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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evaluation Instrument 


Charter Holder Name: Concordia Charter School                       
School Name:  Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission 
Date Submitted: December 13, 2013 


Required for:  4th Year Review 
Initial Evaluation Completed: February 26, 2014 
Final Evaluation Completed: June 25, 2014


Academic Dashboard: FY13/FY12 (Note: School not in operation for FY13) 
I = Result after initial evaluation 
S = Result after evaluation of information collected from the site visit  


 
Measure  


Acceptable 
Not 


Acceptable 
Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments 


1a. Student Median 
Growth Percentile 
(SGP) 
Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
the school adopted Saxon Math and ALEKS. However, the narrative does not 
describe a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, 
including supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready 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 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student growth in Math  
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
teachers review student assessments and work on differentiation of 
instruction. However, the narrative does not describe a system to monitor the 
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready 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. 
Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and 
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the 
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction in Math. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
student benchmark assessments are completed using STAR Math. However, 
the narrative does not describe 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, 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned to with Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by pacing guides aligned to ACCR 
standards, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes a system to create/adopt, evaluate, and revise curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages and a fragmented approach 
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with 
ACCR Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other 
school improvement efforts. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and 
evaluating the instructional practices of teachers through monitoring daily 
pacing guides aligned to ACCR standards and informal classroom observations, 
but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that provides 
for some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of an approach to 
monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and evaluating 
the instructional practices of teachers. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Meets. The charter holder provided 
evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a 
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Specifically, the 
charter holder provided evidence of comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple 
assessments. 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments 


common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for 
monitoring and documenting increases in student growth for Math. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
narrative states the staff has been trained on Saxon Math and that staff in-
service is held weekly. However, the narrative does not describe a 
comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned with teacher 
learning needs, includes follow-up and monitoring strategies, focuses on areas 
of high importance, and supports high quality implementation. The narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional 
development plan that contributed to increased student growth in Math. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided and does not demonstrate 
improved academic performance based on data generated from valid and 
reliable assessment sources to show increased student growth in Math. 


Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan based on 
identified teacher learning needs. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence 
of the beginning stages of a professional development plan that usually 
external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided to demonstrate increased 
student growth in Math based on data generated from valid and reliable 
assessment sources. 


1a. Student Median 
Growth Percentile 
(SGP) 
Reading 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
the school adopted Core Knowledge. However, the narrative does not describe 
a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, including 
supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready 
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 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student growth in Reading  
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
teachers review student assessments and work on differentiation of 
instruction. However, the narrative does not describe a system to monitor the 
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready 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. 
Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and 
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the 
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction in Reading. 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned to with Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by pacing guides aligned to ACCR 
standards, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes a system to create/adopt, evaluate, and revise curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages and a fragmented approach 
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with 
ACCR Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other 
school improvement efforts. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and 
evaluating the instructional practices of teachers through monitoring daily 
pacing guides aligned to ACCR standards and informal classroom observations, 
but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that provides 
for some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of an approach to 
monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and evaluating 
the instructional practices of teachers. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Meets. The charter holder provided 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments 


 
Assessment: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
student benchmark assessments are completed using STAR Reading. However, 
the narrative does not describe 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 narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for 
monitoring and documenting increases in student growth for Reading. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
narrative states the staff has been trained on Core Knowledge and Renaissance 
Learning, and that staff in-service is held weekly. However, the narrative does 
not describe a comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned 
with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and monitoring strategies, 
focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high quality 
implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school 
implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased 
student growth in Reading. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided and does not demonstrate 
improved academic performance based on data generated from valid and 
reliable assessment sources to show increased student growth in Reading. 


evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a 
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Specifically, the 
charter holder provided evidence of comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple 
assessments. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan based on 
identified teacher learning needs. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence 
of the beginning stages of a professional development plan that usually 
external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided to demonstrate increased 
student growth in Reading based on data generated from valid and reliable 
assessment sources. 


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


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
the school adopted Saxon Math and ALEKS. However, the narrative does not 
describe a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, 
including supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready 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 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student growth in Math for students 
with growth percentiles in the lowest 25%. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
teachers review student assessments and work on differentiation of 
instruction. However, the narrative does not describe a system to monitor the 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned to with Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by pacing guides aligned to ACCR 
standards, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes a system to create/adopt, evaluate, and revise curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages and a fragmented approach 
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with 
ACCR Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other 
school improvement efforts. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and 
evaluating the instructional practices of teachers through monitoring daily 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments 


integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready 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. 
Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and 
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the 
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction in Math. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
student benchmark assessments are completed using STAR Math. However, 
the narrative does not describe 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 narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for 
monitoring and documenting increases in student growth for Math for 
students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25%. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
narrative states the staff has been trained on Saxon Math and that staff in-
service is held weekly. However, the narrative does not describe a 
comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned with teacher 
learning needs, includes follow-up and monitoring strategies, focuses on areas 
of high importance, and supports high quality implementation. The narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional 
development plan that contributed to increased student growth in Math for 
students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25%. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided and does not demonstrate 
improved academic performance based on data generated from valid and 
reliable assessment sources to show increased student growth in Math for 
students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25%. 


pacing guides aligned to ACCR standards and informal classroom observations, 
but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that provides 
for some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of an approach to 
monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and evaluating 
the instructional practices of teachers. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Meets. The charter holder provided 
evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a 
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Specifically, the 
charter holder provided evidence of comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple 
assessments. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan based on 
identified teacher learning needs. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence 
of the beginning stages of a professional development plan that usually 
external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided to demonstrate increased 
student growth in Math for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% 
based on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments 


