letter grade of F the ADE
shall immediately notify the charter school's sponsor. The charter school's sponsor shall either take
action to restore the charter school to acceptable performance or revoke the charter school's charter.

Kin Dah Lichii Olta operates one school serving grades 7-8. The graph below shows the charter holder’s
actual 100" day average daily membership (ADM) for fiscal years 2009-2013 and 40" day ADM for 2014.
The charter has an enrollment cap of 38.

Kin Dah Lichii Olta
Historical ADM for FY 2009 - 2014

50

40 46.550

30 7.222 /%ﬁ 36.825
/ 29.184
20

[ 4
18.03

10

FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013 FY2014

Kin Dah Lichii Olta was a small school in FY12 (dashboard contains three years of pooled data). With the
State Board of Education’s and the Board’s changes to the small school definition, the school is now
classified as a traditional school for FY13 (dashboard represents academic data for FY13). A dashboard
representation of Kin Dah Lichii Olta’s academic outcomes, based upon the indicators and measures
adopted by the Board, is provided below.

ASBCS Board Meeting, December 9, 2013
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Kin Dah Lichii Olta

1. Growth

1a. SGP

1b. SGP Bottom 25%
2. Proficiency
2a. Percent Passing

2b. Composite School
Comparison

2c. Subgroup ELL

2c. Subgroup FRL

2c. Subgroup SPED

3a. State Accountabﬂify
Overall Rating

Scoring,.-for Overall Rating N
89 or higher: Exceeds Standard

Math
Reading
Math

Reading

Math

Readlngjr

Math

| Reading

Math -
Reading
Math

Reading
Math

i Readi?
3. State Accountability

<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet Standard
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The following is a timeline of activities that have occurred related to the academic performance of Kin

Dah Lichii Olta:

June 12, 2006

April 2009

November 23, 2011

December 27, 2012

May 21, 2013

June 10, 2013

September 9, 2013

September 12, 2013,

October 17, 2013

November 12, 2013

The Board approved the transfer application package for Kin Dah Lichii Olta to
transfer the charter contract from Peach Springs Unified School District #08 to
the Board. At the time of the transfer, Virgil Holmes was the charter
representative.

The ten-year review of the charter was conducted. At that time, the school was
rated as Performing. The Performance Management Plan was not yet part of the
Five-Year Interval Review process.

The Board was notified that the charter representatives had been changed from
Steven Kee and Virgil Holmes to Ronald Arias and Linda Youvella.

Kin Dah Lichii Olta was notified of the requirement to submit a Demonstration
of Sufficient Progress (DSP) as a component of its renewal application because
the school did not meet the academic performance expectations set forth by
the Board.

Board staff conducted a site visit to meet with the school leadership team,
review the documentation presented in the DSP, and review additional
information to be considered in the final evaluation of the DSP submission.

The Board approved the renewal application package for Kin Dah Lichii Olta.
ADE notified the Board of the F letter grade status for Kin Dah Lichii Olta.

In accordance with the Board's processes, the charter holder was notified in an
email (portfolio: ¢. DSP Notification Letter) of its requirement to submit a DSP
and Financial Performance Response as a requirement for a failing school that
does not meet the Board's academic performance expectations. In the letter,
the charter holder was also told that the determination by the Board of whether
to restore or to revoke the charter for Kin Dah Lichii Olta would be based on the
evidence of the charter holder’s academic performance in accordance with the
performance framework adopted by the Board, including the charter holder’s
demonstration of sufficient progress toward the academic performance
expectations of the Board.

In accordance with the Board’s processes, the charter holder was notified
(portfolio: d. Site Visit Notifications) that Board staff would conduct a site visit
on November 21, 2013 and that Board staff would verify information included in
the DSP.

The charter holder submitted the DSP (portfolio: e. Demonstration of Sufficient
Progress) and the Financial Performance Response timely.
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November 14,2013  Board staff sent an email to the charter representative, which confirmed the
site visit date, identified items to be reviewed on site, and provided the initial
evaluation of the DSP (portfolio: f. DSP Evaluation Instrument) submitted on
November 12, 2013.

November 21, 2013 Board staff conducted a site visit to meet with the leadership team (Ora James,
Principal, Eugene Curley, 8" grade teacher, Anna D’Alesandro, Special Education
teacher, Lucinda Wauneka, 7" grade teacher, Eduardo Valles, acting head
teacher, and Steven Kee, board member) to verify information presented in the
DSP and review additional documentation to be considered in the final
evaluation of the charter holder's DSP submission.

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress

The DSP submitted by Kin Dah Lichii Olta included data that does not demonstrate improved student
achievement; the narrative to address the required areas (curriculum, monitoring instruction,
assessment, and professional development) for measures for which the charter holder was required to
provide a response was scored as not acceptable in the areas of curriculum and professional
development for each measure. The charter holder was provided a copy of the initial evaluation prior to
the site visit and informed that areas initially evaluated as not acceptable could be addressed with
additional evidence and documentation at the time of the visit. The charter holder also had 48 hours
following the site visit to submit relevant documentation.

After considering information in the DSP, evidence and documentation provided at the time of the site
visit, and additional documentation submitted following the site visit, the charter holder failed to
provide evidence of an implemented process for ongoing review and evaluation of curriculum, failed to
provide evidence of an implemented process for ongoing follow-up and monitoring of professional

development, and failed to provide data and analysis that demonstrates improved student achievement.

A summary of findings for each required area as evaluated is provided below:

Curriculum:
The DSP described the creation and implementation of new curriculum for reading and math for FY14

(Pg. 3, Par. 2) and (Pg. 22, Par. 2), but lacked a process for ongoing evaluation and revision of curriculum.

At the site visit, curriculum documentation was provided that documents the beginning stages of a
curriculum aligned to Arizona’s College and Career Readiness Standards. The documentation included
curriculum maps, pacing guides, lesson plans, and the agenda for summer professional development,
which focused on the initial implementation of the math curriculum and reading curriculum. No
description or documentation of ongoing evaluation and revision to curriculum was provided. No
evidence was provided to demonstrate that the new reading curriculum and new math curriculum are
resulting in improved pupil achievement in reading and math.

Instruction:

The DSP described weekly review of lesson plans (Pg. 3 Par. 3) informal classroom observations, formal
observations and written evaluation of teachers (Pg. 18 Par.7). The charter holder provided
documentation of completed classroom observation forms, handwritten notes from classroom
observations, completed lesson plan check forms, and the template for the teacher performance
evaluation form. No completed teacher performance evaluation forms were provided. The principal
stated that the classroom performance evaluations were not due until the week following the site visit.
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Assessment:
The DSP described an annual data retreat, student grouping for instruction based on assessment data,
and stated that assessment data is used quarterly to monitor and document student learning, realign
instruction, and plan instruction based on data (Pg. 4 Par. 2), which included Prentice Hall Unit pre-tests
and post-tests, unit summative assessments, benchmark testing in the Fall, Winter, and Spring, and
annual analysis of AIMS data. At the site visit, the charter holder provided professional development
agendas and sign-in sheets for summer professional development. The agenda included analysis of AIMS
data, and time allocated for identifying students for math, reading, and writing intervention. Benchmark
assessment data for 2012 (fall, winter, spring) and 2013 (fall), and rosters of student groups by tier for
math and reading were provided. At the site visit, graphs and data (portfolic g: Evidence and
Documentation) including AIMS data, benchmark assessment results, and weekly selection test results
were provided. Other types of data provided included:

e Assessment results prior to 2013 (highlighted green)

o Assessment results for 6 grade, which is served by a Bureau of Indian Education school, not the

charter school (highlighted red)
e Data not described in the DSP (highlighted yellow)
¢ Duplicates of graphs and data (highlighted blue)

No evidence of realignment of instruction based on data was provided. No analysis of the data was
included to identify how the data and graphs provided demonstrate improved student achievement.

Professional Development:

The DSP described a professional development plan (Pg. 4, Par. 3; Pg. 7, Par. 5; Pg. 13, Par. 4; Pg. 19, Par.
2; Pg. 28, Par. 6) that lacks follow-up and monitoring strategies. At the site visit, additional
documentation provided included a professional development schedule for 2013-14, and agendas and
sign-in sheets for professional development sessions during the summer. Classroom observation notes
and lesson plan review documentation were submitted within the 48-hour period after the site visit and
demonstrate a process for monitoring classroom instruction, but do not demonstrate follow-up and
monitoring specific to professional development topics. No evidence was provided to demonstrate that
the professional development plan is resulting in improved pupil achievement in reading and math.

Financial Performance

The charter holder did not meet the Board'’s financial performance expectations based on the fiscal year
2012 audit. The following table includes the charter holder’s financial data and financial performance for
the last three audited fiscal years.
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Kin Dah Lichii Olta

2013 2012 2011
Cash 589,218 $43,213 $28,020 $181,531
Unrestricted Cash $25,895 S0 $28,020
Other Liquidity =
Total Assets $231,500 $199,202 $437,393
Total Liabilities $39,266 $13,909 $144,427
Current Portion of Long-Term Debt &
Capital Leases - - -
Net Assets $192,234 $185,293 $292,966
Revenue $570,412 $374,826 $437,817
Expenses $563,471 $482,499 $373,869
Net Income $6,941 ($107,673) $63,948
Change in Net Assets $6,941 ($107,673) $63,948
Depreciation & Amortization Expense $21,744 $28,128 $28,128
Interest Expense - - $1,739
Lease Expense $4,599 $6,037 $2,707

2013 2012 2011 3-yr Cumulative
Going Concern No No No N/A
Unrestricted Days Liquidity* 16.77 27.36 N/A
Default No No No N/A
Net Income $6,941 ($107,673) $63,948 N/A
Cash Flow 546,005 $15,193 ($153,511)|  ($92,313)
Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio 7.24 (12.18) 21.71 N/A

*Forfiscal years 2011 and 2012, the field reflects the charter holder's performance under the financial
framework's previous "Unrestricted Days Cash" measure.

The charter holder was required to submit a financial performance response based on the fiscal year
2012 audit (portfolio: h. Financial Evaluation and Response). Staff’s evaluation of the initial financial
performance response resulted in two “Acceptable” and two “Not Acceptable” determinations
(portfolio: h. Financial Evaluation and Response). On November 21, 2013, the charter holder was
provided the opportunity to provide additional information within 48 hours. On November 25, 2013, the
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charter holder submitted a revised financial performance response (portfolio: i. Additional Financial
Information).

While the charter holder did not meet the Board's financial performance expectations in fiscal years
2012 and 2013, the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress includes no indication that additional
resources would be committed by the charter holder to developing systems that would result in
improved academic performance.

Board Options

Option 1: The Board may vote to issue a Notice of Intent to Revoke the charter holder’s charter
contract. Staff recommends the following language for consideration: | move that the Board issue a
Notice of Intent to Revoke the charter of Kin Dah Lichii Olta on the basis of its designation as an F school
for FY 2013 and its failure to meet or demonstrate sufficient progress toward the Board’s academic
expectations as set forth in the performance framework. The charter holder failed to provide evidence
of a system to evaluate and revise curriculum aligned with Arizona College and Career Ready Standards,
failed to provide a comprehensive assessment system based upon clearly defined performance
measures aligned with the curriculum, and failed to provide a comprehensive professional development
plan that was aligned to teacher needs, provides for monitoring and follow-up strategies and is
supported by data and analysis.

| further move that:

o  Within 48 hours of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall notify staff and
parents/guardians of registered students of the Notice of Intent to Revoke and the Notice of
Hearing and provide a school location where the copy may be reviewed;

e Within 20 days of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall provide copies of all
correspondence and communications used to comply with the preceding provision; and

e  Within 20 days of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall provide the Board with the
names and mailing addresses of parents/guardians of all students registered with the school.

Option 2: The Board may vote to restore the charter to acceptable performance. The following
language is provided for consideration: | move to direct staff to work with Kin Dah Lichii Olta to create a
Consent Agreement for the purpose of restoring the charter to acceptable performance in accordance
with A.R.S. § 15-241(U) that would minimally include quarterly progress reports that demonstrate
evidence of a system to, evaluate, and revise curriculum aligned with Arizona College and Career Ready
Standards supported by data and analysis, evidence of a comprehensive assessment system based upon
clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum supported by data and analysis, and
evidence of a comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned to teacher needs and
provides for monitoring and follow-up strategies supported by data and analysis, which

collectively improves student achievement as supported by data.

| further move that if the terms of a consent agreement cannot be reached by the January Board
meeting that the Board issue a Notice of Intent to Revoke the charter of Kin Dah Lichii Olta on the basis
of its designation as an F school for FY 2013 and its failure to meet or demonstrate sufficient progress
toward the Board’s academic expectations as set forth in the performance framework. The charter
holder failed to provide evidence of a system to evaluate and revise curriculum aligned with Arizona
College and Career Ready Standards, failed to provide a comprehensive assessment system based upon
clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum, and failed to provide a

ASBCS Board Meeting, December 9, 2013

BCS00057





comprehensive professional development plan that was aligned to teacher needs, provides for
monitoring and follow-up strategies and is supported by data and analysis.

| further move that:

e  Within 48 hours of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall notify staff and
parents/guardians of registered students of the Notice of Intent to Revoke and the Notice of
Hearing and provide a school location where the copy may be reviewed;

e  Within 20 days of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall provide copies of all
correspondence and communications used to comply with the preceding provision; and

o  Within 20 days of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall provide the Board with the
names and mailing addresses of parents/guardians of all students registered with the school.

I
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From: Gray, Robert [mailto:Robert.Gray@azed.gov]

Sent: Monday, September 09, 2013 11:10 AM

To: Martha Morgan

Cc: Deanna Rowe

Subject: RE: Notification of Charter Schools with F Letter Grade Status

Martha,
Here are the official email notifications for each of the other charters with confirmed F labels. Let me know if you need
anything else.

Enjoy the rain!l

Robert Gray II1

Director of Operations, LEA and School Improvement
Arizona Department of Education

School Improvement & Intervention

1535 W. Jefferson. St., Bin #10

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Phone: (602) 364-2202

Fax: (602) 364-0556

From: Martha Morgan [mailto:Martha.Morgan@asbcs.az.gov]
Sent: Friday, September 06, 2013 2:37 PM

To: Gray, Robert

Cc: Deanna Rowe

Subject: Notification of Charter Schools with F Letter Grade Status

Hi, Robert,

We need something official from the Department that serves as the Board’s notification of charter schools that have F
letter grade status. Would you either send DeAnna a letter that identifies the schools that earned an F and when they
were notified or forward the emails to DeAnna that you sent to the schools informing them of their status? Since you
already forwarded Allsport’s, she would just need the remaining three.

Thanks,
Martha

Martha Morgan, Ed. S.
Director of Charter Accountability
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Arizona State Board for Charter Schools
1616 W. Adams St., Ste. 170

Phoenix, AZ 85007

602.364.3083

http://asbcs.az.gov

Working to improve public education in Arizona by sponsoring charter schools that provide quuality educational choices,

MOTICE: This e-mail {and any atiachmenls} may coniain PRIVILEGED OR CONFIDENTIAL informalion and is intended only for tha use of the specific
individual(s) io whom it is addressed. It may conlain information thal is ieged and confidential under stale and federat lav. This information may be used or
disclosed only in accordance wilh lavw. and you may ba subject o penallies under law for impropar use or further disclosure of tha information in this e-maii and s
attachmanis. If you have receved this e-mail in error, pleass immedialely nolify the person named above by reply e-mail, and then delele the onginal e-mail.
Thank you
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From: Gray, Robert <Robert.Gray@azed.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 30, 2013 3:59 PM
To: James, Ora
Subject: Notification of Potential F Review Committee Result

Dear Ms. Ora James:

On Tuesday, August 27", 2013, the Potential F Review Committee met to consider the information you submitted in the
School Improvement Plan Questionnaire along with information gathered during the Review Conference Call held with
you on August 21*. As a result of the committee’s deliberation, Kin Dah Lichii Olta’ Charter School will now have the
state accountability label of “F”. The label will be changed in Common Log On September 3" 2013.

The Review Committee determined that while significant changes were made at the school, the evidence as a whole was
not compelling enough to overturn the third consecutive improvement label this year. The rubric that the committee
used to review the school’s work and situation was shared with you in a previous email. A.R.S. §15-241 (A-F Letter
Grades) requires the schools with three consecutive improvement labels to have that third label become an F.

There are a few other requirements listed in the statute. You will need to notify your community of the label and
provide information regarding a public meeting that will be held regarding the label. The public meeting must be held
on or before November 4™, Continuous School Improvement Plans for the school must be submitted by December 3",
2013. Another meeting must be held within 30 days of submitting the plan. | highly recommend you read the statute, if
you are not already familiar with it.

The year ahead promises to be challenging for us all, so let’s work together to raise student learning to the greatest heights
possible.

Sincerely,

Robert Gray III

Director of Operations, LEA and School Improvement
Arizona Department of Education

School Improvement & Intervention

1535 W. Jefferson, St., Bin #10

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Phone: (602) 364-2202

Fax: (602) 364-0556
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Physical Address:

1616 West Adams Street, Suite 170
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Phone: (602) 364-3080

Fax: (602) 364-3089

Arizona State Board for Charter Schools

September 12, 2013

Kin Dah Lichii Olta

Ms. Linda Youvella, Charter Representative
P.O. Box 800

Ganado, AZ 86505

Dear Ms. Youvella,

On September 10, 2013, the Board was notified by the Arizona Department of Education that Kin Dah
Lichii Olta earned an F letter grade for the Arizona Department of Education’s A-F Letter Grade State
Accountability System. In accordance with A.R.S. § 15-241(U), if a charter school is assigned a letter
grade of F, the Board may take action to restore the charter school to acceptable performance or revoke
the charter school’s charter.

Pursuant to A.R.S. & 15-183(R), in implementing its oversight and administrative responsibilities for the
charter schools it sponsors, the Arizona State Board for Charter Schools (Board) has adopted a

~ performance framework that includes the academic performance expectations of charters schools. The
Board's performance framework identifies measures as a basis for analysis to be used by the Board in
making high-stakes decisions.

A determination by the Board of whether to restore or to revoke the charter for Kin Dah Lichii Olta will
be based on the evidence of the charter holder’s performance in accordance with the performance
framework adopted by the Board, including the charter holder’s submission of demonstration of
sufficient progress toward the Board’s expectations.

A dashboard representation of Kin Dah Lichii Olta’s academic outcomes, based upon the indicators and
measures adopted by the Board, is located at ASBCS Online. Directions for accessing dashboards are as
follows:

= Log onto ASBCS Online

e Select “School(s)” link under the Charter Holder heading

¢ Choose a school name if your charter has more than one school site

e Select the “Academic Performance” tab

The overall rating for Kin Dah Lichii Olta is 38.75 out of a possible 100 and falls far below the standard
as set by the Board. A school with an overall rating that does not meet or falls far below the Board'’s
academic performance expectations may demonstrate sufficient progress toward the academic
performance expectations set forth in the academic framework by documenting success of an
implemented improvement plan aligned with the academic framework.

“To improve public education in Arizona by sponsoring charter schools that provide quality educational choices.”

Mailing Address:
PO Box 18328
Phoenix, Arizona 85009

BCS00062





Accordingly, Kin Dah Lichii Olta must submit a Demonstration of Sufficient Progress for Kin Dah Lichii
Olta that is described in Appendix D of the Academic Framework and Guidance document for all
measures that did not meet or fell far below the Board’s academic performance expectations as well as
measures that were not rated and received an NR.

The Academic Performance Framework and Guidance document, specifically Appendix D, details the
requirements for Demonstration of Sufficient Progress, including guidelines for preparing the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress, and the criteria that will be used to evaluate the submitted
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress.

Additionally, under the revised financial performance framework approved on September 9, 2013, the
Board reviews a charter holder’s financial performance when one of a charter holder’s schools receives
a failing school designation. Based on the fiscal year 2012 audit, Kin Dah Lichii Olta does not meet the
Board’s financial performance expectations and therefore must submit a financial performance
response to the Board. The charter holder’s financial performance may be found in the dashboard
below. For more information on preparing the financial performance response, please see Appendix C of
the Board’s Financial Performance Framework and Guidance.

Kin Dah Lichii Olta

Financial Performance Based on Fiscal Year 2012 Audit

‘Near-Term Indicatars

Going Concern No Meets

Unrestricted Days Cash [0 Ralis far el

Default No __ Meets

Net Income (5107,673) Does Not Meet

Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio (12.18) Does Not Meet
Cash Flow (3-Year Cumulative) (5158,280) Does Not Meet
Cash Flow Measure Detall §15,193 [FY12) (6153,511) [Fy11) (519,962) (FY10]

Note: Negative numbers are Indicated by parentheses.

Please have prepared and submitted the requested information no later than November 12, 2013. |
may be contacted at 602.364.3083 or by email if you have questions regarding these requirements.

Yours truly,

Martha MorgaW

Director of Charter Accountability
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Arizona State Board for Charter Schools

Physical Address:

1616 West Adams Street, Suite 170
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Phone: (602) 364-3080

Fax: (602) 364-3089

October 17, 2013

Kin Dah Lichii Olta

Ms. Linda Youvella, Charter Representative
P. 0. Box 800

Ganado, AZ 86505

Sent via email: layne414@yahoo.com
Dear Ms. Linda Youvellg,

Kin Dah Lichii Olta earned an F letter grade for the Arizona Department of Education’s A-F Letter Grade
State Accountability System. In accordance with A.R.S. § 15-241(U), if a charter school is assigned a
letter grade of F, the Arizona State Board for Charter Schools may take action to restore the charter
school to acceptable performance or revoke the charter school’s charter. A determination by the Board
of whether to restore or revoke the charter for Kin Dah Lichii Olta will be based upon the evidence of
the charter holder’s performance in accordance with the performance framework adopted by the
Board, including the charter holder's submission of demonstration of sufficient progress toward the
Board's expectations.

On September 12, 2013, Kin Dah Lichii Olta was notified by the Board of its requirement to submit a
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress (DSP), as outlined in Appendix D of the Academic Performance
Framework and Guidance document, by November 12, 2013. Board staff will do an initial evaluation of
the submitted materials, provide the evaluation to the charter representative in an email, and then
conduct a site visit to the school to confirm information included in the submitted DSP as well as, for
areas deemed “Not Acceptable” in the initial evaluation, provide an opportunity for the charter holder
to submit additional evidence that demonstrates the school is making sufficient progress toward
meeting the Board’s academic expectations.

Lisa Weisberg, Steve Sarmento and | will conduct a site visit to Kin Dah Lichii Olta on Thursday,
November 21, 2013, at 10:00 a.m., to meet with the school’s leadership team for the purpose of
discussing the evaluation of the school’s Demonstration of Sufficient Progress. At the time of the site
visit, in addition to the leadership team interview, we will verify information included in the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress submitted by the charter holder and review additional
documentation the school provides related to the DSP,

Yours truly,

Martha Morgan
Director of Charter Accountability

“To improve public education in Arizona by sponsoring charter schools that provide quality educational choices.”

Mailing Address:
PO Box 18328
Phoenix, Arizona 85009
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Steve Sarmento

From: Steve Sarmento

Sent: Thursday, November 14, 2013 3:59 PM

To: "layne414@yahoo.com’

Cc: Martha Morgan

Subject: Failing School Site Visit - Kin Dah Lichii Olta

Attachments: DSP Initial Evaluation KDLO.pdf

Tracking: Recipient Delivery
'layne414@yahoo.com’
Martha Morgan Delivered: 11/14/2013 3:59 PM

Arizona State Board for Charter Schools

B—URNZ,  Physical Address: Mailing Address:
; 1616 West Adams Street, Ste. 170 P.O. Box 18328
Phoenix, AZ 85007 Phoenix, AZ 85009

(602) 364-3080

Kin Dah Lichii Olta

Ms. Linda Youvella, Charter Representative
PO Box 800

Ganado, AZ 86505

Dear Ms. Linda Youvella,

Kin Dah Lichii Olta earned an F letter grade for the Arizona Department of Education’s A-F Letter Grade State
Accountability System. In accordance with A.R.S. § 15-241(U), if a charter school is assigned a letter grade of F, the
Arizona State Board for Charter Schools may take action to restore the charter school to acceptable performance or
revoke the charter school’s charter. A determination by the Board of whether to restore or revoke the charter for Kin
Dah Lichii Olta will be based upon the evidence of the charter holder’s performance in accordance with the performance
framework adopted by the Board, including the charter holder’s demonstration of sufficient progress toward the Board's
expectations.

Board staff has evaluated the submitted Demonstration of Sufficient Progress (DSP) and will conduct a site visit to Kin
Dah Lichii Olta on Thursday, November 21, 2013, at 10:00 a.m. to meet with the school’s leadership team for the
purpose of discussing the evaluation of the school’s Demonstration of Sufficient Progress. At the time of the site visit, in
addition to the leadership team interview, we will verify information included in the Demonstration of Sufficient
Progress submitted by the charter holder and review additional documentation the school provides related to the DSP.

| have attached the initial evaluation of the DSP. On the site visit, we will confirm the information in the Demonstration
of Sufficient Progress. For areas that were deemed “Not Acceptable” in the initial evaluation, the charter holder may
provide additional evidence that demonstrates the school is making sufficient progress toward meeting the Board’s
academic expectations.
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Please have the following information, identified in the DSP, available for review at the time of the visit.
e Curriculum Maps
e Pacing Guides
e Student grouping documentation
e Observation Checklists
e Teacher Evaluation documents
e Curriculum Update documentation
* Benchmark assessment
o Weekly Selection Tests
e Tutoring documentation
e Highly qualified and certified teacher documentation
o Evidence of stakeholder review of plan
e Extended school year documentation
e Data Retreat documentation
o Professional Development sign-in logs

Please contact me if you have questions regarding the information in this email. Martha Morgan, Lisa Weisberg and |
look forward to seeing you on November 21*.

Yours truly,

Steve Sarmento

Program and Project Specialist

Arizona State Board for Charter Schools
1616 W. Adams Street, Suite 170
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Phone: (602) 364-3086

Fax: (602) 364-3089

http://asbcs.az.gov
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Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta’

Charter School

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress and School Improvement Plan
2013-2014

P.O. BOX 800
GANADO, ARIZONA 86505
PHONE: 928-755-3430/3439

FAX: 928-755-3448
UPS Delivery Address
HWY 264, 5mi E of Ganado
P.O. BOX 800
Ganado, AZ 86505

http://kindahlichii.org/
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KDLO Demonstration of Sufficient Progress and School Improvement Plan 2013-2014
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KDLO Demonstration of Sufficient Progress and School Improvement Plan 2013-2014
1a__STUDENT GROWTH IN MATHEMATICS

MAJOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT COMPONENTS

The major School Improvement Components are identical for both reading and math for
all students including the lowest 25th percentile, ELL, FRL and Students with Disabilities. Following are
the major School Improvement Components to enable all children to meet the State’s proficient and
advanced levels of student academic achievement: (1) Our Charter's core academic curriculum and
instructional program has been strengthen and is aligned with Arizona Common Core Standards
(ACCS), (2) the Prentice Hall Reading and Math System aligned to ACCS has been implemented, (3) the
student teacher ratio is reduced to 8:1 with Highly Qualified certified teaching staff, 4) the quality and
amount of learning time has been increased with an after school tutoring program (4 days a week for 2
hours each day) and 45 minutes daily of intervention program during the school day, (5) periodic
assessment and progress monitoring data is done to monitor student progress and plan instruction and
(6) Teaching staff engage in comprehensive professional development focused on improving learning
These components are described in this section and are also described in later sections of this
improvement plan. This School Improvement Plan is described in the sections for each measure. The
major overall School Improvement Components are described in Measure 1A Math. Other aligned Major
School Improvement Components are being implemented. These other aligned School Improvement
Components are listed below and are described in the Sections / Measures listed.

Other Aligned School Improvement Components Described In Sections
Aligned Assessments and Data Driven Instruction 2A Reading
Increased Learning Time and School Leadership 2B Reading
Classroom Observation / Evaluation 2A Math
Initial Comprehensive Needs Data 2B Math
Decreased Teacher Ratio and Highly Qualified Staff 2C FRL Reading
Parents as Partners in Learning 2C FRL Reading
Using Technology 2C FRL Reading
Student Support Services & Integration of Funding 2C FRL Math
CURRICULUM

The Curriculum developed at KDLO defines clear, high standards, which will be achieved by all
KDLO students. The curriculum is aligned to the standards (Arizona Common Core Standards), and
students are assessed against the standards. A revised curriculum was developed based on the Arizona
Common Core Standards. Teachers were provided professional development in developing Curriculum
Maps, Pacing Guides, and Lesson Plans during a 12 day Summer workshop. All teachers developed
and are using Curriculum Maps that align all standards, curriculum, instruction, and assessment.
Teachers developed pacing guides using the Maps. All teachers develop weekly lesson plans based on
Arizona Common Core Standards. Assessments, and the adopted instructional materials are aligned to
Arizona Common Core Standards. (Curriculum Maps and Pacing Guides are included in the
Curriculum Binder, Sections 4 & 9. Lesson Plans are included in Section 5) Curriculum Maps
contain the academic content to be taught each week, the ACCS aligned to that content, material
lessons and page numbers, assessments, and tutoring focus.
INSTRUCTION - Lesson Plan Review, Classroom Observation

The Head Teacher and/or Principal reviews Lesson Plans weekly to monitor alignment and to
assure alignment to Curriculum Maps and Arizona Common Core Standards (ACCS). The Head
Teacher is responsible for reviewing and approving lesson plans weekly submitted by the teaching staff,
prior to them being presented to the students. Additional narrative on classroom observation and
teacher evaluation is included in Section 2A Math of this Improvement Plan. Classroom
observation focuses on monitoring implementation of ACCS in instruction. The Principal and Head
Teacher have reviewed Curriculum Maps for alignment to ACCS and have approved final curriculum
content, in keeping with Arizona Common Core Standards.
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The Prentice Hall system provides coverage of all the Common Core Arizona State Standards for
each grade. The suggested number of days for each Prentice Hall chapter is based on a traditional 45-
minute class period and a total of 150 days of instruction. We have scheduled 60 minutes daily and 183
school days of instruction for math, which significantly increases students' learning time for math. One of
the major goals of our mathematics program is to develop students' ability to solve problems in class, on
assessments, in the context of real-world situations, and outside the classroom. We use Prentice Hall
Mathematics to help support this goal by embedding problem solving strategies as found in the Student
Edition, and including sufficient problems to help students practice and reinforce problem-solving skills.
Teachers provide students an opportunity to complete more in-depth problems and applications of the
mathematical content they're learning, using the in-lesson activities and the full feature Activity Labs.
Teachers include a problem solving practice in each lesson. Additional problems are used from the end
of each book in the Extra Skill and Word Problem Practice section, to provide additional intervention for
students.

ASSESSMENT / MONITORING & DOCUMENTING PROFICIENCY

A School Wide Assessment Calendar is developed (shown in the Data Binder, Section 1).
An annual Data Retreat is scheduled to occur at the beginning of every school year. Specific student
areas of weakness and strength are noted on Assessments including AIMS, as are any student
achievement trends. This information is then used by teachers, to monitor and document learning
proficiency and to guide instruction. Throughout the school year, NWEA MAPS data, along with
Descartes information is used, quarterly, to monitor and document student learning, realign instruction
and plan instruction based on the data. Additional School Improvement assessment procedures that
are being implemented are included in Section 2A. Yearly student growth in reading and math is
monitored and documented using AIMS. Students are grouped for instruction by assessment data and
are provided instruction in small groups for reading and math (Student Grouping is shown in the Data
Binder, Section 4). (NWEA Teacher Reports are included in the Data Binder Section 3) (Detailed
Math Monitoring Data is included in the Data Binder Section 6)

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Intense Professional Development is provided (The Professional Development Plan is shown
in the Data Binder, Section 14). Professional Development was provided for 12 days before the school
year. Qualified external Consultants provided Professional Development and follow through which
consisted of: a) Curriculum development and alignment with Arizona Common Core Standards, b)
Development of Curriculum Maps in Reading and Math based on CCSS, c) Development of Lesson
Plans based on Curriculum Maps using CCSS, d) Analysis of student data on AIMS and NWEA.
Identification of students in the lowest 25% percentile, e) Determine Specific areas of need for students
and for students in lowest 25%ile. Instructional planning, and f) Identification of progress monitoring
including Benchmark Assessments, Unit and Chapter tests in Reading and Math.

Instructional Teams also meet for blocks of time (early release Friday days once or twice a
month). The newly adopted instructional, Prentice Hall (PH), is being implemented. Professional
development was provided on PH for 2 days in August. (See correlations of reading materials to the
Arizona Common Core Standards in the Curriculum Binder, Section 4 & 9).

DEMONSTRATION OF PROGRESS

The most compelling data showing progress in student achievement is progress-monitoring data
that was recorded and documented during the beginning of 2013-2014 School Year. This data showing
progress in student achievement is evidence that the current School Improvement Program is working
Students were administered the Prentice Hall Beginning Of the Year (BOY) Benchmark Test 1 in August
2013, which is a criterion referenced assessment that assesses students’ proficiency on Arizona
Common Core Standards. This same test was re-administered to students in October 2013 to measure
growth. Students in the 7™ grade went from an average score of 66% in August 2013 to an average
score of 66% in October 2013, showing leveled performance. Students in the 8" grade went from an
average score of 46% in August 2013 to an average score of 74% in October 2013. These scores show
significant increases in Math achievement and show that students are becoming proficient in the Arizona
Common Core Standards in Math.

Page 4 of 4

BCS00070





KDLO Demonstration of Sufficient Progress and School Improvement Plan 2013-2014

1a__STUDENT GROWTH IN MATHEMATICS

Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta Charter

All 7th Grade Students Math Progress 2013-14

Comparison of Prentice Hall (a) Beginning of the Course (08/27/13) and (b) Beginning of the
Course Readministered (10/24/13)

Evidence of Increased Student Growth
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1a__STUDENT GROWTH IN READING

The Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment and Professional development described in Section 1A
is identical to that for this measure. Please see Section 1A for a through description.

INSTRUCTION

A Structured Reading Block is being implemented. This block of time is scheduled for
teaching reading for 100 minutes daily. Teachers have been trained to use research-based instructional
strategies in reading and language arts during the Structured Reading Block. The Principal and Head
Teacher do a walk- through observation in each classroom weekly to observe for fidelity to the Structured
Reading Block, to the core instructional materials, to Prentice Hall System, and to Lesson Plans based
on Curriculum Maps and Pacing Guides based on Arizona Common Core Standards.

All teachers are using scientifically based instructional strategies in the structured reading block
as followings: All teachers use higher-level comprehension questicning based on ACCS and encourage
students' elaboration daily. During small group instruction in reading, all teachers encourage students to
paraphrase, summarize, and relate information from their own reading. All teachers encourage students
to check their own comprehension during students’ independent silent reading. All teachers engage all
students and encourage all students to participate. Students are engaged and on task.

Reading materials are used that are 50% fiction and 50% nonfiction throughout the year, and
close to students' grade level. Teachers show enthusiasm for reading. Routines stay the same during
the year. The first read is to read for understanding and enjoyment, 2nd read is for analysis and
interpretation. Approximately 6-8 students are grouped by reading ability, seated around a table with the
teacher seated with students to monitor all students. Teacher and Teaching Assistant/Special Area
Teacher each have a group. Includes the following:

The teacher conducts guided reading activities in which Students Read Silently Independently.
Students are directed to read the amount appropriate for students to read prior to each discussion or
question. Teacher Asks Comprehension Questions taken from Prentice Hall or ACSS, structuring the
discussion so that all students have practice responding. The teacher conducts Literature Discussion or
Retell activities in which all students ask and answer questions and discuss the reading. Teacher
monitors responses and gives corrective feedback or models good responses.

During the 100 minute Reading Block daily, Teacher A teaches the Intensive Group for 50 min
then teaches Strategic Group for 50min. Teacher B teaches the Strategic Group for 50 minutes, then the
Intensive Group for 50 minutes. Teacher C teaches the Benchmark students 100 min. Teacher A & B
alternate groups weekly. Teachers select from one of 3 reading selections that the Prentice Hall System
provides. Intensive Students (lowest 25th %ile) read from the Adapted Reader. Strategic Students (Tier
Il) read from the Prentice Hall Story A. Benchmark Students (meet standards) read from the Prentice
Hall Story B.

Teachers use the Prentice Hall Reading System to teach Common Core State Standards and
strands including Reading (divided between Literature and Informational Text), Writing, Speaking and
Listening, and Language. Because Common Core State standards requires students to read text of
increasing complexity, teachers assign reading from Prentice Hall's variety of selections of appropriate
complexity level. Teachers use Prentice Hall end-of-selection projects and writing assignments to lead
students to extend their basic understanding of a text.

On the first reading of a selection or passages teachers guide students to understand the text on
a literal level, identifying key ideas and details. Then, on a second reading, students analyze aspects of
the writer's craft and the structure of a text. On a third reading, students integrate knowledge and ideas
to understand the text as a coherent whole and to connect it to other works, to larger issues and ideas,
and to real-world experience. Students are prompted to apply the Multi-draft Reading strategy not only
to works they encounter in the textbook, but also to complex texts they choose as independent readings.

Teachers are using a 4 day cycle for each reading selection which includes the following: During
Day 1 teachers Introduce the reading skill, introduce the Literary Analysis concept, distribute copies of
the appropriate graphic organizer for the Reading Skill, use transparencies, teach the selection
vocabulary, and introduce the Word Study skill. During Days 2-3 teachers build background with the
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Background activities, develop thematic vocabulary and thematic thinking with Writing About the Big
Question, prepare students to read with the Activating Prior Knowledge activities, monitor
comprehension while students read, and use the Reading Check questions to confirm comprehension.
During Day 4 teachers assess students' comprehension and mastery of the skills by having them answer
the critical Thinking, Reading Skill, and Literary Analysis Questions, having the students complete the
Vocabulary Practice activities, and having students complete the Word Study activities.

The PH system provides learning activities to teach to the Common Core State Standards.
Students read classic and contemporary literature and challenging informational text. Equal attention is
paid to English Language Arts courses and literacy in History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical
Subjects. The standards mandate critical types of content for all students including classic myths,
foundational U.S. documents, seminal works of American literature, and Shakespeare. Reading skills
are organized around these anchor standards: Key Ideas and details, Craft and Structure, Integration of
Knowledge and ldeas, and Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity.

Students read and evaluate multiple texts, including online texts, regularly in the program.
Teachers use Unit-level Writing Workshops and selection level Research and Technology assignments
to give students practice in writing research reports and planning and delivering multimedia presentations
related to their reading selections. Teachers use Prentice Hall strategies for reading content-area text to
develop content-area and academic vocabulary; to develop attention to the text structures of
informational text, such as cause and effect, problem and solution; and to comprehend complex
language structures.

Teachers use the Prentice Hall Reading System to teach Common Core State Standards and
strands including Reading (divided between Literature and Informational Text), Writing, Speaking and
Listening, and Language. Because Common Core State standards requires students to read text of
increasing complexity, teachers assign reading from Prentice Hall's variety of selections of appropriate
complexity level. Teachers use Prentice Hall end-of-selection projects and writing assignments to lead
students to extend their basic understanding of a text.

PROFESIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Prentice Hall/Pearson Math Training was provided to all staff in August to meet the needs of staff and
students based on data for: ELL students, Special Education students, lowest 25%ile students, and
Benchmark. Training included Implementation of the Prentice Hall Math Instructional System including
alignment to Common Core Standards, instructional resources, differentiated instructional strategies,
resources, and aligned assessment. Additional training also included Student & Program Monitoring,
Analysis of data, program, planning based on data, and grouping for instruction provided for 3 days in
October.

DEMONSTRATION OF PROGRESS
(Additional detailed Reading monitoring data is included in Section 5 of the Data Binder)

Data on the following charts show that students are making progress in Reading during SY 2013-
14 with the implementation of the School Improvement Program.

Teachers administered the Prentice Hall (PH) Beginning Of the Year (BOY) Benchmark Test in
August as baseline data. Teachers re-administered the same BOY Benchmark Test in August to
measure growth.

Grade 7 scores went from a class average of 41% proficiency on the August BOY, to 46% on the
Beginning Of the Year Benchmark Test re-administered on October 21, 2013. Student progress
monitoring in the PH System is done weekly by administering the Weekly Selection Test. The PH
System keeps a running average of the weekly Selection Test Scores for grade 7 on the Weekly
Selection Tests. Scores for grade 7 on the Weekly Selection Test went to 56%, a significant gain in
achievement.

Grade 8 students went from a class average of 49% proficiency on the August BOY, to a class
average of 62% average proficiency on the Weekly Selection Tests in Reading. Individual student
growth scores are shown on the chart. Students have made significant gains in proficiency in the
Arizona Common Core Standards in reading.
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1a  STUDENT GROWTH IN READING

Kin Dah Lichl'l Olta Charter
All 7th Grade Students Reading Progress 2013-2014
Comparison of Prentice Hall {a) Beginning of the Year Benchmark (08/07/13),
(b) Beginning of the Year Benchmark Readministered (10/21/13); (c) Average score
on Weekly Selection Test
Evidence of Increased Student Growth
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1b_STUDENT GROWTH IN READING FOR STUDENTS IN THE LOWEST 25%

The Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment and Professional development described in Section 1A
is identical to that for this measure. Please see Section 1A for a through description.