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


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
the school adopted Core Knowledge. However, the narrative does not describe 
a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, including 
supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready 
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 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student growth in Reading for 
students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25%  
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
teachers review student assessments and work on differentiation of 
instruction. However, the narrative does not describe a system to monitor the 
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready 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. 
Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and 
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the 
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction in Reading. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
student benchmark assessments are completed using STAR Reading. However, 
the narrative does not describe 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 narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for 
monitoring and documenting increases in student growth for Reading for 
students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25%. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
narrative states the staff has been trained on Core Knowledge and Renaissance 
Learning, and that staff in-service is held weekly. However, the narrative does 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned to with Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by pacing guides aligned to ACCR 
standards, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes a system to create/adopt, evaluate, and revise curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages and a fragmented approach 
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with 
ACCR Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other 
school improvement efforts. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and 
evaluating the instructional practices of teachers through monitoring daily 
pacing guides aligned to ACCR standards and informal classroom observations, 
but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that provides 
for some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of an approach to 
monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and evaluating 
the instructional practices of teachers. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Meets. The charter holder provided 
evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a 
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Specifically, the 
charter holder provided evidence of comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple 
assessments. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan based on 
identified teacher learning needs. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence 
of the beginning stages of a professional development plan that usually 
external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided to demonstrate increased 
student growth in Reading for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments 


not describe a comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned 
with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and monitoring strategies, 
focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high quality 
implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school 
implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased 
student growth in Reading for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 
25%. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided and does not demonstrate 
improved academic performance based on data generated from valid and 
reliable assessment sources to show increased student growth in Reading for 
students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25%. 


25%.based on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. 


2a. Percent Passing 
Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
the school adopted Saxon Math and ALEKS. However, the narrative does not 
describe a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, 
including supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready 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 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency in Math  
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
teachers review student assessments and work on differentiation of 
instruction. However, the narrative does not describe a system to monitor the 
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready 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. 
Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and 
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the 
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction in Math. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
student benchmark assessments are completed using STAR Math. However, 
the narrative does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned to with Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by pacing guides aligned to ACCR 
standards, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes a system to create/adopt, evaluate, and revise curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages and a fragmented approach 
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with 
ACCR Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other 
school improvement efforts. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and 
evaluating the instructional practices of teachers through monitoring daily 
pacing guides aligned to ACCR standards and informal classroom observations, 
but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that provides 
for some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of an approach to 
monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and evaluating 
the instructional practices of teachers. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Meets. The charter holder provided 
evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a 
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Specifically, the 
charter holder provided evidence of comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments 


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 narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for 
monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency for Math. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
narrative states the staff has been trained on Saxon Math and that staff in-
service is held weekly. However, the narrative does not describe a 
comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned with teacher 
learning needs, includes follow-up and monitoring strategies, focuses on areas 
of high importance, and supports high quality implementation. The narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional 
development plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in Math. 


instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple 
assessments. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan based on 
identified teacher learning needs. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence 
of the beginning stages of a professional development plan that usually 
external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided to demonstrate increased 
student proficiency in Math based on data generated from valid and reliable 
assessment sources. 


2a. Percent Passing 
Reading 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
the school adopted Core Knowledge. However, the narrative does not describe 
a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, including 
supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready 
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 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency in Reading. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
teachers review student assessments and work on differentiation of 
instruction. However, the narrative does not describe a system to monitor the 
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready 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. 
Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and 
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the 
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction in Reading. 
 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned to with Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by pacing guides aligned to ACCR 
standards, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes a system to create/adopt, evaluate, and revise curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages and a fragmented approach 
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with 
ACCR Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other 
school improvement efforts. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and 
evaluating the instructional practices of teachers through monitoring daily 
pacing guides aligned to ACCR standards and informal classroom observations, 
but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that provides 
for some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of an approach to 
monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and evaluating 
the instructional practices of teachers. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Meets. The charter holder provided 
evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments 


Assessment: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
student benchmark assessments are completed using STAR Reading. However, 
the narrative does not describe 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 narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for 
monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency for Reading. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
narrative states the staff has been trained on Core Knowledge and Renaissance 
Learning, and that staff in-service is held weekly. However, the narrative does 
not describe a comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned 
with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and monitoring strategies, 
focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high quality 
implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school 
implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased 
student proficiency in Reading. 


plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Specifically, the 
charter holder provided evidence of comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple 
assessments. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan based on 
identified teacher learning needs. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence 
of the beginning stages of a professional development plan that usually 
external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided to demonstrate increased 
student proficiency in Reading based on data generated from valid and reliable 
assessment sources. 