INSTRUCTION

Students in the Lowest 25th Percentile were identified using their %ile scores from the Fall 2013 NWEA
assessment. In addition to the core-reading program, struggling readers in the lowest 25th percentile
work in small groups for an additional 22 minutes of intensive instruction in reading each day. This
strategic intervention provides more practice and scaffolding with the critical elements of reading
instruction. Teachers provide tutoring to students in the lowest 25th percentile in reading during the one
hour after school tutoring time Monday and Thursday for one hour each day for reading instructor.
Reading instruction is organized around problem/solution activities that make the world a more
meaningful place for students. Reading experiences, digital and print, helps students develop more
complex thinking skills as they encounter more involved texts. The online practice activities teach
higher-level thinking, reasoning and comprehension sKills.

Approximately 6-8 students are grouped by reading ability, seated around a table with the teacher
seated with students to monitor all students. Teacher and Teaching Assistant/Special Area Teacher each
have a group. Includes the following: The teacher conducts guided reading activities in which Students
Read Silently

Independently. Students are directed to read the amount appropriate for students to read prior to
each discussion or question. Teacher Asks Comprehension Questions taken from Prentice Hall or
ACSS, structuring the discussion so that all students have practice responding. The teacher conducts
Literature Discussion or Retell activities in which all students ask and answer questions and discuss the
reading. Teacher monitors responses and gives corrective feedback or models good responses.

During the 100 minute Reading Block daily, Teacher A teaches the Intensive Group for 50 min
then teaches Strategic Group for 50min. Teacher B teaches the Strategic Group for 50 minutes, then the
Intensive Group for 50 minutes. Teacher C teaches the Benchmark students 100 min. Teacher A&B
alternate groups weekly. Teachers select from one of 3 reading selections that the Prentice Hall System
provides. Intensive Students (lowest 25th %ile) read from the Adapted Reader. Strategic Students (Tier
1) read from the Prentice Hall Story A. Benchmark Students (meet standards) read from the Prentice
Hall Story B.

The Prentice Hall Literature system provides online learning activities for teachers to use to
achieve personalized, differentiated learning for every student. Informational text is integrated into the
program. Students read a wide variety of nonfiction, including works relating to different content areas.
Instruction and questions with these selections encourage students to connect such texts to relevant
subject areas and real-world situations. Reading for information in every unit instructs students in the
application of reading skills to a variety of functional and expository texts, linked to a variety of content
areas and real-world contexts. As students engage with functional and expository texts, they learn
content-area vocabulary that will help them master texts of increasing complexity in different content
areas. Teachers use the resources for tiered intervention to address the needs of all students reading
informational texts and provide progress monitoring.

Teachers choose texts that are a good fit for students, and use the leveled selection choices.
Teachers use exemplar texts both in guided reading and independent reading. Independent Reading is
augmented with Attentive Reading questions that enable students to successfully tackle complex texts
on their own. Reading strategies focus on the Arizona Common Core Standards and provide learning
activities in Key Ideas, Craft and Structure, and Integrating Knowledge and ldeas.

Teachers use Understanding by Design to guide students in addressing open-ended Big
Questions that connects readings to other subjects and to real-world experience. Teachers use the unit
workshops to provide opportunities to integrate and evaluate content presented in diverse formats and
media. An Independent Reading activity is included with every unit to enable students to build
knowledge by reading complex literary and informational texts independently and proficiently. Time is
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allocated for independent reading during the Reading Block.

Since our students have below average vocabulary abilities, teachers use the Prentice Hall
system to emphasize a variety of vocabulary acquisition strategies daily, such as selection word banks,
workshops, and teacher notes to quiz students in mastering and applying a variety of vocabulary
acquisition strategies. These strategies and activities also guide students in mastering academic and
domain-specific vocabulary. Tier 2 and 3 words are taught which are more challenging for students to
learn and internalize because they are more sophisticated and found primarily in written text or during
domain-specific studies like biology, and mathematics. Making classrooms into "vocabulary zones";
Teachers decorate with word walls that include vocabulary so students are exposed to words every day.
They intentionally weave vocabulary into discussions and assignment language and encourage students
to use new vocabulary.

Independent reading is used to provide opportunities for students to select their own books from a
wide range of materials. These supplemental reading texts allow students to select from materials that
include a variety of levels, authors, genres, topics, and more. Teachers hold students accountable for
their reading through discussions, journaling, and other follow-up activities.

For the lowest 25 percentile student group, teachers a) practice, model, and monitor fluency in
groups or with individuals, b) support and monitor comprehension and skills development, working in
small groups or with individuals, monitor comprehension frequently with group questions and individual
instruction, c) model strategies while guiding students in completing the activities and prompts in the
Readers Notebook, as well as the graphic organizers, and d) practice skills and monitor mastery with the
Reading Kit worksheets.

Teachers use the RTI system. Response to Intervention (RTI) integrates assessment and
intervention to maximize student achievement. Based on the framework of the Arizona Common Core
State Standards, RTI is used to establish appropriate learning outcomes and activities at each tier of
intervention (Tiers I, Il, and Ill) by identifying and using the specific tasks that students need to develop
and master at each Tier in order to advance.

Teachers use the Prentice Hall instructional materials (both print and digital) to provide additional
learning for students in intervention Tiers 2 and 3 (lowest 25th percentile), to address the unmet needs of
the students after instruction has been administered. These alternative approaches are delivered to at-
risk students in small group interventions (at Tier 2); and more individualized, in-depth interventions (at
Tier 3 - lowest 25th percentile). Instruction is delivered in small groups per the daily schedule.

DEMONSTRATION OF PROGRESS
(Detailed student mastery data for students in the lowest 25% percentile is included in the
Data Binder Section 8)

Data on the following charts show that students in the lowest 25" percentile are making progress
in Reading during SY 2013-14 with the implementation of the School Improvement Program.

Teachers administered the Prentice Hall (PH) Beginning Of the Year (BOY) Benchmark Test in
August as baseline data. Teachers re-administered the same BOY Benchmark Test in August to
measure growth.

Grade 7 scores went from a class average of 36% proficiency on the August BOY, to 41% on the
Beginning Of the Year Benchmark Test re-administered on October 21, 2013. Student progress
monitoring in the PH System is done weekly by administering the Weekly Selection Test. The PH
System keeps a running average of the weekly Selection Test Scores for grade 7 on the Weekly
Selection Tests. Scores for grade 7 on the Weekly Selection Test stayed at 41%.

Grade 8 students in the lowest 25" percentile went from a class average of 37% proficiency on
the August BOY, to a class average of 60% average proficiency on the Weekly Selection Tests in
Reading. Individual student growth scores are shown on the chart. These scores show a significant
improvement in Reading for students in the lowest 25" percentile. Students have made significant gains
in proficiency in the Arizona Common Core Standards in reading.

Page 10 of 10

BCS00076






KDLO Demonstration of Sufficient Progress and School Improvement Plan 2013-2014

1b STUDENT GROWTH IN READING FOR STUDENTS IN THE LOWEST 25%

Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta Charter
7th Grade Students Below the 25th Percentile Reading Progress 2013-14
Prentice Hall (a) BOY Benchmark (08/07/13); (b) BOY Benchmark
Readministered (10/21/13); (c) Average score on Weekly Selection Tests to
Show Evidence of Increased Student Growth
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1b  STUDENT GROWTH IN MATHEMATICS FOR STUDENTS IN THE LOWEST 25%

The Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment and Professional development described in Section 1A
is identical to that for this measure. Please see Section 1A for a through description.

The major School Improvement Components are identical for both reading and math for all
students including the lowest 25" percentile, ELL, FRL, and Students with Disabilities. Following are the
major School Improvement Components to enable all children to meet the Arizona Common Core
Standards: (1) Our Charter's core academic curriculum and instructional program has been strengthen
and is aligned with Arizona Common Core Standards (ACCS). All teachers develop weekly lesson plans
based on ACCS. Assessments, and the adopted instructional materials are aligned to ACCS. The Head
Teacher and/or Principal reviews Lesson Plans weekly to monitor to assure alignment to Curriculum
Maps and ACCS. (2) the Prentice Hall Reading and Math System aligned to ACCS has been
implemented, (3) the student teacher ratio is reduced to 8:1 with Highly Qualified certified teaching staff,
4) the quality and amount of learning time has been increased with an after school tutoring program for 4
days a week for 2 hours each day, and 45 minutes daily of intervention program during the school day,
(5) periodic assessment and progress monitoring data is done to monitor student progress in meeting
ACCS and to plan instruction, and (6) Teaching staff engage in comprehensive professional
development focused on improving learning in reading and math for all students. Classroom observation
and teacher evaluation focuses on monitoring implementation of ACCS in instruction.

ASSESSMENT

Students in the Lowest 25th Percentile were identified using their %ile scores from the Fall 2013 NWEA
assessment. Teachers continuously monitor student progress during the reading core curriculum and
interventions using objective information to determine if students are meeting goals, then use follow-up
measures to assure that the intervention was implemented as intended and lead to students' increased
learning.

Teachers work diligently with each student and maintain a portfolio to determine any areas of
weakness for reading. Teachers individualize and differentiate for each student to ensure mastery of the
standards is being achieved. This is done through individual or small group tutorials during or after
school to assist the students in mastering the standards.

MAPS/DesCartes data is used to identify students and the specific standards or skills they are
having difficulty mastering. Results of the first Benchmark assessment of the school year are used to
identify students. Objectives are leveled to target proficiency on standards to each student’s
demonstrated prior mastery based on multiple points of data (i.e., units tests and student work).
Teachers individualize instruction, for individuals or groups, based on pre-test results to provide support
for some students and enhanced learning opportunities for others. All teachers re-teach based on post-
test results.

Teachers use differentiated assessments for each ability group. The Prentice Hall Mathematics
system provides differentiating assessments that the teachers use to monitor student progress and
inform future instruction. Three versions of each chapter test are provided: L2 for Below Level, L3 for All
Students, and L4 for Advanced Learners, which teachers tailor to students' abilities and skills in math.

INSTRUCTION

Students are grouped for instruction during the 60 minute math instructions as follows: a) Teacher
A teaches the Intensive Group (below 25th %ile) from 1015-1045 AM, b) Teacher B teaches the
Strategic Group (Tier ) from 10:45-11:15 AM. Teacher A & B rotate daily, and c¢) Teacher C teaches the
Benchmark Group from 10:15-11:15. Teacher A & teacher C rotate groups weekly.

In addition to the core math program, struggling students in the lowest 25th percentile are
instructed and work in small groups for an additional 22 minutes of intensive instruction in math each
day. Individual tutoring is provided for the lowest 25th percentile students in math for 60 minutes after
school 4 days per week (Mon. - Thurs.) This strategic intervention provides more practice and
scaffolding with the critical elements of math instruction and provides a significant increase in math
learning time for the lowest 25th percentile of students.
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Prentice Hall Mathematics is a system that includes several resources for differentiation
instruction. Teachers identify and choose the appropriate resources for their lowest 25%ile students.
Each lesson has activities for learning the math skills and concepts at Below Level students, advanced
students, and ELL students.

Extended day skills-based structured tutoring program provides extended teaching time to
students who have not achieved BENCHMARK/Proficiency on NWEA MAPS, AIMS, and Prentice Hall.
Tutoring is provided 4 days a week from 3:00PM to 5:00PM for those students in the lowest 25%. One
half of the tutoring time is for academic intervention on identified skills, the other time is used for
enrichment in art, project based enjoyable activities, and recreational activities. Integrated
implementation of RTI (tiered levels of learning) for all students for 60 minutes scheduled daily.
Instructional staff has received training in differentiated instruction. RTI is being implemented to ensure
that all students are receiving the academic support they are in need of. Instructional staff attends
training in areas that they have identified as deficient. Extended learning time is given to students who
have been determined "at-risk" through data collection and analysis and support services may include
counseling, pupil services, mentoring, college and career awareness.

Prentice Hall Mathematics provides solutions for meeting the needs of all students by providing
superior teacher support materials for planning how to effectively differentiate instruction, and providing
unique resources for the various population of students. Teachers use these support materials for the
lowest 25th %tile including the following. Additional support is provided in the Teacher's Editions for
Below Level and Special Needs students. All-In-One Student Workbook Adapted Version is a resource
with adapted practice and adapted daily note taking worksheets to support below level students.
Teachers use these critical resources to be able to teach the same mathematical context with the
students, but provide a more appropriate resource for students to take notes and practice the lesson's
mathematics.

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Reading and Math Intervention, RTI Training, to meet the lowest 25th percentile including ELL
and Special Education. An introduction to the Response To Intervention (RTI) system. Covering: a) All
eight steps of the RTI process, b) Getting teachers on-board with RTI, ¢) Getting everyone at the school
on the same page with RTI, and d) Simplifying the intervention process to improve interventions.

RTI Tier One: Improving Full Class Instruction in Reading and Math is scheduled. Presentation
includes: a) A focus on "Tier One" or Full Class instruction, b) simple steps that Teachers can take to
increase learning and helping the most reluctant teachers to change how they teach.

DEMONSTRATION OF PROGRESS
(Detailed assessment data to monitor the progress of students in the lowest 25% is
included in the Data Binder Section 8)

The most compelling data showing progress in student achievement is progress-monitoring data
that was recorded and documented during the 2013-2014 School Year. This data showing progress in
student achievement is evidence that the current School Improvement Program is working Students n
the lowest 25™ percentile were administered the Prentice Hall Beginning Of the Year (BOY) Benchmark
Test in August 2013, a criterion referenced assessment that assesses students’ proficiency in Arizona
Common Core Standards. This same test was re-administered to students in October 2013 to measure
growth. Students in the 7™ grade went from an average score of 56% in August 2013 to an average
score of 54% in October 2013, showing leveled performance

Students in the 8™ grade went from an average score of 35% in August 2013 to an average score
of 63% in October 2013. These scores show significant increases in Math achievement.
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1b__ STUDENT GROWTH IN MATHEMATICS FOR STUDENTS IN THE LOWEST 25%
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2a_PERCENT PASSING AIMS IN READING

Mitigating Factors below contributed to last years underperforming profile on the AIMS Tests.

Staffing Issues: During prior years there were no Highly Qualified teachers teaching in the Charter
School. Administration changed several times. Student to Teacher Ratio: There were 24 students in
eighth grade and 23 students in seventh grade for a student -teacher ratio of 15 to 1 Curriculum Issues:
Regarding instruction, teachers did not develop Curriculum Maps and Pacing Guides based on Common
Core Standards. There was no time in the daily classroom schedule for Reading and Math Intervention.
Professional Development was very minimal. Environmental Issues: Cold weather caused some school
closures. Attendance was an issue because some students were unable to come to school because of
impassable roads.

The Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment and Professional development described in Section 1A
is identical to that for this measure. Please see Section 1A for a through description.

Test results from previous years have been reviewed and are used to draw comparisons of the
progress of KDLO students both internally and as a framework to measure our school against
comparable schools in Arizona.

The strategies used to accelerate growth for students include: descartes activities, grouping by
tiers, using buckle down reading and common core coach, shared reading (think, pair, share), guided
reading (provide questions on elements of reading), retell story (oral, visuals, etc.).

Baseline assessment provided all stakeholders with the information needed to identify students’
strengths and weaknesses, to effectively target instruction, and to set classroom level, and individual
student-level goals.

Following is a description of additional major School Improvement Components that are
being implemented for all measures to be aligned with School Improvements Components
described in Section 1a.

ASSESSMENT - FORMATIVE

Prentice Hall Unit pre-tests and post-tests are administered to all students in the grade level and
subject covered by the unit of instruction. Formative assessments are given to determine areas of
growth, and are used to continue to identify instructional priorities. Assessments measure instructional
effectiveness and student achievement, and are an integral part of the system. Formative assessments,
in particular, provide a systematic and regular measurement of students’ progress in the classroom, and
are the processes used to drive instructional practice. Ongoing classroom assessment includes daily
student class-work, student participation and discussions, rubrics and curriculum-based measures from
Prentice Hall including Prentice Hall online technology based assessments. Regular homework
assignments are assigned for each core subject area, which will assist students in assessing their
independent work. Teachers use Prentice Hall Reading Performance Tasks, related to the Core
framework by providing assessment opportunities for each reading standard. Formative assessments
will be given to the students at the end of each unit of study to measure mastery, which has been set at
80%.

INSTRUCTION - DATA DRIVEN

Staff use a "Data Driven" Instructional system which includes analyzing baseline data from
assessments and report cards, and then providing targeted professional development to support
teachers’ knowledge base of the research based instructional strategies to employ, that best meet the
needs of each student. Teachers have the information needed to effectively adjust instructional focus,
and employ regrouping and other differentiation strategies, to ensure that each student is making
progress towards mastery of specific skills and content. Using data-driven instruction and ongoing
assessment is a cornerstone of our program.

Student achievement data is included in each student’s file and makes year-to-year evaluation
and tracking of benchmarks more efficient. It also provides students, parents, teachers and
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administrators, information to make decisions about differentiating instruction for each student.
Teachers, based on the data, will make the decision to either move on to a new standard and begin with
a baseline assessment, or revisit the same standard through data-driven instruction, reaching students
who need remediation or acceleration through differentiated instruction.

ASSESSMENT - SUMMATIVE

Summative Assessments are an essential part of meeting academic performance objectives.
They are administered at the completion of a unit of study in order to assess the academic progress of
students in mastering standards and performance objectives in core subjects of the Common Core and
Arizona State Standards. Summative Assessments will include regular curriculum-based and standards-
aligned teacher assessments, teacher insight and feedback, and student portfolios.

KDLO will administer all state and BIE mandated testing. All 7th & 8th grade students will take
the AIMS test in the Spring and NWEA in the Fall, Winter and Spring. These tests will be used to give a
comparison of how our students are performing compared to a variety of benchmarks — both criterion-
referenced and norm-referenced. This information will enable us to measure student, class, and school
growth by these benchmarks. Data from the annual AIMS assessment are analyzed in professional
development meetings in late summer to give teachers data needed to design learning activities for the
next school year.

Learning activities and test taking techniques and activities are practiced throughout the school
year. AIMS practice activities are practiced weekly with Buckle Down series. Teachers receive timely
reports of results from standardized tests (NWEA and AIMS) and objectives-based Prentice Hall tests.

KDLO staff discusses the data from assessments with parents and students. A progress report /
report card is provided to parents at the end of each academic quarter (four times per year). These
progress reports contain the following information: the student’'s grade in previous and current periods in
each subject; and specific comments if needed regarding academic achievements, suggestions for
additional school support, parent involvement if needed, or any discipline or attendance issues.

Team Data Analysis and Data Driven Instructional Planning, Use of Research-based strategies in
Reading and Math, Progress Monitoring of subgroups including lowest 25th percentile. Viewing of
discussion of Prentice Hall on-line tutorials (under the direction of the Head Teacher).

Teachers analyze AIMS annually to determine students’ level of proficiency on AIMS strands and
concepts. Teachers then provide extra instruction of strands and concepts students score low on.
(Graphs of student proficiency on AIMS strands & concepts is included in Data Binder Sec. 2)

DEMONSTRATION OF PROGRESS

Data on the following chart shows that students demonstrated progress on the AIMS assessment
in Reading.

For 7" grade the percentage of students who scored in the “Falls Far Below” category dropped
dramatically from 7% in 2011 to 0% in 2013.

For 8" grade the percentage of students who scored in the “Falls Far Below” category dropped
dramatically from 35% in 2011 to 13% in 2013.

For 7" grade the percentage of students who scored in the “Approaching” category jumped from
59% in 2011 to 64% in 2013.

For 8" grade the percentage of students who scored in the “Approaching” category jumped from
50% in 2011 to 67% in 2013.

For 7" grade the percentage of students who scored in the “Meets or Exceeds” category went
from 32% in 2011 to 35% in 2013.

For 8™ grade the percentage of students who scored in the."Meets or Exceeds” category went
from 15% in 2011 to 21% in 2013. Although these were modest gains, they were gains.

There was significant growth in Reading on AIMS for all students from 2011 to 2013. We are
anticipating a very significant increase in student scores in Spring 2014 due to our implementation of this
School Improvement Plan, with our focus on providing Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment, and
Professional Development focused on increasing learning for students.
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2a PERCENT PASSING AIMS IN READING
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2a PERCENT PASSING AIMS IN MATHEMATICS

The Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment and Professional development described in
Section 1A is identical to that for this measure. Please see Section 1A for a through description.

The major School Improvement Components are identical for both reading and math for
all students including the lowest 25" percentile, ELL, FRL, and Students with Disabilities.
Following are the major School Improvement Components to enable all children to meet the
Arizona Common Core Standards: (1) Our Charter's core academic curriculum and instructional
program has been strengthen and is aligned with Arizona Common Core Standards (ACCS). All
teachers develop weekly lesson plans based on ACCS. Assessments, and the adopted
instructional materials are aligned to ACCS. The Head Teacher and/or Principal reviews Lesson
Plans weekly to monitor to assure alignment to Curriculum Maps and ACCS. (2) the Prentice
Hall Reading and Math System aligned to ACCS has been implemented, (3) the student teacher
ratio is reduced to 8:1 with Highly Qualified certified teaching staff, 4) the quality and amount of
learning time has been increased with an after school tutoring program for 4 days a week for 2
hours each day, and 45 minutes daily of intervention program during the school day, (5) periodic
assessment and progress monitoring data is done to monitor student progress in meeting ACCS
and to plan instruction, and (6) Teaching staff engage in comprehensive professional
development focused on improving learning in reading and math for all students. Classroom
observation and teacher evaluation focuses on monitoring implementation of ACCS in
instruction.

Student assessment in math occurs often and with a variety of different measures.
Prentice Hall Mathematics provides an ongoing assessment strand that addresses assessment
for learning and assessment of learning. Teachers use the formative assessments before and
during instruction. Teachers assess students’ understanding to inform future instruction. The
summative assessments after instruction document student mastery of mathematical concepts
and skills. Teachers administer these assessments at the end of each chapter, record student
progress and use the information.

The strengths and areas of needs are as follows: Student Strengths are algebra &
functions. Areas of need are Statistics & Probability. The strategies that are used to accelerate
growth for students include using Graphic Organizers: lattices, tables, graphs; Actual hands-on
activities, Real world problems and Online activities on computers, and working problems in
Buckle Down Math and Common Core Math.

To prepare students for the AIMS test, teachers us Prentice Hall Mathematics Test-
Taking Strategy lessons that focus on specific strategies necessary for test success, and use
test prep exercises, focusing on all major question types every chapter.

Following is a description of additional major School Improvement Components
that are being implemented to be aligned with School Improvement Component
described in Section 1A.

INSTRUCTION - CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS, FORMAL EVALUATIONS,

The Principal and Head Teacher conduct informal classroom observations of teachers
giving various lessons to their students, two to three times per month. The Principal completes
a formal observation and written evaluation of teachers three times per year. Teachers are
provided with a copy of the evaluation to discuss the results and any concerns or questions they
may have. This report becomes part of the teacher’'s permanent file. Observation Checklists
and Teacher Evaluations Documents are included in Curriculum Binder Section |l.

The Principal and Head Teacher review all curriculum assessments for students at the
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end of each semester and for the school as a whole at the end of each year. Results help
determine any changes in curriculum needed to reach mastery in reading. The Principal & Head
Teacher works with teachers to make these changes to improve the learning process for
students. The Principal and Head Teacher use the Prentice Hall online reporting analysis and
graphing to review student data and focus their efforts on measurable results in student
achievement.

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

KDLO will participate in BIE provided Professional Development. The System-wide
approach to Professional Development will focus on two initiatives: 1) Framework for Teaching,
and 2) Common Core State Standards (CCSS). The Framework for Teaching is a system of
professional practice. It will focus on 4 domains: 1) Planning and preparation, 2) The
classroom environment, 3) Instruction, and 4) Professional responsibilities. Professional
Development will focus on the implementation of CCSS including: 1) Deconstruction of CCSS,
2) Developing lesson units that are aligned with CCSS, 3) Collaborating with other teachers at
the same grade level in the school clusters, and 4) Increasing the rigor of lessons and depth of
knowledge in reading and math aligned with CCSS.

DEMONSTRATION OF PROGRESS

Data on the following chart shows that students demonstrated progress on the AIMS
assessment in Math

For 7" grade the percentage of students who scored in the “Falls Far Below” category
dropped dramatically from 73% in 2011 to 55% in 2013.

For 8" grade the percentage of students who scored in the “Falls Far Below” category
dropped dramatically from 60% in 2011 to 38% in 2013.

For 7™ grade the percentage of students who scored in the “Approaching” category
jumped from 73% in 2011 to 55% in 2013.

For 8" grade the percentage of students who scored in the “Approaching” category
jumped from 20% in 2011 to 33% in 2013.

For 7" grade the percentage of students who scored in the “Meets or Exceeds” category
went from 13% in 2011 to 15% in 2013.

For 8" grade the percentage of students who scored in the “Meets or Exceeds” category
went from 20% in 2011 to 30% in 2013.

There was significant growth in Math on AIMS for all students from 2011 to 2013. We are
anticipating a very significant increase in student scores on AIMS in Spring 2014 due to our
implementation of this School Improvement Plan, with our focus on providing Curriculum,
Instruction, Assessment, and Professional Development focused on increasing learning for
students.
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PERCENT PASSING AIMS IN MATHEMATICS
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2b COMPOSITE SCHOOL COMPARISON FOR READING

The Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment and Professional development described in
Section 1A is identical to that for this measure. Please see Section 1A for a through description.
The major School Improvement Components are identical for both reading and math for all
students including the lowest 25" percentile, ELL, FRL, and Students with Disabilities. Following are the

major School Improvement Components to enable all children to meet the Arizona Common Core
Standards: (1) Our Charter's core academic curriculum and instructional program has been strengthen
and is aligned with Arizona Common Core Standards (ACCS). All teachers develop weekly lesson plans
based on ACCS. Assessments, and the adopted instructional materials are aligned to ACCS. The Head
Teacher and/or Principal reviews Lesson Plans weekly to monitor to assure alignment to Curriculum
Maps and ACCS. (2) the Prentice Hall Reading and Math System aligned to ACCS has been
implemented, (3) the student teacher ratio is reduced to 8:1 with Highly Qualified certified teaching staff,
4) the quality and amount of learning time has been increased with an after school tutoring program for 4
days a week for 2 hours each day, and 45 minutes daily of intervention program during the school day,
(5) periodic assessment and progress monitoring data is done to monitor student progress in meeting
ACCS and to plan instruction, and (6) Teaching staff engage in comprehensive professional
development focused on improving learning in reading and math for all students. Classroom observation
and teacher evaluation focuses on monitoring implementation of ACCS in instruction.

Following is a description of additional major School Improvement Components
that are being implemented to be aligned with School Improvement Component
described in Section 1A.

LEADERSHIP TEAM

A Leadership Team consisting of the Principal, Head Teacher, and Charter Staff meet
regularly. The Leadership Team, utilizing student-learning data, sets yearly learning goals for
the school. The Leadership Team shares in decisions pertaining to curriculum, instruction, and
professional development, based on data gathered. The Principal and Head Teacher models
and communicate the expectation of improved student learning through commitment, discipline,
and careful implementation of sound practices. The Principal and Head Teacher will spend at
least 40% time working directly with teachers and teams to improve instruction, including
classroom observations, evaluations, and student data monitoring.

CURRICULUM & INCREASED INSTRUCTIONAL TIME

The School calendar at KDLO is designed to ensure the minimum number of teaching
days per A.R.S. §15-341.01, which is met at 183 days. School days are set Monday through
Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. On certain Fridays of each month an early release occurs for
students at 12:30 p.m. The school hours at KDLO ensure the minimum number of hours taught
per week is met per A.R.S. §15-901. (See Curriculum Binder, Section 1 for School
Calendar)

The daily start and finish times for students at KDLO has been set to ensure students
receive significantly more hours of instruction per week and per year, than set in the Arizona
statutes. This way, it will allow the teachers more time with each student to optimize personal
development and success and to ensure teachers have plentiful opportunities in delivering a
rigorous and challenging program of study.

The early release for students on Fridays of each month is scheduled for teacher
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professional development and staff meetings to occur on an ongoing basis. The calendar for the
2013/2014 school year highlights the professional development days for staff training dates and
for Early Release days, which are on the last Friday of each month from 1:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.

CURRICULUM ADOPTION UPDATED on SCHEDULE

We update curriculum and textbook adoptions according to the school curriculum update
schedule, as well as in accordance with state and federal requirements

The process used for adopting the new Math and Reading Instructional System was
conducted by the administration and staff during the Spring and Summer of 2013. The process
included materials evaluation using defined criteria and textbook selection using the results of
the evaluation. 100% of the staff selected the Prentice Hall System (PH) as PH is aligned to
ACCS in Reading and Math.

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress

Several schools were identified as serving students similar to KDLO students, they are , Nazlini,
Chinle Junior High, and Tsehootsooi Middle School. A composite score of 7" and 8" grade
students on AIMS in 2011, 2012, and 2013 for Reading for comparable schools to KDLO was
compared to the scores for 7" and 8" grade KDLO students on AIMS Reading for the same
years. The percent of students passing the AIMS Reading for comparable schools’ went from
44% passing AIMS in 2011, to 43.4% passing AIMS in 2012, to 43.5% passing AIMS in 2013.
These composite score for comparable schools show no growth for the 3-year period.

The percent of students passing AIMS Reading for KDLO went from 24% in 2011, to 51% in
2012, to 28% in 2013. KDLO scores started significantly lower than those of comparable
schools, however KDLO scores did show an increase for the 3-year period, whereas scores for
comparable schools did not show an increase in Reading scores for the 3-year period.
Following are graphs displaying the data.
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2b COMPOSITE SCHOOL COMPARISON FOR READING
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2b__COMPOSITE SCHOOL COMPARISON FOR MATHEMATICS

The Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment and Professional development described in Section 1A
is identical to that for this measure. Please see Section 1A for a through description.

The major School Improvement Components are identical for both reading and math for all
students including the lowest 25! percentile, ELL, FRL, and Students with Disabilities. Following are the
major School Improvement Components to enable all children to meet the Arizona Common Core
Standards: (1) Our Charter's core academic curriculum and instructional program has been strengthen
and is aligned with Arizona Common Core Standards (ACCS). All teachers develop weekly lesson plans
based on ACCS. Assessments, and the adopted instructional materials are aligned to ACCS. The Head
Teacher and/or Principal reviews Lesson Plans weekly to monitor to assure alignment to Curriculum
Maps and ACCS. (2) the Prentice Hall Reading and Math System aligned to ACCS has been
implemented, (3) the student teacher ratio is reduced to 8:1 with Highly Qualified certified teaching staff,
4) the quality and amount of learning time has been increased with an after school tutoring program for 4
days a week for 2 hours each day, and 45 minutes daily of intervention program during the school day,
(5) periodic assessment and progress monitoring data is done to monitor student progress in meeting
ACCS and to plan instruction, and (6) Teaching staff engage in comprehensive professional
development focused on improving learning in reading and math for all students. Classroom observation
and teacher evaluation focuses on monitoring implementation of ACCS in instruction.

Following is a description of additional major School Improvement Components that are
being implemented to be aligned with School Improvement Component described in Section 1A.

INITIAL ASSESSMENT and PLANNING

KDLO conducted a Comprehensive Needs Assessment through its accreditation process
with North Central Association AdancEd. Information collected includes student achievement
data, student/family demographic information, specific identified community needs, school
program data and drug/alcohol use data. This information was collected through
parent/community/student and staff surveys.
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Following are the items identified by the staff and parents as most in need of improving using the
AdvancEd Survey. Next to each item is a brief statement of the Component of this School Improvement
to address each need. This needs assessment data was used in developing the components for the

School Improvement Plan.

Ranking Item Identified As Need

2013-2014 School Improvement
Component Implemented

3.5 School leadership based on beliefs
about teaching and learning

School Leadership Team implemented with
revised vision

3.2 Engagement of stakeholders effectively
supporting the school’s purpose and vision

Enhanced engagement of parents

3.4 Staff participation in continuous
Professional Development

Comprehensive Staff Development

3.5 Collaborative learning community

Staff Collaboration Meetings

3.5 staff supervision and evaluation
process results in student success

Staff supervision and evaluation process
enhanced and implemented

3.3 Engagement of families in meaningful
easy to support learning

Parents as Partners

3.5 Professional Development and support
in the evaluation, interpretation and use of
data

Professional Development

3.5 Grading and reporting are based on
criteria that represent attainment of content

Assessment and reporting are aligned to Arizona

Common Core Standards

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress

A composite score of 7" and 8" grade students on AIMS in 2011, 2012, and 2013 for
Math for comparable schools to KDLO was compared to the scores for 7" and 8" grade KDLO
students on AIMS Math for the same years. The percent of students passing the AIMS Math for
comparable schools’ went from 19.4% passing AIMS in 2011, to 20.6% passing AIMS in 2012,
to 27.6% passing AIMS in 2013. These composite scores in Math for comparable schools show

modest growth for the 3-year period.

The percent of students passing AIMS Math for KDLO went from 16.5% in 2011, to 54%
in 2012, to 22% in 2013. KDLO scores started lower than those of comparable schools,
however KDLO scores did show a modest increase for the 3-year period.

KDLO and comparable schools both made similar increases in math achievement.

Following are graphs displaying the data.
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2b COMPOSITE SCHOOL COMPARISON FOR MATHEMATICS
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2c  SUBGROUP COMPARISON FOR ELL IN READING

The Curriculum Instruction, Assessment, and Professional Development described in Section 1A is
identical for ELL students therefore the description is not repeated here.

The major School Improvement Components are identical for both reading and math for all
students including the lowest 25" percentile, ELL, FRL, and Students with Disabilities. Following are the
major School Improvement Components to enable all children to meet the Arizona Common Core
Standards: (1) Our Charter's core academic curriculum and instructional program has been strengthen
and is aligned with Arizona Common Core Standards (ACCS). All teachers develop weekly lesson plans
based on ACCS. Assessments, and the adopted instructional materials are aligned to ACCS. The Head
Teacher and/or Principal reviews Lesson Plans weekly to monitor to assure alignment to Curriculum
Maps and ACCS. (2) the Prentice Hall Reading and Math System aligned to ACCS has been
implemented, (3) the student teacher ratio is reduced to 8:1 with Highly Qualified certified teaching staff,
4) the quality and amount of learning time has been increased with an after school tutoring program for 4
days a week for 2 hours each day, and 45 minutes daily of intervention program during the school day,
(5) periodic assessment and progress monitoring data is done to monitor student progress in meeting
ACCS and to plan instruction, and (6) Teaching staff engage in comprehensive professional
development focused on improving learning in reading and math for all students. Classroom observation
and teacher evaluation focuses on monitoring implementation of ACCS in instruction.

ASSESSMENT

KDLO follows Arizona Department of Education policy for the identification and assessment of
students identified as English Language Learners (ELL). KDLO assesses the student's English language
proficiency with Arizona's English proficiency assessment — Arizona English Language Learner
Assessment (AZELLA). Any student identified as not proficient on the English proficiency assessment is
entitled to ELL services, which KDLO provides.

INSTRUCTION

The variety of instructional methods used at KDLO will allow for differentiated instruction to meet
the needs of all of its students. Recognizing that each student learns in a unique way, the instructional
methods used are flexible and varied to account for these differing learning styles. Below are
descriptions of the instructional methods that are used at KDLO.

Cooperative Learning involves small student groups working together to solve a problem or
complete a task. All students in the group must actively participate with each student maintaining some
independence. This teaching method promotes active participation, individual accountability, students'
ability to work cooperatively and improvement of social skills. Scaffolding involves the teacher modeling
the skill and thinking for the student. As the student increases understanding, the teacher withdraws the
assistance allowing the student to take on more responsibility for the learning.

Teachers use the following ELL strategies when teaching reading: They use simple language;
focus on key vocabulary, and checking for understanding as they prepare students for the lesson. They
frontload the lesson by presenting opportunities for students to activate prior knowledge, build
background, preview text, set a purpose for reading, and make connections. They provide supports
such as visual graphics, organizers, summaries, models and more. Teachers structure opportunities for
oral practice with language and content.

The Prentice Hall Literature system incorporates a unique combination of leveled reading,
differentiated instruction, cultural sensitivity, and skills support. Teachers use the Leveled selection pairs
in the student edition, choosing the text that is appropriate for students' abilities without skipping
essential skills. Teachers use the Prentice Hall resources for tiered intervention to address the needs of
all students including English language learners, and less proficient readers in the lowest 25th percentile.
Teachers use the Reader's Notebook to customize instruction for every selection with reading support for
struggling readers and English Language Learners. Prentice Hall Literature supports culturally
responsive instruction with each selection in the anthology. Teachers use Prentice Hall online resources
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to customize instruction and assessment for ELL students and students from the lowest 25th percentile.
KDLO purchased and teachers use Leveled trade books to provide opportunities for independent reading
at various reading levels.

Teachers that ask critical thinking questions with every selection, as specified in the Teacher's
edition that require students to integrate knowledge and ideas. Teachers use Unit-Level Vocabulary
Workshops to provide many opportunities for students to evaluate and synthesize information and share
their findings with others in a variety of formats.

For ELL Students, text complexity is about accessibility and vocabulary. The ratio of different
words to the number of words in a text can cause lack of comprehension. Therefore, teachers teach new
vocabulary prior to students reading the text so that they can better comprehend.

Teachers use scaffolding and strategies to enable ELL, Special Education, and the lowest 25th
percentile students to read complex text at his or her instructional level. The Prentice Hall system has
professional development that demonstrate strategies to match students to texts so that students are
continually challenged in their reading, at each ability level. Teachers assign leveled independent
reading tasks so that students can master texts of increasing complexity.

Teachers use Prentice Hall strategies for English Language Learners which are provided in
Prentice Hall Literature including point-of-use scaffolding strategies tailored to the four proficiency levels
of English learners with every selection, and a Reader's Notebook that customizes instruction for every
selection.

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Professional Development is provided so that certified staffs are trained in and are certified in
Sheltered English Immersion, as required by the state of Arizona. It is an additional goal of KDLO to
engage in professional development for ELL students that allows for the integration of technology in the
classroom for staff and students, as well as specific and direct in-service training that addresses goals
outlined in individual staff development plans. KDLO's academic staff continues training in Unwrapping
Common Core Standards. Language and culture are integrated into the core subject areas. Culturally
appropriate instructional methods are being utilized to ensure students are learning to the best of their
ability. Students, who are referred for counseling, receive a psychological assessment from a licensed
psychologist to determine the need for ongoing counseling or alternative placement.

DEMONSTRATION OF PROGRESS

There were no ELL students recorded from KDLO for 2011, 2012, and 2013 on the ADE
database. However, at KDLO we identified and considered students to be ELL each year, 2011, 2012,
and 2013. Following are their improvement scores. Data on the following chart shows that ELL Students
demonstrated progress on the AIMS assessment in Reading. The average of 7" and 8" grade students
are reported. Scores increased from an average AIMS score of 454 in Spring 2011 to an average AIMS
score of 475 in Spring 2013. We are anticipating a significant increase in ELL student scores in Spring
2014 due to our implementation of this School Improvement Plan, with our focus on providing
Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment, and Professional Development focused on increasing learning for
ELL Students.
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2c SUBGROUP COMPARISON FOR ELL IN READING

Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta Charter AIMS Scores
Comparison for English Language Learners in 7th & 8th Grades
in Reading for Years 2011, 2012 and 2013
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2c SUBGROUP COMPARISON FOR ELL IN MATHEMATICS

The Curriculum Instruction, Assessment, and Professional Development described in
Section 1A is identical for ELL students therefore the description is not repeated here.

The major School Improvement Components are identical for both reading and math for
all students including the lowest 25! percentile, ELL, FRL, and Students with Disabilities.
Following are the major School Improvement Components to enable all children to meet the
Arizona Common Core Standards: (1) Our Charter's core academic curriculum and instructional
program has been strengthen and is aligned with Arizona Common Core Standards (ACCS). All
teachers develop weekly lesson plans based on ACCS. Assessments, and the adopted
instructional materials are aligned to ACCS. The Head Teacher and/or Principal reviews Lesson
Plans weekly to monitor to assure alignment to Curriculum Maps and ACCS. (2) the Prentice
Hall Reading and Math System aligned to ACCS has been implemented, (3) the student teacher
ratio is reduced to 8:1 with Highly Qualified certified teaching staff, 4) the quality and amount of
learning time has been increased with an after school tutoring program for 4 days a week for 2
hours each day, and 45 minutes daily of intervention program during the school day, (5) periodic
assessment and progress monitoring data is done to monitor student progress in meeting ACCS
and to plan instruction, and (6) Teaching staff engage in comprehensive professional
development focused on improving learning in reading and math for all students. Classroom
observation and teacher evaluation focuses on monitoring implementation of ACCS in
instruction

INSTRUCTION

Teaching Staff use the Prentice Hall Mathematics, which is a system that includes
several resources for differentiation instruction. Teachers identify and choose the appropriate
resources for their ELL students. Each lesson in Prentice Hall has activities for learning the
math skills and concepts for at Below, Advanced and ELL students.