2b. Composite 


School Comparison 


(Traditional and 


Small Schools only)  


Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
the school adopted Saxon Math and ALEKS. However, the narrative does not 
describe a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, 
including supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready 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 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency to expected 
performance levels for ELL, FRL and student with disabilities in Math as 
compared to similar schools.  
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
teachers review student assessments and work on differentiation of 
instruction. However, the narrative does not describe a system to monitor the 
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready 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. 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned to with Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by pacing guides aligned to ACCR 
standards, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes a system to create/adopt, evaluate, and revise curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages and a fragmented approach 
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with 
ACCR Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other 
school improvement efforts. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and 
evaluating the instructional practices of teachers through monitoring daily 
pacing guides aligned to ACCR standards and informal classroom observations, 
but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that provides 
for some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of an approach to 
monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and evaluating 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments 


Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and 
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the 
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction in Math. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
student benchmark assessments are completed using STAR Math. However, 
the narrative does not describe 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 narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented 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 and students with disabilities. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
narrative states the staff has been trained on Saxon Math and that staff in-
service is held weekly. However, the narrative does not describe a 
comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned with teacher 
learning needs, includes follow-up and monitoring strategies, focuses on areas 
of high importance, and supports high quality implementation. The narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional 
development plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in 
comparison to expected performance levels in Math for students in one or 
more of the following categories: ELL, FRL and students with disabilities. 


the instructional practices of teachers. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Meets. The charter holder provided 
evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a 
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Specifically, the 
charter holder provided evidence of comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple 
assessments. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan based on 
identified teacher learning needs. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence 
of the beginning stages of a professional development plan that usually 
external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided to demonstrate increased 
student proficiency in Math for students in one or more of the following 
categories: ELL, FRL and students with disabilities based on data generated 
from valid and reliable assessment sources. 


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


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
the school adopted Core Knowledge. However, the narrative does not describe 
a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, including 
supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready 
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 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency to expected 
performance levels for ELL, FRL and student with disabilities in Math as 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned to with Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by pacing guides aligned to ACCR 
standards, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes a system to create/adopt, evaluate, and revise curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages and a fragmented approach 
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with 
ACCR Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other 
school improvement efforts. 
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compared to similar schools. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
teachers review student assessments and work on differentiation of 
instruction. However, the narrative does not describe a system to monitor the 
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready 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. 
Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and 
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the 
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction in Reading. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
student benchmark assessments are completed using STAR Reading. However, 
the narrative does not describe 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 narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented 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 and students with disabilities. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
narrative states the staff has been trained on Core Knowledge and Renaissance 
Learning, and that staff in-service is held weekly. However, the narrative does 
not describe a comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned 
with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and monitoring strategies, 
focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high quality 
implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school 
implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased 
student proficiency in comparison to expected performance levels in Reading 
for students in one or more of the following categories: ELL, FRL and students 
with disabilities. 


 
Instruction: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and 
evaluating the instructional practices of teachers through monitoring daily 
pacing guides aligned to ACCR standards and informal classroom observations, 
but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that provides 
for some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of an approach to 
monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and evaluating 
the instructional practices of teachers. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Meets. The charter holder provided 
evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a 
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Specifically, the 
charter holder provided evidence of comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple 
assessments. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan based on 
identified teacher learning needs. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence 
of the beginning stages of a professional development plan that usually 
external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided to demonstrate increased 
student proficiency in Reading for students in one or more of the following 
categories: ELL, FRL and students with disabilities based on data generated 
from valid and reliable assessment sources. 
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2c. Subgroup 
Comparison 
ELL 


    Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
the school adopted Saxon Math and ALEKS. However, the narrative does not 
describe a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, 
including supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready 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 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency in Math for ELL 
students. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
teachers review student assessments and work on differentiation of 
instruction. However, the narrative does not describe a system to monitor the 
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready 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. 
Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and 
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the 
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction in Math. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
student benchmark assessments are completed using STAR Math. However, 
the narrative does not describe 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 narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for 
monitoring and documenting student proficiency in Math for ELL students. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
narrative states the staff has been trained on Saxon Math and that staff in-
service is held weekly. However, the narrative does not describe a 
comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned with teacher 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned to with Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by pacing guides aligned to ACCR 
standards, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes a system to create/adopt, evaluate, and revise curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages and a fragmented approach 
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with 
ACCR Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other 
school improvement efforts. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and 
evaluating the instructional practices of teachers through monitoring daily 
pacing guides aligned to ACCR standards and informal classroom observations, 
but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that provides 
for some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of an approach to 
monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and evaluating 
the instructional practices of teachers. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Meets. The charter holder provided 
evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a 
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Specifically, the 
charter holder provided evidence of comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple 
assessments. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan based on 
identified teacher learning needs. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence 
of the beginning stages of a professional development plan that usually 
external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. 
 
Data: The charter holder stated that they currently serve no children in the ELL 
subgroup. 
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learning needs, includes follow-up and monitoring strategies, focuses on areas 
of high importance, and supports high quality implementation. The narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional 
development plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in Math 
for ELL students. 


2c. Subgroup 
Comparison 
ELL 


    Reading 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
the school adopted Core Knowledge. However, the narrative does not describe 
a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, including 
supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready 
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 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency in Reading for ELL 
students. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
teachers review student assessments and work on differentiation of 
instruction. However, the narrative does not describe a system to monitor the 
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready 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. 
Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and 
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the 
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction in Reading. 
Assessment: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
student benchmark assessments are completed using STAR Reading. However, 
the narrative does not describe 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 narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for 
monitoring and documenting student proficiency in Reading for ELL students. 
 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned to with Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by pacing guides aligned to ACCR 
standards, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes a system to create/adopt, evaluate, and revise curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages and a fragmented approach 
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with 
ACCR Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other 
school improvement efforts. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and 
evaluating the instructional practices of teachers through monitoring daily 
pacing guides aligned to ACCR standards and informal classroom observations, 
but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that provides 
for some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of an approach to 
monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and evaluating 
the instructional practices of teachers. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Meets. The charter holder provided 
evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a 
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Specifically, the 
charter holder provided evidence of comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple 
assessments. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan based on 
identified teacher learning needs. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence 
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Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
narrative states the staff has been trained on Core Knowledge and Renaissance 
Learning, and that staff in-service is held weekly. However, the narrative does 
not describe a comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned 
with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and monitoring strategies, 
focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high quality 
implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school 
implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased 
student proficiency in Reading for ELL students. 


of the beginning stages of a professional development plan that usually 
external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. 
 