Teachers use differentiated assessments for each ability group. The Prentice Hall
Mathematics system provides differentiating assessments that the teachers use to monitor
student progress and inform future instruction. Three versions of each chapter test are
provided: L2 for Below Level, L3 for All Students, and L4 for Advanced Learners, which teachers
tailor to students' abilities and skills in math.

Teachers provide scaffold support in solving problems. Teachers walk students through
on how to solve one representative problem, focusing on both the reasoning and the
computation that must be done. Direct Instruction is used to help students learn concepts and
skills and can be divided into 4 sections: 1) Introduction and review, 2) Presentation of new
information, 3) Guided practice, and 4) Independent practice Demonstration involves the
teacher showing students a process or procedure such a science process, a cooking procedure
or a computer procedure. Involving students in demonstrations allow this method to be less
passive. This method can incorporate web-based lessons to show the students how to do
something.

Problem-Based Learning & Inquiry involves teacher giving the student a problem where
inquiry must be utilized to solve the problem. There are commonly four steps in this model: 1)
student receives the problem, 2) student gathers data, 3) student organizes data and attempts
an explanation to the problem, and 4) student analyzes the strategies to solve the problem.
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KDLO continues to stress the value of shared decision-making and the importance of
culture and heritage in efforts that maximize student achievement. This plan is reviewed with all
stakeholders to determine its validity, make recommendations for improvement, as well as
participate in the continuous monitoring and development of the plan. KDLO also diligently
endeavors to improve the quality and avenues of communication internally, and with the parents
and communities it serves, as well.

DEMONSTRATION OF PROGRESS

There were no ELL students recorded from KDLO for 2011, 2012, and 2013 on the ADE
database. However, at KDLO we identified and considered students to be ELL each year, 2011,
2012, and 2013. Following are their improvement scores. Data on the following chart shows
that ELL Students demonstrated progress on the AIMS assessment in Math. The average of 7
and 8" grade students are reported. Scores increased from an average AIMS score of 353 in
Spring 2011 to an average AIMS score of 387 in Spring 2013. Student scores in Math have
been lower each year than Students’ scores in Reading. We are anticipating a very significant
increase in ELL student scores in Spring 2014 due to our implementation of this School
Improvement Plan, with our focus on providing Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment, and
Professional Development focused on increasing learning for ELL Students.
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2c _SUBGROUP COMPARISON FOR ELL IN MATHEMATICS

Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta Charter AIMS Scores
Comparison for English Language Learners in 7th & 8th Grades
in Mathematics for Years 2011, 2012 and 2013
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2¢_ SUBGROUP COMPARISON FOR FREE & REDUCED LUNCH (FRL) IN READING

100% of students are FRL therefore all components of this School Improvement Plan are
in effect for FRL students. All KDLO students are provided free breakfasts and lunches to
assure proper nutrition.

The major School Improvement Components are identical for both reading and math for
all students including the lowest 25" percentile, ELL, FRL, and Students with Disabilities.
Following are the major School Improvement Components to enable all children to meet the
Arizona Common Core Standards: (1) Our Charter's core academic curriculum and instructional
program has been strengthen and is aligned with Arizona Common Core Standards (ACCS). All
teachers develop weekly lesson plans based on ACCS. Assessments, and the adopted
instructional materials are aligned to ACCS. The Head Teacher and/or Principal reviews Lesson
Plans weekly to monitor to assure alignment to Curriculum Maps and ACCS. (2) the Prentice
Hall Reading and Math System aligned to ACCS has been implemented, (3) the student teacher
ratio is reduced to 8:1 with Highly Qualified certified teaching staff, 4) the quality and amount of
learning time has been increased with an after school tutoring program for 4 days a week for 2
hours each day, and 45 minutes daily of intervention program during the school day, (5) periodic
assessment and progress monitoring data is done to monitor student progress in meeting ACCS
and to plan instruction, and (6) Teaching staff engage in comprehensive professional
development focused on improving learning in reading and math for all students. Classroom
observation and teacher evaluation focuses on monitoring implementation of ACCS in
instruction.

Curriculum, Instruction, Assessments and Professional Development described
previously also apply here.
Other School Improvement Components implemented are described below.

HIGHLY QUALIFIED CERTIFIED STAFF and LOW STUDENT TEACHER RATIO

Highly qualified certified staff have been hired and retained. During the prior years
noncertified teachers taught at the charter school. KDLO is committed to retain only certified
teachers. Two certified classroom teachers, one certified Special Education teacher, and one
Teacher Assistant form the teaching team for the charter school. We reduced the student-
teacher ratio to 8 to 1; to be able to differentiate instruction targeted at students' identified
needs.

Strategies Being Used To Attract High-Quality Highly Qualified Teachers include: a
health benefit package to all employees, a 401K plan, and higher education courses are paid
for, as the budget allows. Teacher positions are advertised locally, regionally and nationally to
recruit the most qualified applicants.

TECHNOLOGY as part of the EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM

The curriculum at KDLO is rigorous and infused with technology to assist students in
succeeding. Delivering content by using technology, students develop learning skills, such as
thinking and problem-solving skills, information and communication skills, and interpersonal and
self-directional skills. The teaching of critical thinking skills is an essential factor in the overall
success of the curriculum framework at KDLO.
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KDLO has purchased new iPads for each student, which is reflected in last years
operational budget. We have moved technology into the classrooms to increase learning.
Technology at KDLO will offer unprecedented opportunities to enhance the learning process of
our students. Our program, grounded in integrity, promotes character development and
collaboration. Mental challenges in a team context offer KDLO students the opportunity to
develop leadership skills and self-confidence that will inspire them to lead productive and active
lives. By the end of their time at KDLO, students will have a wealth of learning and exceptional
technology skills on which to build for middle school success, high school success, and for life!
Technology at KDLO enhances the success of its students and helps to provide data for
analysis and accountability purposes.

A comprehensive and continuous program of Professional Development is a crucial part
of our program to improve the academic performance of KDLO students. Staff development is
provided so that the technology will be successful. At KDLO, teachers and staff members will
receive technology training to enhance technology knowledge and understanding and its use
within the school and classroom.

PARENTS as PARTNERS

The school regularly and clearly communicates with parents about its expectations of
them and the importance of the curriculum of the home. Parents receive regular communication
about learning standards, their children’s progress, and the parents’ role in their children’s
school success. The ongoing conversation between school personnel and parents is candid,
supportive, and flows in both directions. Parent trainings are identified and parents are
encouraged to attend. Monthly newsletters are mailed to the parents that include a calendar of
activities. Flyers are sent home with students, of upcoming events and changes in the school
schedule. Yearly calendar is provided to parents. KDLO has a website that has regular
updates on academic and extra-curricular event happenings. Parents are informed and invited
to all training provided on campus.

Telephone conferences are arranged to meet parent's schedules. Teachers, Special
Education, and special area teachers make home visits as necessary. Twice a year formal
Parent Teacher Conferences are scheduled to extend until 7:00 p.m. for working parents. A
Parent Teacher Organization has been established and meets monthly. Incentives and meals
are provided to parents during PTO meetings. Parents are informed of the due process
procedure in place for parent complaints for both general education and special education
issues and concerns. The process is provided in the Policy and Procedure Manual and available
to the parents and public upon request.

DEMONSTRATION OF PROGRESS

Data appears on the following page. Note, that since 100% of our students are “Free and
Reduced Lunch” (FRL), we show the same AIMS improvement data for Section 2C FRL
students in Reading and Math as we show in Section 1A for Reading and Math.
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2c _SUBGROUP COMPARISON FOR FREE & REDUCED LUNCH (FRL) IN READING

Kin Dah Lichi'l Olta Charter
All 7th Grade Students Reading Progress 2013-2014
Comparison of Prentice Hall (a) Beginning of the Year Benchmark (08/07/13),
(b) Beginning of the Year Benchmark Readministered (10/21/13); (c) Average score
on Weekly Selection Test
Evidence of Increased Student Growth

100%
0%
80%

70%
B0%

50%

56%
AE%
A1%
A0%
30% -
20%
10%
0% .

Beghavgol Bar Bieraana R 307/ 13 Esghabhgel b Beoana g 102113 HASR nty Rbxhon s

Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta
All 8th Grade Students Reading Progress 2013-2014
Beginning of the Year (BOY) Prentice Hall Benchmark Test with the Average
Score on Weekly Selection Tests (WST) Year-To-Date (YTD) to show
Evidence of Increased Student Growth

120

B e — S ——

W BOY
Benchmark

5w PH WSI
YI0 0ct 15

Page 35 of 35

BCS00101






KDLO Demonstration of Sufficient Progress and School Improvement Plan 2013-2014

2c  SUBGROUP COMPARISON FOR FREE & REDUCED LUNCH (FRL) IN MATH

100% of students are FRL therefore all components of this School Improvement Plan are
in effect for FRL students. All KDLO students are provided free breakfasts and lunches to
assure proper nutrition.

The major School Improvement Components are identical for both reading and math for
all students including the lowest 25" percentile, ELL, FRL, and Students with Disabilities.
Following are the major School Improvement Components to enable all children to meet the
Arizona Common Core Standards: (1) Our Charter's core academic curriculum and instructional
program has been strengthen and is aligned with Arizona Common Core Standards (ACCS). All
teachers develop weekly lesson plans based on ACCS. Assessments, and the adopted
instructional materials are aligned to ACCS. The Head Teacher and/or Principal reviews Lesson
Plans weekly to monitor to assure alignment to Curriculum Maps and ACCS. (2) the Prentice
Hall Reading and Math System aligned to ACCS has been implemented, (3) the student teacher
ratio is reduced to 8:1 with Highly Qualified certified teaching staff, 4) the quality and amount of
learning time has been increased with an after school tutoring program for 4 days a week for 2
hours each day, and 45 minutes daily of intervention program during the school day, (5) periodic
assessment and progress monitoring data is done to monitor student progress in meeting ACCS
and to plan instruction, and (6) Teaching staff engage in comprehensive professional
development focused on improving learning in reading and math for all students. Classroom
observation and teacher evaluation focuses on monitoring implementation of ACCS in
instruction

Curriculum, Instruction, Assessments and Professional Development described
previously also apply here.
Other School Improvement Components implemented are described below.

STUDENTS SUPPORT AND INTEGRATION with OTHER SERVICES and AGENCIES

Support services are provided to students as students are identified. Comprehensive
psychoeducational testing is provided to students not only referred for special education
services, but also for those who have been referred for counseling services. A licensed child
psychologist administers all psychoeducational assessments. A counselor is contracted by
KDLO to meet the needs of its students, along with Indian Health Services.

All teachers verbally praise students and give positive feedback on their learning efforts.
All teachers interact managerially with students and teach and reinforce rules & procedures. All
teachers interact socially with students such as noticing and attending to all students, asking
about student interests and activities and inquiring about the family.

A Safe and Drug Free School has been established. Agencies and organizations such
as the local law enforcement, India Health Services and Child Protective Services work with the
school to promote and safe and drug free school.
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Funding from various Federal, State, and local programs are integrated to support the
school, including the following: a) Special Education IDEA: serves students with special needs,
b) Title IV, Part A — The Safe and Drug Free School and Communities Act: ensures that student
attend a school free from violence and drugs, c) Title Il, Part A — Improving Teacher Quality:
ensures that teachers continue to grow professionally and become more effective, d) Title II,
Part D — Enhancing Technology: ensures that KDLO students have the opportunity to integrate
technology in to their learning and development to become competitive with other students both
state and nation wide, e) Transition Programs — Special Education: assists students who have
difficulty in make successful transitions to other schools and/or programs, f) Title VIl — Summer
School: ensures that all students who have identified academic deficiencies have the
opportunity to address those deficiencies and experience academic success, g) Law
Enforcement and Indian Health Services assists by presenting crucial information to students
about a variety of subjects, h) USDA assures that students receive a nutritious breakfast and
lunch, and that the school develops and implements a Wellness Policy, and i) BIE provides
technical assistance and guidance regarding school operations

DEMONSTRATION OF PROGRESS

Data appears on the following page. Note, that since 100% of our students are “Free and
Reduced Lunch” (FRL), we show the same aims improvement data for Section 2C FRL students
in Reading and Math as we show in Section 1A for Reading and Math.
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2c__SUBGROUP COMPARISON FOR FREE & REDUCED LUNCH (FRL) IN MATH

Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta Charter
All 7th Grade Students Math Progress 2013-14

Comparison of Prentice Hall (a) Beginning of the Course (08/27/13) and (b) Beginning of the
Course Readministered (10/24/13)

Evidence of Increased Student Growth
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2c _SUBGROUP COMPARISON IN READING FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

Curriculum, Instruction, Assessments and Professional Development described
previously also apply here.

The major School Improvement Components are identical for both reading and math for
all students including the lowest 25" percentile, ELL, FRL, and Students with Disabilities.
Following are the major School Improvement Components to enable all children to meet the
Arizona Common Core Standards: (1) Our Charter's core academic curriculum and instructional
program has been strengthen and is aligned with Arizona Common Core Standards (ACCS). All
teachers develop weekly lesson plans based on ACCS. Assessments, and the adopted
instructional materials are aligned to ACCS. The Head Teacher and/or Principal reviews Lesson
Plans weekly to monitor to assure alignment to Curriculum Maps and ACCS. (2) the Prentice
Hall Reading and Math System aligned to ACCS has been implemented, (3) the student teacher
ratio is reduced to 8:1 with Highly Qualified certified teaching staff, 4) the quality and amount of
learning time has been increased with an after school tutoring program for 4 days a week for 2
hours each day, and 45 minutes daily of intervention program during the school day, (5) periodic
assessment and progress monitoring data is done to monitor student progress in meeting ACCS
and to plan instruction, and (6) Teaching staff engage in comprehensive professional
development focused on improving learning in reading and math for all students. Classroom
observation and teacher evaluation focuses on monitoring implementation of ACCS in
instruction

SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER as part of the CHARTER TEAM

Teachers work closely and cooperatively with the special education teacher who is a
member of the Charter Team to determine any areas of weakness in reading for identified
special education students. Modifications and accommodations are implemented to ensure that
each special education student is working towards being successful at meeting their goals in
their Individualized Education Plan.

COMPLIANCE with REQUIREMENTS for STUDENTS with DISABILITIES

Arizona law requires a charter school to comply with all federal laws prohibiting
discrimination based on disability. KDLO is accountable for complying with special education
laws and its administrative unit is responsible for ensuring that all students eligible for special
education in its school receive a free and appropriate public education (FAPE). KDLO will
ensure compliance with these laws and has identified the need for hiring 1 full-time special
education teacher. It is the design of the program to mainstream SPED students wherever
possible and provide resource time for specific areas of weakness outside the classroom per the
student's written needs. The No Child Left Behind Act (2001) requires schools to help all
students learn and achieve. Technology will help KDLO create effective, individualized learning
environments for all its students, making education more inclusive in reaching students with
special needs.
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INSTRUCTION

Direct Instruction is used to help students learn concepts and skills and can be divided
into 4 sections: 1) Introduction and review, 2) Presentation of new information, 3) Guided
practice, and 4) Independent practice. For ELL and Special Education Students, text complexity
is about accessibility and vocabulary. The ratio of different words to the number of words in a
text can cause lack of comprehension. Therefore, teachers teach new vocabulary prior to
students reading the text so that they can better comprehend.

Teachers use scaffolding and strategies to enable students with disabilities to read
complex text at his or her instructional level. The Prentice Hall system has professional
development that demonstrate strategies to match students to texts so that students are
continually challenged in their reading, at each ability level. Teachers assign leveled
independent reading tasks so that students can master texts of increasing complexity.

DEMONSTRATION OF PROGRESS

Data on the following chart shows that Students with Disabilities demonstrated progress
on the AIMS assessment in Reading. The average of the 7" and 8" grade Students with
Disabilities are reported. Scores increased from an average AIMS score of 451 in Spring 2011
to an average AIMS score of 481 in Spring 2013. We are anticipating a very significant increase
in Students with Disabilities scores in Spring 2014 due to our implementation of this School
Improvement Plan, with our focus on providing Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment, and
Professional Development focused on increasing learning for Students with Disabilities.
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2c __SUBGROUP COMPARISON IN READING FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta Charter AIMS Scores
Comparison for Students with Disabilities in 7th & 8th Grades
in Reading for Years 2011, 2012 and 2013
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2c  SUBGROUP COMPARISON IN MATH FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

Curriculum, Instruction, Assessments and Professional Development described
previously also apply here.

The major School Improvement Components are identical for both reading and math for
all students including the lowest 25" percentile, ELL, FRL, and Students with Disabilities.
Following are the major School Improvement Components to enable all children to meet the
Arizona Common Core Standards: (1) Our Charter's core academic curriculum and instructional
program has been strengthen and is aligned with Arizona Common Core Standards (ACCS). All
teachers develop weekly lesson plans based on ACCS. Assessments, and the adopted
instructional materials are aligned to ACCS. The Head Teacher and/or Principal reviews Lesson
Plans weekly to monitor to assure alignment to Curriculum Maps and ACCS. (2) the Prentice
Hall Reading and Math System aligned to ACCS has been implemented, (3) the student teacher
ratio is reduced to 8:1 with Highly Qualified certified teaching staff, 4) the quality and amount of
learning time has been increased with an after school tutoring program for 4 days a week for 2
hours each day, and 45 minutes daily of intervention program during the school day, (5) periodic
assessment and progress monitoring data is done to monitor student progress in meeting ACCS
and to plan instruction, and (6) Teaching staff engage in comprehensive professional
development focused on improving learning in reading and math for all students. Classroom
observation and teacher evaluation focuses on monitoring implementation of ACCS in
instruction.

TECHNOLOGY USED for STUDENTS with DISABILITIES

The provisions of NCLB and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act require that
schools must help students with special needs to access, participate, and progress in the
general curriculum. Technology will help KDLO fulfill these requirements and help all students
succeed. An increasing array of technologies can help personalize instruction for students with
special needs and improve learning in the general student population as well. Assistive
technologies will be used as needed to yield results for all KDLO students, making it possible for
education to be a more inclusive endeavor than ever before.

The laptops / iPads are used to improve the engagement of students with disabilities with
their school work; increasing their motivation and ability to work independently; and improving
their class participation, interaction with other students, and interaction with teachers. Special
education teachers and parents support use of the laptops / iPads to increase students’
personal organization. Special education teachers use the iPads with their special education
students to increase the quality and quantity of their writing. The laptops and iPads removed the
motor coordination challenge of writing with pen and pencil and allowed them to produce work
that is easily edited and looks as good as the work of their non-disabled peers.
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ESY and SUPPORT SERVICES

Extended School Year (ESY) is provided for special education students as determined
the individual student’s IEP. Counseling is provided for students who are experiencing
discipline problems and other issues. Mental health services are provided if necessary through
the Indian Health Services. Behavior plans are developed along with the IEP team, as needed.
A counselor is available to meet with the students, parents, staff and administration during a
crisis or provide guidance with critical issues for individual students. Classroom teachers
present careers in classes throughout the school year. Students attend an annual Career Fair

Referral forms and screening protocol is reviewed with the staff at the beginning of each
school year. Students who continue to experience difficulty are referred to the Child Study
Team. The team reviews assessments, reviews the student’s performance with current teacher
and last year’'s teacher for additional information and parents are contacted for further input.
The team recommends additional interventions to be provided with specific strategies if
necessary or recommend additional testing. Students who are recommended by the Child
Study Team for testing are referred for the beginning stages of the special education process.

DEMONSTRATION OF PROGRESS

Data on the following chart shows that Students with Disabilities demonstrated progress
on the AIMS assessment in Math. The average of the 7" and 8" grade Students with
Disabilities are reported. Scores increased from an average AIMS score of 379 in Spring 2011
to an average AIMS score of 414 in Spring 2013. Student scores in Math have been lower each
year than Students’ scores in Reading

We are anticipating a very significant increase in Students with Disabilities scores in
Spring 2014 due to our implementation of this School Improvement Plan, with our focus on
providing Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment, and Professional Development focused on
increasing learning for Students with Disabilities.
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2c SUBGROUP COMPARISON IN MATH FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

AIMS Score

Comparison for Students with Disabilities in 7th & 8th Grades
in Mathematics for Years 2011, 2012 and 2013
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evaluation Instrument

Charte; Ho]der Na-me: Kin Dah Lichii Olta
School Name: Kin Dah Lichii Olta
Date Submitted: 11/9/2013

| = Result after initial evaluation

Required for: Failing School

Evaluation Completed: 11/14/2013; 11/29/13

S = Result after evaluation of information collected from the site visit

Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

1a. Student Median Growth Percentile
(SGP)
Math

/s

Curriculum: The narrative describes an approach to create and implement
curriculum, but this approach does not evaluate and revise school curriculum. At the
site visit additional documentation, including the academic class schedule,
curriculum maps, pacing guides, correlations to Common Core State Standards,
weekly lesson plans, student groupings for Math were provided. No documentation
or evidence of ongoing evaluation and revision of the implemented curriculum was
provided. No evidence that the newly implemented curriculum has resulted in
improved student growth in Math was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes a professional development
approach that lacks follow-up and monitoring strategies. At the site visit additional
documentation, including the Kin Dah Lichii Olta 2013-2014 Professional
Development Plan, Summer Curriculum Map sign-in sheets, Curriculum and
Instruction Staff Development agenda for Summer 2013, and report on the
professional learning workshop of curriculum alignment to Arizona Common Core
State Standards was provided. No documentation or evidence of follow-up or
monitoring strategies as part of the professional development plan was provided.
No evidence that the professional development plan has resulted in improved
student growth in Math was provided.