Data: The charter holder stated that they currently serve no children in the ELL 
subgroup. 


2c. Subgroup 
Comparison 
FRL 


    Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
the school adopted Saxon Math and ALEKS. However, the narrative does not 
describe a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, 
including supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready 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 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency in Math for FRL 
students. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
teachers review student assessments and work on differentiation of 
instruction. However, the narrative does not describe a system to monitor the 
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready 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. 
Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and 
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the 
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction in Math. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
student benchmark assessments are completed using STAR Math. However, 
the narrative does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on 
clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology and includes data collection from multiple 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned to with Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by pacing guides aligned to ACCR 
standards, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes a system to create/adopt, evaluate, and revise curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages and a fragmented approach 
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with 
ACCR Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other 
school improvement efforts. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and 
evaluating the instructional practices of teachers through monitoring daily 
pacing guides aligned to ACCR standards and informal classroom observations, 
but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that provides 
for some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of an approach to 
monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and evaluating 
the instructional practices of teachers. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Meets. The charter holder provided 
evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a 
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Specifically, the 
charter holder provided evidence of comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple 
assessments. 
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assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, 
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for 
monitoring and documenting student proficiency in Math for FRL students. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
narrative states the staff has been trained on Saxon Math and that staff in-
service is held weekly. However, the narrative does not describe a 
comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned with teacher 
learning needs, includes follow-up and monitoring strategies, focuses on areas 
of high importance, and supports high quality implementation. The narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional 
development plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in Math 
for FRL students. 


Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan based on 
identified teacher learning needs. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence 
of the beginning stages of a professional development plan that usually 
external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided to demonstrate increased 
student proficiency in Math for FRL students based on data generated from 
valid and reliable assessment sources. 


2c. Subgroup 
Comparison 
FRL 


    Reading 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
the school adopted Core Knowledge. However, the narrative does not describe 
a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, including 
supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready 
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 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency in Reading for FRL 
students. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
teachers review student assessments and work on differentiation of 
instruction. However, the narrative does not describe a system to monitor the 
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready 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. 
Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and 
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the 
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction in Reading. 
Assessment: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned to with Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by pacing guides aligned to ACCR 
standards, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes a system to create/adopt, evaluate, and revise curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages and a fragmented approach 
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with 
ACCR Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other 
school improvement efforts. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and 
evaluating the instructional practices of teachers through monitoring daily 
pacing guides aligned to ACCR standards and informal classroom observations, 
but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that provides 
for some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of an approach to 
monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and evaluating 
the instructional practices of teachers. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Meets. The charter holder provided 
evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a 
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Specifically, the 
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student benchmark assessments are completed using STAR Reading. However, 
the narrative does not describe 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 narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for 
monitoring and documenting student proficiency in Reading for FRL students. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
narrative states the staff has been trained on Core Knowledge and Renaissance 
Learning, and that staff in-service is held weekly. However, the narrative does 
not describe a comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned 
with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and monitoring strategies, 
focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high quality 
implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school 
implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased 
student proficiency in Reading for FRL students. 


charter holder provided evidence of comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple 
assessments. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan based on 
identified teacher learning needs. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence 
of the beginning stages of a professional development plan that usually 
external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided to demonstrate increased 
student proficiency in Reading for FRL students based on data generated from 
valid and reliable assessment sources. 


2c. Subgroup 
Comparison 
Students with  


disabilities 


    Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
the school adopted Saxon Math and ALEKS. However, the narrative does not 
describe a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, 
including supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready 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 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency in Math for 
students with disabilities. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
teachers review student assessments and work on differentiation of 
instruction. However, the narrative does not describe a system to monitor the 
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready 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. 
Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and 
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned to with Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by pacing guides aligned to ACCR 
standards, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes a system to create/adopt, evaluate, and revise curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages and a fragmented approach 
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with 
ACCR Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other 
school improvement efforts. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and 
evaluating the instructional practices of teachers through monitoring daily 
pacing guides aligned to ACCR standards and informal classroom observations, 
but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that provides 
for some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of an approach to 
monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and evaluating 
the instructional practices of teachers. 
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demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the 
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction in Math. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
student benchmark assessments are completed using STAR Math. However, 
the narrative does not describe 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 narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for 
monitoring and documenting student proficiency in Math for students with 
disabilities. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
narrative states the staff has been trained on Saxon Math and that staff in-
service is held weekly. However, the narrative does not describe a 
comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned with teacher 
learning needs, includes follow-up and monitoring strategies, focuses on areas 
of high importance, and supports high quality implementation. The narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional 
development plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in Math 
for students with disabilities. 
 
Data: No data specific to students with disabilities was provided. 


 
Assessment: This area was scored as Meets. The charter holder provided 
evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a 
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Specifically, the 
charter holder provided evidence of comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple 
assessments. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan based on 
identified teacher learning needs. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence 
of the beginning stages of a professional development plan that usually 
external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided to demonstrate increased 
student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities based on data 
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. 


2c. Subgroup 
Comparison 
Students with  


disabilities 


    Reading 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
the school adopted Core Knowledge. However, the narrative does not describe 
a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, including 
supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready 
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 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency in Reading for 
students with disabilities. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 


Curriculum: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned to with Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by pacing guides aligned to ACCR 
standards, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes a system to create/adopt, evaluate, and revise curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages and a fragmented approach 
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with 
ACCR Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other 
school improvement efforts. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as Approaches. The charter holder provided 
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teachers review student assessments and work on differentiation of 
instruction. However, the narrative does not describe a system to monitor the 
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready 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. 
Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and 
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the 
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction in Reading. 
Assessment: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The narrative states that 
student benchmark assessments are completed using STAR Reading. However, 
the narrative does not describe 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 narrative 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for 
monitoring and documenting student proficiency in Reading for students with 
disabilities. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
narrative states the staff has been trained on Core Knowledge and Renaissance 
Learning, and that staff in-service is held weekly. However, the narrative does 
not describe a comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned 
with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and monitoring strategies, 
focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high quality 
implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school 
implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased 
student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities. 
 
Data: No data specific to students with disabilities was provided. 


evidence of monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and 
evaluating the instructional practices of teachers through monitoring daily 
pacing guides aligned to ACCR standards and informal classroom observations, 
but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that provides 
for some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of an approach to 
monitoring the integration of ACCR standards into instruction and evaluating 
the instructional practices of teachers. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as Meets. The charter holder provided 
evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a 
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Specifically, the 
charter holder provided evidence of comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple 
assessments. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as Falls Far Below. The 
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan based on 
identified teacher learning needs. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence 
of the beginning stages of a professional development plan that usually 
external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. 
 
Data: Limited data and analysis was provided to demonstrate increased 
student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities based on data 
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. 


3a. A-F Letter Grade  
State Accountability 
System 


 I/S 


The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school is 
increasing student growth or meeting targets as described in the A-F Letter 
Grade Model.   


Limited data and analysis was provided which did not demonstrate that the 
school is increasing student growth or meeting targets as described in the A-F 
Letter Grade Model.   
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evidence List for Site Visit 


 
Concordia Charter School 
 
The table below reflects materials/items referenced in the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress that were reviewed on site for 
Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission: 


Evidence Requested Reviewed at Site Visit 


Staff in-service is held weekly (2)  Staff In-Service sign-in sheets with topic from teachingchannel.org 
o 09/06 – Learning to Read the Core 
o 09/13 – Think Alouds 
o 10/04 – Pre-K Reading 
o 10/11 – Building Literature Skills 
o 10/18 – Get Students’ Attention with Signals 
o 11/01 – Student Ownership of Learning 
o 11/08 – Collaborative Group Work 
o 11/13 – Writing Higher Order Questions 
o 12/06 – Using Arts to Promote Critical Thinking 
o 12/13 – Take Notes to Prepare for Discussion 
o 01/28 – Building Vocabulary with Fruit Haiku 
o 02/04 – Wraparound Learning Experience 
o 02/11 – Purposeful Group Collaboration 
o 03/04 – Simplify Text Complexity 


All instructional staff has been trained in the new 
Core Knowledge Language Arts program, 
Renaissance Learning Star programs, and Saxon 
Math (2) 


 Teacher Training Week back to school (agenda); includes sessions on 
Core Knowledge ELA, Saxon Math, STAR assessment systems 


 Curriculum Map (pacing guide & lesson plans, 2nd-3rd grade classroom) 
– includes 13 weeks of daily lesson topics, with standards for Saxon 
Math lessons. Standards provided for two Core Knowledge Language 
Arts units with integrated science and social studies, one 8 weeks and 
one 7 weeks. 


Teachers review individual student assessments for 
the week and work on differentiation of instruction 
(2) 


 Curriculum Map (pacing guide & lesson plans, 2nd-3rd grade classroom) 
– includes 13 weeks of daily lesson topics, with standards for Saxon 
Math lessons. Standards provided for two Core Knowledge Language 
Arts units with integrated science and social studies, one 8 weeks and 
one 7 weeks. 


 Weekly unit assessments for Core Knowledge ELA Reading, Writing, 
Spelling, Unit 3, Lessons 1-15, grades 2-3 


 Saxon Math Assessments for grades 2-3 


Core Knowledge Language Arts program (3)  Curriculum Map (pacing guide & lesson plans, 2nd-3rd grade classroom) 
– includes 13 weeks of daily lesson topics. Standards provided for two 
Core Knowledge Language Arts units with integrated science and social 
studies, one 8 weeks and one 7 weeks. 


 Documents from the teacher edition of “Core Knowledge Unit 3-4” for 
grade 3. These documents include lesson strategies, methods, and 
activities, including formative and summative assessments, as well as 
providing alignment between lesson objectives and ACCR Standards. 


Saxon Math… currently teaching one grade level 
above the actual grade (3) 


 Curriculum Map (pacing guide & lesson plans, 2nd-3rd grade classroom) 
– includes 13 weeks of daily lesson topics, with standards for Saxon 
Math lessons.  


ALEKS uses adaptive questioning to quickly and 
accurately determine exactly what a student knows 
and doesn’t know in a course (3)  


 ALEKS class roster, passwords 


 ALEKS Pie Report for a Single Student 


For our primary form of assessment [in Reading], 
we use Renaissance Learning Star Literacy for 


 STAR Reading student report – 1st-3rd Grades showing 5 tests October 
to February, indicating grade level equivalency, oral reading fluency  
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grades 1-3, and Star Early Literacy for K (3)  STAR Reading Screening Report Arizona AIMS, 1st-3rd – February, 
showing 8 meets, 1 approach 


 “STAR Reading Instructional Planning Report” for a student in grade 2 
for December 10, 2013. 