Assessment: The narrative described data review teams using data to make
instructional decisions. At the site visit no evidence of analysis of data or
realignment of instruction based on data was provided.

The data provided included comparison of results from the same benchmark test
administered in August and October and a comparison of benchmark assessment
results to an average score on a weekly test. The data provided did not demonstrate
improved student growth in Math. At the site visit current and historical data was
reviewed and the assessments used by the school were discussed. Graphs of AIMS
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Acceptable

Not
\Acceptable

Comments

results, benchmark assessment results, lesson quizzes, and NWEA assessment
results were provided, but no analysis was provided to identify data that
demonstrated increased student growth in Math.

1a. Student Median Growth Percentile
(SGP)
Reading

/s

Curriculum: The narrative describes an approach to create and implement
curriculum, but this approach does not evaluate and revise school curriculum. At the
site visit additional documentation, including the academic class schedule,
curriculum maps, pacing guides, correlations to Common Core State Standards,
weekly lesson plans, student groupings for Reading were provided. No
documentation or evidence of ongoing evaluation and revision of the implemented
curriculum was provided. No evidence that the newly implemented curriculum has
resulted in improved student growth in Reading was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes a professional development
approach that lacks follow-up and monitoring strategies. At the site visit additional
documentation, including the Kin Dah Lichii Olta 2013-2014 Professional
Development Plan, Summer Curriculum Map sign-in sheets, Curriculum and
Instruction Staff Development agenda for Summer 2013, and report on the
professional learning workshop of curriculum alignment to Arizona Common Core
State Standards was provided. No documentation or evidence of follow-up or
monitoring strategies as part of the professional development plan was provided.
No evidence that the professional development plan has resulted in improved
student growth in Reading was provided.

Assessment: The narrative described data review teams using data to make
instructional decisions. At the site visit no evidence of analysis of data or
realighment of instruction based on data was provided.

The data provided included comparison of results from the same benchmark test
administered in August and October and a comparison of benchmark assessment
results to an average score on a weekly test. The data provided did not demonstrate
improved student growth in Reading. At the site visit current and historical data was
reviewed and the assessments used by the school were discussed. Graphs of AIMS
results, benchmark assessment results, weekly selection test results, and NWEA
assessment results were provided, but no analysis was provided to identify data
that demonstrated increased student growth in Reading.

Page 2 of 15

Stts 5,
4 2
Cd






€1100SO4d

Measure

Acceptable

Not
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Comments

1b. Student Median Growth Percentile
(SGP) Bottom 25%
Math

1fs

Curriculum: The narrative describes an approach to create and implement
curriculum, but this approach does not evaluate and revise school curriculum. At the
site visit additional documentation, including the academic class schedule,
curriculum maps, pacing guides, correlations to Common Core State Standards,
weekly lesson plans, student groupings for Math were provided. No documentation
or evidence of ongoing evaluation and revision of the implemented curriculum was
provided. No evidence that the newly implemented curriculum has resulted in
improved student growth in Math for students with growth percentiles in the
bottom 25% in Math was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes a professional development
approach that lacks follow-up and monitoring strategies. At the site visit additional
documentation, including the Kin Dah Lichii Olta 2013-2014 Professional
Development Plan, Summer Curriculum Map sign-in sheets, Curriculum and
Instruction Staff Development agenda for Summer 2013, and report on the
professional learning workshop of curriculum alignment to Arizona Common Core
State Standards was provided. No documentation or evidence of follow-up or
monitoring strategies as part of the professional development plan was provided.
No evidence that the professional development plan has resulted in improved
student growth in Math for students with growth percentiles in the bottom 25% in
Math was provided.

Assessment: The narrative described data review teams using data to make
instructional decisions. At the site visit no evidence of analysis of data or
realignment of instruction based on data was provided.

The data provided included comparison of results from the same benchmark test
administered in August and October and a comparison of benchmark assessment
results to an average score on a weekly test. The data provided did not demonstrate
improved student growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in
Math. At the site visit current and historical data was reviewed and the assessments
used by the school were discussed. Graphs of AIMS results, benchmark assessment
results, lesson quizzes, and NWEA assessment results were provided, but no
analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated increased student growth
in Math for students with growth percentiles in the bottom 25% in Math.
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Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

1b. Student Median Growth Percentile
(SGP) Bottom 25%
Reading

/s

Curriculum: The narrative describes an approach to create and implement
curriculum, but this approach does not evaluate and revise school curriculum. At the
site visit additional documentation, including the academic class schedule,
curriculum maps, pacing guides, correlations to Common Core State Standards,
weekly lesson plans, student groupings for Reading were provided. No
documentation or evidence of ongoing evaluation and revision of the implemented
curriculum was provided. No evidence that the newly implemented curriculum has
resulted in improved student growth for students with growth percentiles in the
bottom 25% in Reading was provided. ¥

Professional Development: The narrative describes a professional development
approach that lacks follow-up and monitoring strategies. At the site visit additional
documentation, including the Kin Dah Lichii Olta 2013-2014 Professional
Development Plan, Summer Curriculum Map sign-in sheets, Curriculum and
Instruction Staff Development agenda for Summer 2013, and report on the
professional learning workshop of curriculum alignment to Arizona Common Core
State Standards was provided. No documentation or evidence of follow-up or
monitoring strategies as part of the professional development plan was provided.
No evidence that the professional development plan has resulted in improved
student growth in Reading for students with growth percentiles in the bottom 25%
in Reading was provided.

Assessment: The narrative described data review teams using data to make
instructional decisions. At the site visit no evidence of analysis of data or
realignment of instruction based on data was provided.

The data provided included comparison of results from the same benchmark test
administered in August and October and a comparison of benchmark assessment
results to an average score on a weekly test. The data provided did not demonstrate
improved student growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in
Reading. At the site visit current and historical data was reviewed and the
assessments used by the school were discussed. Graphs of AIMS results, benchmark
assessment results, weekly selection test results, and NWEA assessment results
were provided, but no analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated
increased student growth in Reading for students with growth percentiles in the
bottom 25% in Reading.
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Not
Acceptable
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2a. Percent Passing
Math

/s

Curriculum: The narrative describes an approach to create and implement
curriculum, but this approach does not evaluate and revise school curriculum. At the
site visit additional documentation, including the academic class schedule,
curriculum maps, pacing guides, correlations to Commeon Core State Standards,
weekly lesson plans, student groupings for Math were provided. No documentation
or evidence of ongoing evaluation and revision of the implemented curriculum was
provided. No evidence that the newly implemented curriculum has resulted in
improved student proficiency in Math was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes a professional development
approach that lacks follow-up and monitoring strategies. At the site visit additional
documentation, including the Kin Dah Lichii Olta 2013-2014 Professional
Development Plan, Summer Curriculum Map sign-in sheets, Curriculum and
Instruction Staff Development agenda for Summer 2013, and report on the
professional learning workshop of curriculum alignment to Arizona Common Core
State Standards was provided. No documentation or evidence of follow-up or
monitoring strategies as part of the professional development plan was provided.
No evidence that the professional development plan has resulted in improved
student proficiency in Math was provided.

Assessment: The narrative described data review teams using data to make
instructional decisions. At the site visit no evidence of analysis of data or
realignment of instruction based on data was provided.

The data provided documented a decrease in proficiency on AIMS from 2012 to 2013
and provided no additional data to demonstrate improved student proficiency after
2013 AIMS. At the site visit current and historical data was reviewed and the
assessments used by the school were discussed. Graphs of AIMS results, benchmark
assessment results, lesson quizzes, and NWEA assessment results were provided,
but no analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated improved student
proficiency in Math.

Page 5 of 15






91100SO4d

Measure Not Comments
Acceptable |Acceptable

2a. Percent Passing Curriculum: The narrative describes an approach to create and implement

Reading curriculum, but this approach does not evaluate and revise school curriculum. At the
site visit additional documentation, including the academic class schedule,
curriculum maps, pacing guides, correlations to Common Core State Standards,
weekly lesson plans, student groupings for Reading were provided. No
documentation or evidence of ongoing evaluation and revision of the implemented
curriculum was provided. No evidence that the newly implemented curriculum has
resulted in improved student proficiency in Reading was provided.
Professional Development: The narrative describes a professional development
approach that lacks follow-up and monitoring strategies. At the site visit additional
documentation, including the Kin Dah Lichii Olta 2013-2014 Professional
Development Plan, Summer Curriculum Map sign-in sheets, Curriculum and
Instruction Staff Development agenda for Summer 2013, and report on the

/s professional learning workshop of curriculum alignment to Arizona Common Core

State Standards was provided. No documentation or evidence of follow-up or
menitoring strategies as part of the professional development plan was provided.
No evidence that the professional development plan has resulted in improved
student proficiency in Reading was provided.

Assessment: The narrative described data review teams using data to make
instructional decisions. At the site visit no evidence of analysis of data or
realignment of instruction based on data was provided.

The data provided documented a decrease in proficiency on AIMS from 2012 to 2013
and provided no additional data to demonstrate improved student proficiency after
2013 AIMS. At the site visit current and historical data was reviewed and the
assessments used by the school were discussed. Graphs of AIMS results, benchmark
assessment results, weekly selection test results, and NWEA assessment results
were provided, but no analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated
improved student proficiency in Reading.
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Acceptable
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Comments

2b. Composite School Comparison
Math

1/s

Curriculum: The narrative describes an approach to create and implement
curriculum, but this approach does not evaluate and revise school curriculum. At the
site visit additional documentation, including the academic class schedule,
curriculum maps, pacing guides, correlations to Common Core State Standards,
weekly lesson plans, student groupings for Math were provided. No documentation
or evidence of ongoing evaluation and revision of the implemented curriculum was
provided. No evidence that the newly implemented curriculum has resulted in
improved student proficiency in comparison to expected performance levels in
Math was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes a professional development
approach that lacks follow-up and monitoring strategies. At the site visit additional
documentation, including the Kin Dah Lichii Olta 2013-2014 Professional
Development Plan, Summer Curriculum Map sign-in sheets, Curriculum and
Instruction Staff Development agenda for Summer 2013, and report on the
professional learning workshop of curriculum alignment to Arizona Common Core
State Standards was provided. No documentation or evidence of follow-up or
monitoring strategies as part of the professional development plan was provided.
No evidence that the professional development plan has resulted in improved
student proficiency in comparison to expected performance levels in Math was
provided.

Assessment: The narrative described data review teams using data to make
instructional decisions. At the site visit no evidence of analysis of data or
realignment of instruction based on data was provided.

The data provided documented a decrease in proficiency on AIMS from 2012 to 2013
and provided no additional data to demonstrate improved student proficiency after
2013 AIMS. At the site visit current and historical data was reviewed and the
assessments used by the school were discussed. Graphs of AIMS results, benchmark
assessment results, lesson quizzes, and NWEA assessment results were provided,
but no analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated improved student
proficiency in Math in comparison to expected performance levels.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

2b. Composite School Comparison
Reading

I/s

Curriculum: The narrative describes an approach to create and implement
curriculum. The narrative states that there is a process for evaluating materials, but
no description of the evaluation or review process was provided. At the site visit
additional documentation, including the academic class schedule, curriculum maps,
pacing guides, correlations to Common Core State Standards, weekly lesson plans,
student groupings for Reading were provided. No documentation or evidence of
ongoing evaluation and revision of the implemented curriculum was provided. No
evidence that the newly implemented curriculum has resulted in improved student
proficiency in comparison to expected performance levels in Reading was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes a professional development
approach that lacks follow-up and monitoring strategies. At the site visit additional
documentation, including the Kin Dah Lichii Olta 2013-2014 Professional
Development Plan, Summer Curriculum Map sign-in sheets, Curriculum and
Instruction Staff Development agenda for Summer 2013, and report on the
professional learning workshop of curriculum alignment to Arizona Common Core
State Standards was provided. No documentation or evidence of follow-up or
monitoring strategies as part of the professional development plan was provided.
No evidence that the professional development plan has resulted in improved
student proficiency in comparison to expected performance levels in Reading was
provided.

Assessment: The narrative described data review teams using data to make
instructional decisions. At the site visit no evidence of analysis of data or
realignment of instruction based on data was provided.

The data provided documented a decrease in proficiency on AIMS from 2012 to 2013
and provided no additional data to demonstrate improved student proficiency after
2013 AIMS. At the site visit current and historical data was reviewed and the
assessments used by the school were discussed. Graphs of AIMS results, benchmark
assessment results, weekly selection test results, and NWEA assessment results
were provided, but no analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated
improved student proficiency in Reading in comparison to expected performance
levels.
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Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

2c. Subgroup Comparison
ELL

Math

Ifs

Curriculum: The narrative describes an approach to create and implement
curriculum, but this approach does not evaluate and revise school curriculum. At the
site visit additional documentation, including the academic class schedule,
curriculum maps, pacing guides, correlations to Common Core State Standards,
weekly lesson plans, student groupings for Math were provided. No documentation
or evidence of ongoing evaluation and revision of the implemented curriculum was
provided. No evidence that the newly implemented curriculum has resulted in
improved student proficiency in comparison to expected performance levels in
Math for ELL students was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes a professional development
approach that lacks follow-up and monitoring strategies. At the site visit additional
documentation, including the Kin Dah Lichii Olta 2013-2014 Professional
Development Plan, Summer Curriculum Map sign-in sheets, Curriculum and
Instruction Staff Development agenda for Summer 2013, and report on the
professional learning workshop of curriculum alignment to Arizona Commeon Core
State Standards was provided. No documentation or evidence of follow-up or
monitoring strategies as part of the professional development plan was provided.
No evidence that the professional development plan has resulted in improved
student proficiency in Math for ELL students was provided.

Assessment: The narrative described data review teams using data to make
instructional decisions. At the site visit no evidence of analysis of data or
realignment of instruction based on data was provided.

The data provided documents an increase in scale scores on AIMS from 2012 to 2013.
No additional data was provided to demonstrate improved student proficiency after
2013 AIMS. At the site visit current and historical data was reviewed and the
assessments used by the school were discussed. Graphs of AIMS results, benchmark
assessment results, lesson quizzes, and NWEA assessment results were provided,
but no analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated improved student
proficiency in Math for ELL students.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

2c. Subgroup Comparison
ELL

Reading

I/s

Curriculum: The narrative describes an approach to create and implement
curriculum, but this approach does not evaluate and revise school curriculum. At the
site visit additional documentation, including the academic class schedule,
curriculum maps, pacing guides, correlations to Common Core State Standards,
weekly lesson plans, student groupings for Reading were provided. No
documentation or evidence of ongoing evaluation and revision of the implemented
curriculum was provided. No evidence that the newly implemented curriculum has
resulted in improved student proficiency Reading for ELL students was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes a professional development
approach that lacks follow-up and monitoring strategies. At the site visit additional
documentation, including the Kin Dah Lichii Olta 2013-2014 Professional
Development Plan, Summer Curriculum Map sign-in sheets, Curriculum and
Instruction Staff Development agenda for Summer 2013, and report on the
professional learning workshop of curriculum alignment to Arizona Common Core
State Standards was provided. No documentation or evidence of follow-up or
monitoring strategies as part of the professional development plan was provided.
No evidence that the professional development plan has resulted in improved
student proficiency in Reading for ELL students was provided.

Assessment: The narrative described data review teams using data to make
instructional decisions. At the site visit no evidence of analysis of data or
realignment of instruction based on data was provided.

The data provided documented an increase in scale scores on AIMS from 2012 to
2013 and provided no additional data to demonstrate improved student proficiency
after 2013 AIMS. At the site visit current and historical data was reviewed and the
assessments used by the school were discussed. Graphs of AIMS results, benchmark
assessment results, weekly selection test results, and NWEA assessment results
were provided, but no analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated
improved student proficiency in Reading for ELL students.

Page 10 of 15






121005049

Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

2c¢. Subgroup Comparison
FRL
Math

I/s

Curriculum: The narrative describes an approach to create and implement
curriculum, but this approach does not evaluate and revise school curriculum. At the
site visit additional documentation, including the academic class schedule,
curriculum maps, pacing guides, correlations to Common Core State Standards,
weekly lesson plans, student groupings for Math were provided. No documentation
or evidence of ongoing evaluation and revision of the implemented curriculum was
provided. No evidence that the newly implemented curriculum has resulted in
improved student proficiency in Math for FRL students was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes a professional development
approach that lacks follow-up and monitoring strategies. At the site visit additional
documentation, including the Kin Dah Lichii Olta 2013-2014 Professional
Development Plan, Summer Curriculum Map sign-in sheets, Curriculum and
Instruction Staff Development agenda for Summer 2013, and report on the
professional learning workshop of curriculum alignment to Arizona Common Core
State Standards was provided. No documentation or evidence of follow-up or
monitoring strategies as part of the professional development plan was provided.
No evidence that the professional development plan has resulted in improved
student proficiency in Math for FRL students was provided.

Assessment: The narrative described data review teams using data to make
instructional decisions. At the site visit no evidence of analysis of data or
realignment of instruction based on data was provided.

The data provided included comparison of results from the same benchmark test
administered in August and October and a comparison of benchmark assessment
results to an average score on a weekly test. The data provided did not demonstrate
improved student proficiency in Math for FRL students. At the site visit current and
historical data was reviewed and the assessments used by the school were
discussed. Graphs of AIMS results, benchmark assessment results, lesson quizzes,
and NWEA assessment results were provided, but no analysis was provided to
identify data that demonstrated improved student proficiency in Math for FRL
students.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

2c. Subgroup Comparison
FRL

Reading

I/s

Curriculum: The narrative describes an approach to create and implement
curriculum, but this approach does not evaluate and revise school curriculum. At the
site visit additional documentation, including the academic class schedule,
curriculum maps, pacing guides, correlations to Common Core State Standards,
weekly lesson plans, student groupings for Reading were provided. No
documentation or evidence of ongoing evaluation and revision of the implemented
curriculum was provided. No evidence that the newly implemented curriculum has
resulted in improved student proficiency in Reading for FRL students was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes a professional development
approach that lacks follow-up and monitoring strategies. At the site visit additional
documentation, including the Kin Dah Lichii Olta 2013-2014 Professional
Development Plan, Summer Curriculum Map sign-in sheets, Curriculum and
Instruction Staff Development agenda for Summer 2013, and report on the
professional learning workshop of curriculum alignment to Arizona Common Core
State Standards was provided. No documentation or evidence of follow-up or
monitoring strategies as part of the professional development plan was provided.
No evidence that the professional development plan has resulted in improved
student proficiency in Reading for FRL students was provided.

Assessment: The narrative described data review teams using data to make
instructional decisions. At the site visit no evidence of analysis of data or
realignment of instruction based on data was provided.

The data provided included comparison of results from the same benchmark test
administered in August and October and a comparison of benchmark assessment
results to an average score on a weekly test. The data provided did not demonstrate
improved student proficiency in Reading for FRL students. At the site visit current
and historical data was reviewed and the assessments used by the school were
discussed. Graphs of AIMS results, benchmark assessment results, weekly selection
test results, and NWEA assessment results were provided, but no analysis was
provided to identify data that demonstrated improved student proficiency in
Reading for FRL students.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
IAcceptable

Comments

2c¢. Subgroup Comparison
Students with disabilities

Math

1/s

Curriculum: The narrative describes an approach to create and implement
curriculum, but this approach does not evaluate and revise school curriculum. At the
site visit additional documentation, including the academic class schedule,
curriculum maps, pacing guides, correlations to Common Core State Standards,
weekly lesson plans, student groupings for Math were provided. No documentation
or evidence of ongoing evaluation and revision of the implemented curriculum was
provided. No evidence that the newly implemented curriculum has resulted in
improved student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes a professional development
approach that lacks follow-up and monitoring strategies. At the site visit additional
documentation, including the Kin Dah Lichii Olta 2013-2014 Professional
Development Plan, Summer Curriculum Map sign-in sheets, Curriculum and
Instruction Staff Development agenda for Summer 2013, and report on the
professional learning workshop of curriculum alignment to Arizona Common Core
State Standards was provided. No documentation or evidence of follow-up or
monitoring strategies as part of the professional development plan was provided.
No evidence that the professional development plan has resulted in improved
student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities was provided.