Using Core Knowledge in History and Science helps 
the students’ comprehension. 


 Core Knowledge 3rd Grade History Assessment – does not indicate 
alignment to Arizona Social Studies Standard 


 Core Knowledge 3rd Grade Science Assessment – does not indicate 
alignment to Arizona Science Standard 


For our primary form of assessment [in Math], we 
use Renaissance Learning Star Math for grades 1-3, 
and Saxon Math assessments for K (12) 


 STAR Math student reports – 3rd Grade showing 5 tests October to 
February, indicating grade level equivalency 


 STAR Math Screening Report Arizona AIMS, 1st-3rd Grades – February, 
showing all 9 at Meets 


All students receive instruction in small group 
settings and one-on-one instruction and computer 
assisted instruction is provided on a daily basis (12) 


 Lesson/Pacing Guide – 1st Grade indicating time of day for ALEKS Math 
group, STAR Reading group 


 
Staff requested further information regarding areas not addressed in the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress.   
 


Evidence Requested Evidence Provided 


Curriculum:  A system to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise curriculum, including 
supplemental curriculum, aligned with the 
standards, evidenced by curriculum alignment, 
curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional 
material adoptions, committee work, data review 
teams. 


   SGP Math/Reading 
   SGP Math/Reading Bottom 25% 
   Percent Passing Math/Reading 
  Composite School Comparison 
  ELL Math and Reading 
  FRL Math and Reading 
  SPED Math and Reading 
  State Accountability 


 Curriculum Map (pacing guide & lesson plans, 2nd-3rd grade classroom) 
– includes 13 weeks of daily lesson topics. Standards provided for two 
Core Knowledge Language Arts units with integrated science and social 
studies, one 8 weeks and one 7 weeks. 


 Teacher Training Week back to school (agenda); includes sessions on 
Core Knowledge ELA, Saxon Math, STAR assessment systems 


 Informal Observation Form, monthly starting October, for both K-3 
instructional staff, showing monitoring of implementation of 
Curriculum Maps. 


 Documents from the teacher edition of “Core Knowledge Unit 3-4” for 
grade 3. These documents provide alignment between lesson 
objectives and ACCR Standards. 


Instruction: A system to monitor the integration of 
the standards into instruction and evaluate the 
instructional practices of the teachers’ evidence by 
lesson plan review, formal teacher evaluations 
informal classroom observations, standards 
checklists, data review teams, and standards-based 
assessments. 


   SGP Math/Reading 
   SGP Math/Reading Bottom 25% 
   Percent Passing Math/Reading 
  Composite School Comparison 
  ELL Math and Reading 
  FRL Math and Reading 
  SPED Math and Reading 
  State Accountability 


 Informal Observation Form, blank, spaces for monthly observations 
August - January 


 Informal Observation Form, monthly starting October, for both K-3 
instructional staff, showing progression of improvement for staff 
identified as Needs Improvement in fall. 


 Teacher Appraisal, blank, 10 pp. Has not been completed for the 
current year. 


Assessment: A system based on clearly defined 
performance measures aligned with the curriculum 
and instructional methodology and includes data 
collection from multiple assessments, such as 


 “STAR Reading Instructional Planning Report” for a student in grade 2 
for December 10, 2013. 


 “ALEKS Pie Report for a Single Student” for October 2013 and February 
2014. 
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formative and summative assessment, common 
/benchmark assessments and data review teams. 


SGP Math/Reading 
   SGP Math/Reading Bottom 25% 
   Percent Passing Math/Reading 
  Composite School Comparison 
  ELL Math and Reading 
  FRL Math and Reading 
  SPED Math and Reading 
  State Accountability  


 “STAR Math Screening Report Arizona AIMS” and “STAR Reading 
Screening Report Arizona AIMS” documents for grades 1, 2, and 3 for 
December 2013 and February 2014. 


 “Weekly Unit Assessments – CKLA” for grades 2-3, Unit 3, lessons 1-15, 
including scores in reading, writing, and spelling 


 “Saxon Math Assessments” for grades 2-3 


Professional Development:  a professional 
development plan that is aligned with teacher 
learning needs.  The plan includes follow-up and 
monitoring strategies.  The plan focuses on areas of 
high importance and supports high quality 
implementation. 


SGP Math/Reading 
   SGP Math/Reading Bottom 25% 
   Percent Passing Math/Reading 
  Composite School Comparison 
  ELL Math and Reading 
  FRL Math and Reading 
  SPED Math and Reading 
  State Accountability 


 Staff In-Service sign-in sheets with topic from teachingchannel.org 


 09/06 – Learning to Read the Core 


 09/13 – Think Alouds 


 10/04 – Pre-K Reading 


 10/11 – Building Literature Skills 


 10/18 – Get Students’ Attention with Signals 


 11/01 – Student Ownership of Learning 


 11/08 – Collaborative Group Work 


 11/13 – Writing Higher Order Questions 


 12/06 – Using Arts to Promote Critical Thinking 


 12/13 – Take Notes to Prepare for Discussion 


 01/28 – Building Vocabulary with Fruit Haiku 


 02/04 – Wraparound Learning Experience 


 02/11 – Purposeful Group Collaboration 


 03/04 – Simplify Text Complexity 


 Teacher Training Week back to school (agenda); includes sessions on 
Core Knowledge ELA, Saxon Math, STAR assessment systems 


Data and Data Analysis 
 
 


 “STAR Reading Instructional Planning Report” for a student in grade 2 
for December 10, 2013. 


 “ALEKS Pie Report for a Single Student” for October 2013 and February 
2014. 


 “STAR Math Screening Report Arizona AIMS” and “STAR Reading 
Screening Report Arizona AIMS” documents for grades 1, 2, and 3 for 
December 2013 and February 2014. 


 “Weekly Unit Assessments – CKLA” for grades 2-3, Unit 3, lessons 1-15, 
including scores in reading, writing, and spelling 


 “Saxon Math Assessments” for grades 2-3 


 
Notes:  
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AGENDA ITEM:  Site Specific Change in Grades Served – Concordia Charter School 


 
Issue  


 A Site Specific Change in Grades Served Notification Request to add grade 4 to the Concordia Charter School – Navajo 
Mission school site was submitted by Concordia Charter School (CCS). The charter is authorized for grades K-8. CCS did 
not meet the Board’s academic performance expectations for 2013, and was required to submit a Demonstration of 
Sufficient Progress (DSP).   


Summary of Narrative Provided 


Rationale for Expansion Request 
The Navajo Mission site currently serves grades K-3, with 2 students in 3rd grade. The Charter Holder anticipates 
enrolling five 4th grade students for the 2014-2015 school year. Both the current facility and the charter enrollment cap 
have the capacity to add the additional grade. 


Support Information 
The submitted minutes of the February 13, 2014 meeting of the corporate board show approval for submitting a request 
to ASBCS to add grade 4 to the Navajo Mission site. 


According to ADE, 100th day average daily membership (ADM) for the Navajo Mission site is 15. 


Background  


CCS was granted a charter in 2005 and operates two schools: Concordia Charter School (serves K-6 in Mesa since 2007) 
and Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission (serves K-3 in Round Rock since 2013. This site served K-6 in Rock Point 
from 2010 to 2012, and was not in operation for FY 2013). According to the Charter Holder, a private school had been 
operated by the Navajo Evangelical Lutheran Mission for over 50 years when CCS was asked to operate a charter school 
on the site in 2010. On November 16, 2012, the Charter Holder sent a letter to ASBCS staff requesting a temporary 
suspension of operation Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission during FY2013, as the executive director of the 
Navajo Evangelical Lutheran Mission had decided to return the school site to private status. The Charter Holder 
identified a site that could be ready for operation in the summer of 2013. The school resumed operation on September 
4, 2013. The graphs below show the Charter Holder’s actual 100th day ADM for fiscal years 2010-2014, as well as the 
100th day ADM for each school site. 
 


 
      All figures provided by ADE 
 


Eligibility 


As stated in Board policy, prior to a charter school being placed on an agenda, staff conducts a compliance check as part 
of the notification approval process. The charter is in compliance in all areas. 
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Academic Performance 


As stated in the Board’s Academic Performance Framework and Guidance document, a Charter Holder’s academic 
performance will be evaluated by the Board when considering expansion requests. The academic performance of 
Concordia Charter School and Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission are represented in the dashboards below. 
 


 
 
Academic Performance – Concordia Charter School 
The FY2013 overall rating for Concordia Charter School on the Board’s academic performance measures was 38.75, 
including points received for the FY2013 letter grade of D as reported by the Arizona Department of Education. The 
FY2012 overall rating for Concordia Charter School on the Board’s academic performance measures was 57.19, including 
points received for the FY2012 letter grade of C as reported by the Arizona Department of Education. 


Academic Performance – Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission 
Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission did not receive an overall rating for FY2013, as operations were suspended 
(see “Background” above). The FY2012 overall rating for Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission on the Board’s 
academic performance measures was 38.75, including points received for the FY2012 letter grade of D as reported by 
the Arizona Department of Education.  


The academic performance of CCS did not meet the Board’s academic performance expectations set forth in the 
performance framework adopted by the Board. A DSP was required for the Navajo Mission site as part of the 4th year 
annual review, and was submitted by the charter representative on December 13, 2013 (presented in the Charter 
Holder’s notification portfolio: e. DSP Submission). In the expansion request submitted on April 9, 2014, the Charter 
Holder referenced the 4th year annual review DSP rather than submitting a separate expansion request DSP. 


Demonstration of Sufficient Progress 


Following a preliminary evaluation of the Annual Review DSP, staff conducted a site visit on March 6, 2014 to meet with 
the school’s leadership, as selected by the school, to confirm evidence of the processes described in the DSP and review 
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additional evidence to be considered in the final evaluation (presented in the Charter Holder’s notification portfolio: c. 
DSP Evaluation and d. DSP Evidence List). The following representatives of CCS were present at the site visit: 


Name Role 


Esther Davis Site Administrator 


Margaret Roush-Meier Charter Representative 


The DSP submitted by CCS for Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission was required to address the areas (curriculum, 
monitoring instruction, assessment, and professional development) for the measures for which the Charter Holder was 
required to provide a response. 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 at the time of 
the visit. The Charter Holder also had 48 hours following the site visit to submit relevant evidence.  


After considering information in the DSP, evidence provided at the time of the site visit, and additional evidence 
submitted following the site visit, the Charter Holder has not provided evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and proficiency, implementation 
of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready (ACCR) Standards into instruction, 
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student growth and proficiency, or 
implementation of a professional development plan that contributed to increased student growth and proficiency.  