Assessment: The narrative described data review teams using data to make
instructional decisions. At the site visit no evidence of analysis of data or
realignment of instruction based on data was provided.

The data provided included comparison of results from the same benchmark test
administered in August and October and a comparison of benchmark assessment
results to an average score on a weekly test. The data provided did not demonstrate
improved student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities. At the site visit
current and historical data was reviewed and the assessments used by the school
were discussed. Graphs of AIMS results, benchmark assessment results, lesson
quizzes, and NWEA assessment results were provided, but no analysis was provided
to identify data that demonstrated improved student proficiency in Math for
students with disabilities.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

2c. Subgroup Comparison
Students with disabilities

Reading

I/s

Curriculum: The narrative describes an approach to create and implement
curriculum, but this approach does not evaluate and revise school curriculum. At the
site visit additional documentation, including the academic class schedule,
curriculum maps, pacing guides, correlations to Common Core State Standards,
weekly lesson plans, student groupings for Reading were provided. No
documentation or evidence of ongoing evaluation and revision of the implemented
curriculum was provided. No evidence that the newly implemented curriculum has
resulted in improved student proficiency in Reading for Students with disabilities
was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes a professional development
approach that lacks follow-up and monitoring strategies. At the site visit additional
documentation, including the Kin Dah Lichii Olta 2013-2014 Professional
Development Plan, Summer Curriculum Map sign-in sheets, Curriculum and
Instruction Staff Development agenda for Summer 2013, and report on the
professional learning workshop of curriculum alignment to Arizona Common Core
State Standards was provided. No documentation or evidence of follow-up or
monitoring strategies as part of the professional development plan was provided.
No evidence that the professional development plan has resulted in improved
student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities was provided.

Assessment: The narrative described data review teams using data to make
instructional decisions. At the site visit no evidence of analysis of data or
realignment of instruction based on data was provided.

The data provided included comparison of results from the same benchmark test
administered in August and October and a comparison of benchmark assessment
results to an average score on a weekly test. The data provided did not demonstrate
improved student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities. At the site visit
current and historical data was reviewed and the assessments used by the school
were discussed. Graphs of AIMS results, benchmark assessment results, weekly
selection test results, and NWEA assessment results were provided, but no analysis
was provided to identify data that demonstrated improved student proficiency in
Reading for students with disabilities.

3a. A-F Letter Grade State Accountability
System

I/s -

The narrative provided did not include additional information to address this
measure. At the site visit no additional documentation or data specific to meeting
targets as described in the A-F letter grade model were provided.
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Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta’

Charter School

Financial Performance Response
2013-2014

|

Tk

P.0. BOX 800
GANADO, ARIZONA 86505
PHONE: 928-755-3430/3439

FAX: 928-755-3448
UPS Delivery Address
HWY 264, 5mi E of Ganado
P.O. BOX 800
Ganado, AZ 86505

http://kindahlichii.org/
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Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta’
Financial Performance Response 2013-2014

1a | Going Concern
KDLO Response:
1) KDLO Meets requirements

1b | Unrestricted Days Liquidity
KDLO Response:
1) KDLO was awarded $19,346.00 for REAP Title VI - Rural Education Achievement
program which will be downloaded. This is additional funding that we will be using to be in
compliance with regulations of EDGAR, 34 CFR.
2) KDLO has removed three (3) staff positions from the Charter School for the balance of
the year.
3) KDLO anticipates receiving the balance (50% - $148,000) of it's Impact Aid funds in
February, 2014.
4) KDLO has recently engaged the Financial Services and Accounting firm of Homeland
Business Service_of Snowflake, Arizona to maintain accurate up-to-date financial records
for KDLO. Homeland will also prepare and maintain a detailed "Annual Financial
Projection" for KDLO. This Projection will be updated monthly with YTD actual incomes
and expenses. This financial data and the Annual Projection will be reviewed monthly by
KDLO administrative staff. Based on these reviews, timely actions will be taken by
administrative staff to assure KDLO's compliance with Arizona State Board for Charter
Schools' financial requirements.
5) KDLO's current 2013-14 forecast shows KDLO meeting requirements (see "KDLO 2013-
14 Financial Projection Spread Sheet (11/12/13), Page 5)

1c | Default

KDLO Response:

1) KDLO Meets Requirements

Page 2 of 5
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Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta’

Financial Performance Response 2013-2014

2a | Net Income
KDLO Response:
1) KDLO was awarded $19,346.00 for REAP Title VI - Rural Education Achievement
program which will be downloaded. This is additional funding that we will be using and be in
compliance with regulations of EDGAR, 34 CFR.
2) KDLO has removed three (3) staff positions from the Charter School for the balance of
the year.
3) KDLO anticipates receiving the balance (50% - $148,000) of it's Impact Aid funds in
February, 2014,
4) KDLO's current 2013-14 forecast shows KDLO meeting requirements (see "KDLO 2013-
14 Financial Projection Spread Sheet (11/12/13), Page 5)

2b | Cash Flow

KDLO Response:

1) KDLO was awarded $19,346.00 for REAP Title VI - Rural Education Achievement
program which will be downloaded. This is additional funding that we will be using and be in
compliance with regulations of EDGAR, 34 CFR.

2) KDLO has removed three (3) staff positions from the Charter School for the balance of
the year.

3) KDLO anticipates receiving the balance (50% - $148,000) of it's Impact Aid funds in
February, 2014.

4) KDLO has recently engaged the Financial Services and Accounting firm of Homeland
Business Service_of Snowflake, Arizona to maintain accurate up-to-date financial records
for KDLO. Homeland will also prepare and maintain a detailed "Annual Financial
Projection” for KDLO. This Projection will be updated monthly with YTD actual incomes and
expenses. This financial data and the Annual Projection will be reviewed monthly by KDLO
administrative staff. Based on these reviews, timely actions will be taken by administrative
staff to assure KDLO's compliance with Arizona State Board for Charter Schools' financial
requirements.

Ref: KDLO 2013-14 Financial Projection Spread Sheet (11/12/13), Page 5

Page 3 of 5
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Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta’

Financial Performance Response 2013-2014

2c

Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio

KDLO Response:

1) KDLO was awarded $19,346.00 for REAP Title VI - Rural Education Achievement
program which will be downloaded. This is additional funding that we will be using and be in
compliance with regulations of EDGAR, 34 CFR.

2) KDLO has removed three (3) staff positions from the Charter School for the balance of
the year.

3) KDLO anticipates receiving the balance (50% - $148,000) of it's Impact Aid funds in
February, 2014.

4) KDLO has recently engaged the Financial Services and Accounting firm of Homeland
Business Service of Snowflake, Arizona to maintain accurate up-to-date financial records
for KDLO. Homeland will also prepare and maintain a detailed "Annual Financial
Projection" for KDLO. This Projection will be updated monthly with YTD actual incomes
and expenses. This financial data and the Annual Projection will be reviewed monthly by
KDLO administrative staff. Based on these reviews, timely actions will be taken by
administrative staff to assure KDLO's compliance with Arizona State Board for Charter
Schools' financial requirements.

Ref: KDLO 2013-14 Financial Projection Spread Sheet (11/12/13), Page 5

SUMMARY

KDLO Charter School forecasts having sufficient funds to meet it's 2013-14 financial
requirements (see Projection, Page 5). Additionally, for the current and future years KDLO will
have it's accounting firm, Homeland Business Service, prepare and maintain an Annual
Financial Projection to assure that KDLO meets it's Cash Flow and Unrestricted Days Liquidity
requirements.

Page 4 of 5
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Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta’

Financial Performance Response 2013-2014

KDLO 2013-14 Financial Projection Spread Sheet (11/12/13)

KDLO FY 2013-14 Cash Flow Projection

FY 13-14 State Equalization Calculation
FY 13-14 Impact Aid Voucher dated 10/29/13 (50%)
Balance of Expected Revenue for FY 13-14

July 2013-September 2013 current expenses

Projected expenses for FY 13-14 without Shared costs
Projected Shared Costs for FY 13-14

Reduction of 3 positions for Mid November 2013-June 2014

Projected Surplus for FY 13-14

Amount Charter owes Grant for Prior Years
Balance of Surplus and what Charter owes Grant

Additional 50% of Impact Aid

Projected FY 2013-14 Balance:

Page 5 of 5

Expenditures

($75,489.00)

($301,956.00)
($130,000.00)

Incomes

$255,401.00
$148,101.00

($431,956.00)

$58,140.63

($373,815.38)

$403,502.00

($373,815.38)

$29,686.63

($39,266.00)

($9,579.38)

$148,101.00

$138,521.63
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. KINDAHL ICHT TOLTA
11/,25/\/?813 17:43 928?5%’{'@;}‘2& '])a,tjq L
rB Flow
STATE EQUALIZATION
BEGINNING BALANCE: $  247,236.00
SALARIES $ 103,081.98
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS S 27,173.68
MISC. PURCHASE SERVICES $  34,197.00
EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE S 30,326.00
TRAVEL 3 6,500.00
SUPPLIES $  36,105.34
STAFF TRAINING S 9,852.00
TOTALSPENT: &  247,236.00
IMPAC AID BUDGET
BEGINNING BALANCE: $  120,004.64 |
SALARY - EXTRA STIPENDS $ 5,000.00
SALARIES S 37,287.00
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS $ 7,132.00
MISC. PURCHASE SERVICES $  22,585.00
STAFF TRAINING $ 8,000.00
TRAVEL 5 6,000.00
SUPPLIES $  18,000.00
AUDIT $  10,500.00
DUES AND FEES $ 3,000.00
P/C INSURANCE $ 2,500.00
$ 120,004.00
GRAND TOTAL-STATE
EQUALIZATION & IMPACT TOTAL $  367,240.64

N

t

?)LL ml;arj a

According to our budget set for sy-13-14, we feel that based on the allocated funds, we expect to
receive from the two programs. There should be funding available at the end of the

schoolyear, 6

PAGE @2/85
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Kin Dah Lichii Olta

Welcome Kim Anderson | Logout

Arizona State : Z=
J Board for — _ _ -
sz’ Charter Schools J . - ; . AZ:GOV

.-':‘/ﬂ al Wb Site

Dashboard Alerts Bulletin Board Charter Holder DMS Email Tasks Search Reports Help Other

Detailed Information Send Email Alerts DMS | School Manage Audits Manage Forms Manage Complaints Email Log Scratchpad Notes

Kin Dah Lichii Olta cros: 01-87-59-101 | Entity ID: 78841

General Site Contact Inspections Grades Governing Body FY Data Site Visits Member Campuses Amendments

Academic Performance

Academic Performance

NO PERMISSION TO EDIT
Kin Dah Lichii Olta

2012 2013
Small Traditional
Elementary School (7-8) Elementary School (7-8)
Points . Points .
1. Growth Measure . Weight | Measure e — Weight
a. r—
Reading 42 50 25 i- 25
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0
1b. SGP Bottom 25%
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0
- - Points . Points .
2. Pr0f|C|ency Measure Assigned Weight | Measure Assigned Weight
o P - Math 35743 50 7.5 22/ 61.1 50 7.5
a. Percent Passing
Reading 44 /7 69.2 50 7.5 271/ 77.7 50 7.5
2b. Composite School Math -6.5 50 7.5 7.5
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup ELL
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0
. FRL Math 35/ 36.4 50 7.5 22/ 50.5 50 25
c. Subgroup
Reading 44 / 64.8 50 7.5 271/ 71 50 7.5
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup SPED
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0
T Points . Points .
3. State Accountability Measure Assigned Weight | Measure Assigned Weight
3a. State Accountability -- 5 - 5

Overall Rating

Overall Rating Overall Rating

Scoring for Overall Rating

89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard 59.38 100
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard

100

. Go to top
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http://asbcs.az.gov/

http://www.synapsestudios.com/

http://www.synapsestudios.com/

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/charterholders/manage/453/kin-dah-lichii-olta

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/charterholders/manage/453/kin-dah-lichii-olta

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/dashboard

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/dashboard

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/alerts

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/alerts

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/bulletinboard

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/bulletinboard

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/dms/browse/library

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/dms/browse/library

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/email

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/email

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/tasks

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/tasks

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/search

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/search

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/reports

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/reports

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/help

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/help

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/dashboard/other

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/dashboard/other

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/charterholders/information/453/kin-dah-lichii-olta

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/charterholders/information/453/kin-dah-lichii-olta

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/email/index/453/kin-dah-lichii-olta

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/email/index/453/kin-dah-lichii-olta

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/alerts/index/charter/453/kin-dah-lichii-olta

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/alerts/index/charter/453/kin-dah-lichii-olta

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/dms/browse/453

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/dms/browse/453

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/audits/index/453/kin-dah-lichii-olta
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http://online.asbcs.az.gov/complaints/manage/453/kin-dah-lichii-olta
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Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta Charter

All 7th Grade Students Math Progress 2013-14
Comparison of Prentice Hall (a) Beginning of the Course (08/27/13); and (b) Beginning of
the Course Readministered (10/24/13)

Evidence of Increased Student Growth

80% -

60% |
40% +——

20% -

0% -

T 67% T T 66%

Beginning of the Course Assessment Beginning of the Course Assessment

08/27/13 Reassessed 10/24/13
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Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta Charter
7th Grade Units Benchmark Assessment
Unit 1 (Prentice Hall Literature)

100%

80% = =

(]
8
o~

60%

45%

40% -

20% +——

Benchmark 1, 09/09/13 Benchmark 2, 09/27/13

0% -
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Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta Charter

Students Below the 25th Percentile Reading Progress 2013-14
Comparison of Prentice Hall (a) Beginning of the Year Benchmark (08/07/13); (b) Beginning
of the Year Benchmark Readministered (10/21/13); {c) Average score on Weekly Selection
Test

Evidence of Increased Student Growth

100% — e —
B0 e |
1] P - S
40% 36% 41% ff

R R ... S S |
20% N _ - - ] - _ - ;
0% F— s e ]
Beginning of Year Beginning of Year Average Weekly Selection

Benchmark 8/7/13 Benchmark 10/21/13 Tests
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Kin Dah Lichi'i Olta Charter

Student Below the 25th Percentile Math Progress 2013-14

Comparison of Prentice hall (a) Beginning of the Course (08/27/13) and (b) Beginning of the Course
Readministered (10/24/13)

Evidence of Increased Student Growth

100 - —= - et e -

80 e —— IR
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Navajo-BIE Classroom Observation Walk Through Form

P 4
HEE T E

Teacher: .~ 10 ' Date:-
School: [0 F 0 Grade_

\ Stralegy is apparent +- Strategy is éttempmd

\+ Strategy is well done

-
2112 Time: Beginw ASENd /D 52

Observer O/ % B 1=

- Strategy is missing and should be occurring

LEARNING OBJECTIVE (stated or posted)
._NM, AZ, Utah State, Dine' L/C Standard(s) / IDENTIFY

v/ Evidence of Common Core Standards

INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHES / STRATEGIES
Emphasis on Key Vocabulary
¥ Facllitates student interaction
v Evidence of research-based strategies
Teacher focus wall
Instructional materials used, supplies/fequipment readily available

v"_ Kinesthetic and/or Visual Approaches

it j Sy ly el TE

}-E(}ﬁfﬂff r‘

Lxst Slrategles P,
USI Leqerg - fo bt
s o) s

}i;{‘:’i’ S

el

.L,:, ) f

STUDENT ENGAGEMENT  Adult-StudentRatio

Level of student engagement:

_ #Students Engaged / #Not Engaged 1 b / (6 = (60 % 3 gipe
Whole Group / Small Group / Individualized ) Wi - i
Student Led Learning
_Students are engaged in work directly related to the objective
HIGHER ORDER THINKING SKILLS Blooms Taxonomy:

v Students are challenged to meet high expectations
Evidence of Cognitive Level of thinking

Recall, Understand, Application,
Analysis, Synthesis, Evaluation

ASSESSMENTS (formative/summative)
Checking for understanding, includes any translation
______Formal/informal
e Immediate feedback to students
Adjustments made by Teacher based on Assessmenl(s)

Observed: _

3 T Al ) 1
J#

LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
Fosters a Climate of Fairness, Caring, Respect
_ Student expectations on behavior are clear and posted
g Routines and procedures are clear and posted
_ V' Student work is on display that clearly demonstrates the objective

Evidence of Character Education (Navajo or in General)

Comments:
Cncanaed g1 de gy Fep ep ot ,,
‘ 1\ G } G l I|J,)f f:"l' PSS E:‘—i‘/ =0
sans B e Tl o 1o jviedte o ooy ey
H‘ ; ‘5 e e } { {0 iu 1y E /) -

(For Scripting, use back side of form)

- Worll g Y

'-‘ooi% J X, l/)t:w/ 66441/ O beewl

Example List of Strategies: Facilitale student led learning, cooperative learning, student or

teacher feedback, advanced organizers, review, scaffolding, pacing, wait time, check for understanding,
use of academic language, summarizing, note taking, nonlinguistic representation, similarities/differences

Draft Format DODE/BIE Collaboration 3/14/2012
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Navajo-BIE Classroom Observation Walk Through Form

,?_‘-{.. ,_‘7,_ g M
Teacher: _ °_ Lok, . Dbate:’[ - /1 i Time: Begin_(0.'S gnd 107
School: /< [/ 0 Grade ! Observer O /i\fl it
y Strategy is apparent V- Strategy is étlempted
V+ Strategy is well done - Strategy is missing and should be occurring

LEARNING OBJECTIVE (stated or posted)
NM, AZ, Utah State, Dine’ L/C Standard(s) / IDENTIFY
Evidence of Common Core Standards

INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHES / STRATEGIES How?
Emphasis on Key Vocabulary
Facilitates student interaction List Strategies:
Evidence of research-based strategies
Teacher focus wall

Instructional materials used, supplies/equipment readily available
Kinesthetic and/or Visual Approaches

STUDENT ENGAGEMENT  Adult-StudentRatio | Levelof student engagement:
_____#Students Engaged /#Not Engaged _ "1/ 11 =(00 % 10O 7o
Whole Group / Small Group / Individualized H \‘“‘;‘7{"“ h A
Student Led Learning as jb R
Students are engaged in work directly related to the objective L T
HIGHER ORDER THINKING SKILLS Blooms Taxonomy:
Students are challenged to meet high expectations Regall; Understan, Applcation)
v/__Evidence of Cognitive Level of thinking Analysis, Synthests, Evaluation
AS?}SSMENTS (formative/summative) Observed:
_ V" Checking for understanding, includes any translation
Formalfinformal

Immediate feedback to students
Adjusiments made by Teacher based on Assessment(s)

LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
Fosters a Climate of Fairness, Caring, Respect
, Student expectations on behavior are clear and posted
Routines and procedures are clear and posted
Student work is on display that clearly demonstrates the objective

Evidence of Character Education (Navajo or in General)

Comgantg- L EPRT i (For Scrlptlng, use back side of form)
1+ + o Bt
&_2 " , % Ll‘c} 4 5 i ( LJ b-- S) ' :
Ba‘L:z 2t o= L.l."/'fL;
17+ e O -¢ 2.
Sy =2 g oy

: 44
Example List of Strategies: Facilitate student led learning, cooperalive learning, student or

teacher feedback, advanced organizers, review, scaffolding, pacing, wait time, check for understanding,
use of academic language, summarizing, note taking, nonlinguistic representation, similarities/differences

Draft Format DODE/BIE Collaboration 3/14/2012
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Navajo-BIE Classroom Observation Walk Through Form

i
Teacher: Z (P/"V\/Q»Jv( Date::-/L@;_ 1 Time: Begin’_“_ﬁ,"" End 1930
School: _ KD L0 U Grade 7 ™ Observer O A
23
v Strategy is apparent V- Strategy is attefpred
v+ Strategy is well done - Strategy is missing and should be occurring

LEARNING OBJECTIVE (stated or posted)
TS NM,@Utah State, Dine' L/C Standard(s) / IDENTIFY _
Evidence of Common Core Standards

INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHES / STRATEGIES How?
~___Emphasis on Key Vocabulary
Facilitates student interaction List Strategies:
~ Evidence of research-based strategies
__~y__Teacher focus wall

Instructional materials used, supplies/equipment readily available
Kinesthetic and/or Visual Approaches

STUDENT ENGAGEMENT  Adult-StudentRatio _« : ~] | Levelof studentengagement:
L9___# Students Engaged / # NotEngaged & / = %
Whole Group / Small Group / Individualized
_______Student Led Learning
=~~~ __Sludents are engaged in work directly related to the objective
HIGHER ORDER THINKING SKILLS Blooms Taxonomy:
Students are challenged to meet high expectations “Retall, Understar, Appiication,
Evidence of Cognitive Level of thinking Analysis, Synthesis, Evaluation
ASSESSMENTS (formative/summative) Observed:
Checking for understanding, includes any translation
Formal/Informal

v___ Immediate feedback to students
Adjustments made by Teacher based on Assessment(s)
LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
v~ Fosters a Climate of Fairness, Caring, Respect
v__Student expectations on behavior are clear and posted
Routines and procedures are clear and posted
— v/ Student work is on display that clearly demonstrates the objective

Evidence of Character Education (Navajo or in General)

Comments: (For Scripting, use back side of form)

Example List of Strategies: Facilitate student led learning, cooperative learning, student or

teacher feedback, advanced organizers, review, scaffolding, pacing, wait time, check for understanding,
use of academic language, summarizing, note taking, nonlinguistic representation, similarities/differences

Draft Format DODE/BIE Collaboration 3/14/2012
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REPORT ON THE PROFESSIONAL LEARNING WORKSHOP
Curriculum Alignment to Arizona Common Core State Standards
Facilitated by Theresa Serapiglia Ph.D. June 24 through July 11,2013

PROFESSIONAL LEARNING AND COLLABORATION

All classroom teachers K to 8" grade and one special education teacher participated in a
Professional Learning Workshop for 12 days. All teachers attended all days with no
absences. The Workshop was aligned to the school’s purpose and direction and was
developed to build capacity among teachers. Teachers collaborated among each other to
improve curriculum, instruction, and student learning. Teachers received a Professional
Learing Certificate for their participation in the Workshop.

ARIZONA COMMON CORE STATE STANDARDS

The facilitator distributed Arizona Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in Math,
Reading, and Writing/Language/Speaking/Listening to be used as a basis for creating
curriculum that is equitable and challenging and that provides opportunities for students
to develop thinking and life skills.

Teachers studied the Common Core State Standards for Mathematics, Reading, and
Writing/Language/Speaking/Listening. They studied the horizontal and vertical
alignment of standards among grade levels. Teachers participated in a process to ensure
alignment of curriculum, instruction, materials, and assessment based on the CCSS.

CURRICULUM MAPS FOR MATH, READING, AND WRITING

_Each grade level developed 3 curriculum maps, one for Reading, Math, and
Writing/Language. Each map is based on Common Core State Standards - specifying
which Common Core State Standards will be taught each week in each subject area.
Curriculum Maps will be used by staff to ensure that all CCSS are taught at each grade.
Each Map is related to KDLO’s core adopted materials specifying the topics and content
that will be taught each week.

The Principal will monitor classroom instructional practices to ensure that instruction is
aligned to Curriculum Maps and CCSS, that teachers are teaching the approved
curriculum, and that teachers use content-specific standards (CCSS).

STUDENT ASSESSMENT
Curriculum Maps list the formative and summative assessments that will be administered

at each grade level to monitor student progress. Data from the assessments will be used
to plan instruction based on identified student need.

Page 1 of 2
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ANALYSIS OF STUDENT DATA AND GROUPING STUDENTS INTO TIERS
All teachers analyzed students’ Reading, Writing, and Math assessment results including
NWEA, AIMS, SAT 10, and DIBELS. Teachers determined student needs based on the
multiple assessment data and determined Tier I, 1T and [ Groups, listing which students
arc in the Intensive, Strategic, and Benchmark Groups and which students need Reading

& Math intervention.

SCHEDULE

The Facilitator and Principal developed the classroom instructional schedule. The
schedule provides sufficient time for teaching Math (80 — 90 minutes daily), Reading (90
minutes daily), and Writing/Language (40 — 60 minutes daily). The schedule also
provides time for Reading Intervention and Enrichment and Math Intervention and
Enrichment (30 — 60 minutes daily). In addition, the schedule also includes computer
instruction, library, Dine’ Studies, and PE/Health for each grade.

Special arcas teachers (Dine’ Studies, PE, and Special Education) are assigned to team
with teachers in grades 3 to 8 to teach smaller groups in Reading and Math daily to
provide instruction to students in need.

INSTRUCTIONAL UNITS and INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

Teachers evaluated instructional materials and selected the best Math and Reading
Programs for KDLO students, which are enVision Math K-6, Reading Streets K-6, and
Prentice Hall for Literature and Math Grades 7 and 8. The Math and Reading Coach
prepared requisitions so the materials can be purchased in time for students to use the
materials at the beginning of the school year. Teachers studied their newly adopted
instructional materials for greater efficiency and effectiveness next year. Teachers studied
the correlation of newly adopted reading and math materials with the Common Core
State Standards, We scheduled training on the new reading and math materials for 2 days
during orientation week. Teachers can also use online tutorials for reading and math
material on an individual basis.

Teachers collaborated and agreed to use the Instructional Unit Framework/ Lesson Plan
Template for developing Instructional Unit Frameworks and Lesson Plans. Teacher
developed Instructional Unit Frameworks/Lesson Plans based on the Curriculum Maps.
Materials from Curriculum Maps can be used in the Instructional Unit Framework.

CURRICULUM BINDERS

All teachers completed a Curriculum Binder, which includes the Arizona Cominon Core
State Standards, Cwriculum Maps in Reading, Math, and
Language/Writing/Speaking/Listening. Curriculum Binders also include Student Tier I, I
and III groupings. All Curriculum Binders were completed by the end of Workshop.
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Instructional Practices to Use.
Professional Learning Workshop, Summer 2013, by Theresa Serapiglia

I. Use the Professional Learning Report as evidence, in Advanced EA/NCA write-ups and
to refresh yourself for interviews.

2. Prepare all staff and parents for AdvancedEd/NCA interviews.

3. Use the same collaborative process as Standard 3 for all other standards. Rate,
brainstorm on post it notes, write a short draft paragraph, and revise as a group.

4. Continue to collaborate throughout the year on many issues. Use staff expertise.

5. Usc same collaborative AdvancedEd/NCA process as a writing process with students,
Brainstorm, make graphic organizer, draft, and revise.

6. Give writing exemplars to students as part of writing instruction,
*7) Use Instructional Practices Based on Research Handout. Insert into Binder.

8. The Schedule includes sufficient time for Core Math, Reading and Language. The
schedule also has time for Reading and Math Intervention and Enrichment.

“1'8, Group students for instruction. The Teacher and the Teacher Assistant/Special Area
Teacher assigned to each grade each have a teaching station set up in the room. The
Teacher works with one group, the Teacher Assistant/Special Area Teacher works with
the second group, and the third group works independently. The 3 groups rotate into the 3

/09, Post Math Placemats on Wall to show Math CCSS to be taught

1{. 18.Give Parents a Math Placemat and discuss with them so parents know the Math CCSS.
Give to students as appropriate.

/¢ '11.Make a Reading/Writing/Language/Speaking/Listening Placemat.
/3 12.Post on wall and give to parents.

[t 13.Stick to the Pacing Calendar/Curriculum Maps throughout the year.

/5. 14.Copy and paste material from Curriculum Maps into Instructional Unit Frameworks.
Since each person’s map is somewhat different, each teacher determines where material
from the Curriculum Maps goes onto the Unit Framework. There is no wrong way to
place the Curriculum Map materials on the Unit Framework,

/> 1. Remember that you are very special and very competent. You can do anything.
Enjoy teaching, Enjoy and respect cach other as a family. Enjoy and respect students.
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SPEAKING AND LISTENING RESEARCH AND TEACITING DIRECTIVES

Oral Language ability is the strong predictor of stidents” ability in reading & writing,.
Oral language is especially important for the youngest students, students must be able to
understand words before they can read or write them. The number of words students
know in preschool and kindergarten predicts their fiture reading and writing ability.

READ ALOUDS Allocate instructional time to building children’s listening skills. Time
should be devoted to reading both fiction and content-rich selections aloud to students

just as time is devoted to decoding.

Focus on oral language is most critical for students most at risk, children for whom
English is a second language or who have not been exposed at home to the type of
language in written texts.

In kindergarten through grade 3 children should participate in structured conversations
with an adult in response to texts that are read aloud, with children orally comparing and
conirasting, analyzing and synthesizing,

Tt is critical that students build background knowledge through being read to, both fiction

and rich non-fiction.

Reading aloud to students in upper elementary must NOT be used as a substitute for
independent reading by students. Read alouds should supplement and enrich what

students read by themselves.

VOCABULARY RESEARCH AND TEACHING DIRECTIVES

Students must have a rich and varied vocabulary. Students must have incremental,
repeated exposure to words they are trying to learn to comprehend text. Initially children

learn words in conversational language.

The weaker the student’s vocabulary, the less they are able to retain when reading. At
most students retain between 5 and 15% of words read, the wealer the student’s

vocabulary the smaller the gain.

Research shows that if students truly understand what they readthey must grasp upward
of 95% of words.

Every classroom must focus on providing students with high-quality, context rich
encounters with vocabulary words that epitomize the kinds of words often found in

written texts-and often only there.

Expose words to students that have the widest application.

/f
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Research in Reading, Writing, and Speaking with Teaching Directives
Prepared by Theresa Serapiglia, Ph.D. for Summer Work Session

READING RESEARCH AND TEACHING DIRECTIVES
There is a great decline in reading ability. Summarizing the last 20 years in reading
research shows that too many students have been reading at too low a level. Reading

levels among adults is disturbingly low.

TEXT COMPLEXITY
Increasing text complexity is a key requirement in reading. Students must be able to read

rich, complex texts. Do not substitute texts with lower levels of complexity.

EXPOSITORY TEXTS
Students must have sustained exposure to expository text to develop important reading

strategies. Expository text makes up the majority of workplace and college reading.
Expository reading must be the majority of student reading practice.

INDEPENDENT READING
Lack of focus on independent reading is a major contributing factor. Students above

grade 2 must read text independently. Above grade 2 do not use teacher reading text,
round robin reading, or audio text, instead'students read independently.

Being able to read complex text independently, fluently and proficiently is essential for
high achievement in the worlkplace and college.

IMPOVERISEMENT OF KNOWLEDGE

Research shows that if students cannot read challenging texts with understanding, they
will read less. If students cannot read complex texts to gain information, they will turn to
other sources (video, internet pod casts, etc) with less depth of ideas. This leads fo a
further impoverishment of knowledge. Because knowledge is directly linked with reading

comprehension, this leads to further decline in reading.

Text complexity includes these 4 factors:
*Texts without a single, clear explicit meaning, but rather multiple, implicit, hidden or

obscure meaning.
*Texts without 2 simple structure, but rather a structural complexity, with subtle

unconventional structures,
*Texts without literal, clear, everyday language, but rather language that has figurative,

or ambiguous language.
*Texts that make assumptions about the readers background knowledge.

Lexile ranges for grades 2-3 should be 450-790.
4-5 should be 770-980
6-8 should be 955-1155

/2.
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USE THE STAIRCASE OF INCREASING DIFFICULTY

In grade 2, 100% of teXt should be of complexity for grades 2 to 3, with some texts at the
higher range.

In grade 3, 70% of text should be the complexity for grades 2-3, with the remaining 30%
texts being stretch texts chosen from the next grades, grades 4-5.

This pattern should continue for the remainder of the grades to stretch students’ reading.

WRITING RESEARCH AND TEACHING DIRECTIVES
Three types of writing which are critical for students to be able to perform are:
* Argument

Argument in which the purpose is to change the reader’s point of view, bring about some
action, or accept the writer’s explanation. An argument is a reasoned, logical way of
demonstrating the writer’s position, belief or conclusion. Elementary children must learn
to use a variety of methods to elaborate their writing with examples, by offering reasons,
and explaining cause and effect.

* Informational/Explanatory Writing -

This writing is to convey information accurately, to increase the reader’s knowledge of a
subject, to explain a procedure or process, or to provide readers with an enhanced
comprehension of a concept.

*Narrative Writing

Narrative writing conveys experiences, either real or imaginary. It is used to inform,
instruct, persuade, or entertain. Writing should include details of scenes, objects, or
actions, with dialogue. Narratives in social studies include accounts about individuals.
In science, students write descriptions of procedures and investigations.
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Kin Dah Lichi’l’ Olta - 2013-20.4 Professional Development Plan

Goal: Develop and Implement a Professional Development Plan that supports effective implementation of the curriculum and

instruction.
Topics Timeline / Responsible Evidence
Dates Pariy
Curriculum development and alignment with Arizona June 24, 2013 | Principal Agenda for Professional Dev. for
Common Core Standards. Development of Curriculum Maps through July 11, | Teachers 12 days, June 24-Juny 11, 2013
in Reading, Math and Language Arts based on CCSS. for 12 fulldays | Reading and Attendance Sign-In Log.
Development of Lesson Plans based on Curriculum Maps Math Coaches, Professional Dev. Report.
using CCSS and Prentice Hall's systems materials. Consultant Consultant assisted the staff in
Analysis of student data on AIMS and NWEA. Identification developing the Curriculum
of students in the lowest 25% percentile. Determine Specific AlignmentMaps.
areas of need for students and for students in lowest Pacing Guides, Grouping-
25%ile. Instructional planning. Identification of progress Intensive, Strategic and
s . s Benchmark students.
monitoring including Benchmark Assessments, Unit and Analyzed AIMS, NWEA
F:hapte_rtesta in Reading and Math, Grouping students for assessment, di;aggregated by
instruction. Strands, subsets, identified the
subgroups, Tier One, Tier Two
and Tier Three
Certificates to Staff.
Prentice Hall/Pearson Reading Training August 2013 Principal Attendance Sign-In Log.
To meet the needs of staff and students based on data for: | 1 Day Head Teacher How to use the Prentice Hall
ELL students, Special Education students, lowest 25%ile Teachers Reading System and textbook,
students, and benchmark. Implementation of the Prentice PH Trainers How to implement reading
Hall Reading Instructional System including alignment to instructional activities for ELL
Common Core Standards, Core instructional resources, students, lowest 25%ile, RTI-
differentiated instructional strategies and resources, and Intensive, and Strategic and
aligned assessment Benchmark students. How to
Group students accordingly to
meet their needs. Special
Education students.
10/31/13 Page 10f3
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Kin Dah Lichi’l’ Qlta - 2013-2014 Professional Development Plan

Prentice Hall/Pearson Math Training August 2013 Principal Attendance Sign-In Log.
To meet the needs of staff and students based on datafor: | 1 Day Head Teacher How to use the Math Textbook,
ELL students, Special Education students, lowest 25%ile Teachers how to implement math
students, and benchmark. Implementation of the Prentice PH Trainers instructional activities, group
Hall Math Instructional System including alignment to students for appropriate activities:
Common Core Standards, Core instructional resources, ELL students, Resource students,
differentiated instructional strategies, and resources and meet the needs of lowest 25%ile
aligned assessment students, RTl-Intensive, Strategic
and Benchmarks. Group students
accordingly to meet their needs.
Common Core Writing October 4, 2013 | Principal Attendance Sign-In Log.
Infused Across Content Areas Teacher
Six Traits Writing October 30-31, | Principal Attendance Sign-In Log.
2013 Head Teacher How to Implement Effective |
Teachers Wiriting Strategies Across Content |
Areas.
Arizona Common Core Standards — How to Implement November Principal Attendance Sign-In Log.
Reading Webinar 2013, Head Teacher Use Common Core Standards
1 Day Teachers Rubrics to Guide Instruction for
Trainers Student Growth for each quarter
RTI Training (Webinar) December 2, Principal Attendance Sign-In Log.
Reading and Math Intervention to meet the lowest 25" 2013, 1 Day Head Teacher T
percentile including ELL and Special Education. An Teachers
introduction to the Response To Intervention (RTI) system. RTI Trainers
Covering: a) All eight steps of the RTI process, b) Getting
teachers on-board with RTI, ¢) Getting everyone at the
school on the same page with RTI, and d) Simplifying the
intervention process to improve interventions.
RTI Tier One: Improving Full Class Instruction in Reading December 9, Principal Attendance Sign-In Log.
and Math. Presentation includes: a) A focus on "Tier One" 2012, 1 Day Head Teacher
or Full Class instruction, b) simple steps that Teachers can Teachers
take to increase learning and helping the most reluctant RTI Trainers
| teachers to change how they teach.
10/31/13 Page 2 of 3
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Kin Dah Lichi'l’ Olta — 2013-2014 Professional Development Plan

Student & Program Monitoring:
Analysis of data, program, planning based on data, grouping
for instruction provided for 3 days in October.

Attendance Sign-In Log.

Prof. Dev. Agenda

Consultant and Staff

Program and Student Monitoring
and Instructional Planning

Team Data Analysis and Data Driven Instructional Planning,
Use of Research-based strategies in Reading and Math,
Progress Monitoring of subgroups including lowest 25th
percentile. Viewing of discussion of Prentice Hall on-line
tutorials (under the direction of the Head Teacher).

Attendance Sign-In Log.
Staff analyzes student progress on

whole class and subgroups’ data,
and record data, Analyze data,
make instructional decisions, and
regroup students based on data.
Share instructional strategies.
Summary of On-line tutorials.

KDLO will participate in BIE provided Professional
Development. The System-wide approach to Professional
Development will focus on two initiatives: 1) Framework for
Teaching, and 2) Common Core State Standards (CCSS).
The Framework for Teaching is a system of professional
practice. It will focus on 4 domains: 1) Planning and
preparation, 2) The classroom environment, 3) Instruction,
and 4) Professional responsibilities. Professional
Development will focus on the implementation of CCSS
including: 1) Deconstruction of CCSS, 2) Developing tesson
units that are aligned with CCSS, 3) Collaborating with other
teachers at the same grade level in the school clusters, and
4) Increasing the rigor of lessons and depth of knowledge in
reading and math aligned with CCSS.

Attendance Sign-In Log.

10/31/13

October 16, 17, | Principal

and 24. 3 Days | Head Teacher
Consultants
Teachers

913, 9/27, Principal

10/25, 11/8, Head Teacher

11/22, 12/8, Teachers

12/20, 117, Teacher

1131, 2114, Assistants

2/28, 3/14,

4/11, 4/25,

Student early

release dates,

Prof. Dev. 1:00

-4:00PM

Winter 2014 Principal

(Dates TBD) Head Teacher
Teachers
Teacher
Assistants
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Kin Dah Lichjj’ Olta’
Lesson Plan Check / Report

Name of Teacher: (iwf*‘ww‘ﬂ‘c“/ Date: /é‘V‘ﬁ/ Elé A0/[3

Week of: )}(‘A‘a’ 8l - 30 LA Grade: q#}!
Lesson Plans:
Common Core ELL
Objectives | Standards/Aligned | Strategies | Comments
w/ Pacing Guides
YES | NO NO YES { NO
Ak '7 "‘* Jhaas
Reading ~N AL, AL + 1T i
7Rap,| o hidl
Math ~ P2 N v 1T
Lang. Arts - LA T
Writing ~ WtV + 1t
Science N i v,
Social .
Studies N N i

Comments: W‘Ltgv M/ Paﬂ"‘“’t\/ (:}J’u‘Jo”ﬂ 51)"?”"’%"‘”
HD\‘-JM% /M‘*tzQ),J-uQ - pﬂfﬂfﬁw

Evaluated by: M%W Date: 03'1/ a6 j 5]
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17:43 9287553448 KINDAHLICHI IOLTA PAGE B4/D5
Kin Dah Lichii’ Olta’
Lesson Plan Check / Report
Narme of Teacher: nELbcMuﬂu (Wsnelou Date;__| l/ % / 13
Week of: ”_'/L % '13\! Avl3 Grade: qf—ﬂ
Lesson Plaps:
Common Core ELL
Objectives | Standards/Aligned | Strategies | Comuments
w/ Pacing Guides
YES | NO YES NO YES | NO
Reading v/ v v/
Math v’ v v
Lang. Arts -
Writing v v v/
Science v o /
Social
Studies v / \/

Comiments: / “PLAM MMM “'b Aot el d

QLros pcfiforte. .

Evaluated by: w&ﬁ‘%‘ﬁ/

Date: l[/tS’IIB
[
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Kin Dah Lichii’ Olta’
Lesson Plan Check / Report

Name of Teacher: 2/“—%/‘(/ Qru"‘-ﬂ-"“l/ Date:__{] /} 5/ 14

Week of: “/ 1§~ 9\3‘1 201D Grade: % h
Lesson Plaus:
Common Core ELL
Objectives | Standaxds/Aligned | Strategies | Comments
w/ Pacing Guides

YES NO YES NO YES NO
Reading v/ v v
Math 7 v’ e
Lang. Arts—
Writing v 7 v~
Science - .4 o (
Sacjal
Studies - x L

Comments: MW\AA/ Potna Clbﬂf 5% - So-c,;.,ﬁ)
Strhieo.

Evaluated by: WM Date: “/ lﬁ/ LT
J ' )
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