As the school had suspended operation for FY2013, the Charter Holder was not able to demonstrate improved student 
performance compared to the prior year, but the Charter Holder provided data and analysis that demonstrates 
academic performance including student proficiency meeting standards based on data generated from valid and reliable 
assessment sources. The Charter Holder provided reports from the STAR Reading and STAR Math benchmark 
assessments from February 2014 showing 9 of 9 students in grades 1-3 meet standard in Math, and 8 of 9 students meet 
standard in Reading.  


The Charter Holder stated that school currently serves no ELL students and that 100% of students qualify for free or 
reduced-price lunch. 


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


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


Curriculum: 


In the area of curriculum, the DSP for Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission was evaluated as “Approaches.”  


The Charter Holder provided evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned with Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards (ACCR Standards), evidenced by pacing guides aligned to ACCR Standards, but did not provide evidence 
of a sustained improvement plan that includes a system to create/adopt, evaluate, and revise curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the Charter Holder provided evidence of a fragmented 
approach to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum aligned with ACCR Standards. The approach lacks 
cohesiveness or alignment with other school improvement efforts. The Charter Holder’s DSP in the area of curriculum is 
not acceptable. 


 The Charter Holder must provide evidence of implementation of a systematic process the school uses to 
create/adopt curriculum. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how and when the school evaluates curriculum 
options, what findings the school makes about curriculum options, and who is involved in the curriculum 
adoption process. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Curriculum Map” documents for the K-1 and 2-3 classrooms, which serve 
as pacing guides and lesson plans. These documents identify ACCR Standards for Saxon Math lessons 
and for Core Knowledge ELA units and lessons, and daily schedules, but do not demonstrate how and 
when the school evaluates curriculum options, what findings the school makes about curriculum 
options, and who is involved in the curriculum adoption process. The Charter Holder described creating 
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these documents and having teachers use standards alignment documents from the textbook publishers 
to ensure standards alignment during the summer in-service week, as evidenced by the “Teacher 
Training Week back to school” document, but was not able to provide further evidence of the process 
used to create these maps. These documents demonstrate an approach to creating curriculum that lacks 
cohesiveness or alignment to other school improvement efforts. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Teacher Training Week back to school.” This document provides an 
agenda for an undated 5 day period, including sessions on Core Knowledge, Saxon Math, Special 
Education, and Renaissance Place (STAR Math, STAR Reading). The sessions on Core Knowledge and 
Saxon Math include guiding questions to help teachers understand expectations for using the 
“Curriculum Map” and implementing the curriculum, but do not provide evidence that the curriculum 
maps were created or adopted during the sessions. The Charter Holder stated that teachers were not 
required to sign in, so this document does not provide evidence regarding who is involved in the 
curriculum adoption process. This document, with the “Curriculum Map” documents, demonstrates an 
approach to creating curriculum that lacks cohesiveness or alignment to other school improvement 
efforts. 


o The Charter Holder was not able to provide any evidence regarding the adoption of Core Knowledge 
ELA, Saxon Math, and ALEKS Math curriculum, but indicated that they have used the same curriculum at 
the Mesa site for many years. This does not provide any evidence regarding a system to adopt 
curriculum. 


 The Charter Holder must provide evidence that the school has a system in place for implementing the 
curriculum consistently across the school. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate the school utilizes tools that 
identify what must be taught, the expected pacing, strategies, methods, and activities, and communicated 
expectations for the consistent use of these tools. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Curriculum Map” documents, which serve as pacing guides and lesson 
planning documents. These documents identify ACCR Standards for Saxon Math lessons and for Core 
Knowledge ELA units and lessons, with daily class schedules for the multi-age classrooms.  The 
document provided covers 13 weeks of lessons. The Charter Holder stated that both Saxon Math and 
Core Knowledge were highly scripted curriculum, so the identification of a specific Saxon Math lesson or 
Core Knowledge chapter indicates the methods and activities to be used in the classroom using the 
curricular text. The “Curriculum Map” documents combined with documents from the “Core Knowledge 
Units 3-4,”provide evidence that the school utilizes tools that communicate expectations to teachers, 
which are monitored through the use of the “Informal Classroom Observation” forms described below. 
These documents demonstrate evidence of a system to implement curriculum consistently across the 
school. 


o The Charter Holder provided documents from the teacher edition of “Core Knowledge Unit 3-4” for 
grade 3. These documents include lesson strategies, methods, and activities, including formative and 
summative assessments, as well as providing alignment between lesson objectives and ACCR Standards. 
When combined with the “Curriculum Map” documents described above, these documents show that 
the school uses tools that identify what must be taught, the expected pacing, strategies, methods, and 
activities, and communicated expectations for the consistent use of these tools. These documents 
demonstrate evidence of a system to implement curriculum consistently across the school. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Informal Observation Forms” demonstrating monthly observations of 
teacher instructional practice. These documents include items indicating “Pertinence – following daily 
curriculum map.” These documents provide evidence that school leaders monitored consistent 
implementation of the curriculum. When combined with the “Curriculum Map” and the “Core 
Knowledge Units 3-4,” these documents demonstrate evidence of a system to implement curriculum 
consistently across the school. 


 The Charter Holder must provide evidence of implementation of a systematic process for evaluating and revising 
curriculum. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how the school evaluates how effectively the curriculum 
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enables students to master the standards, identifies gaps in the curriculum, and demonstrates how the school is 
addressing curricular gaps. 


o The Charter Holder was not able to provide any evidence regarding the evaluation and revision of 
curriculum, but indicated that they have changed the Core Knowledge curricular materials to the new 
Core Knowledge ELA materials after piloting them for several years at the Mesa site, and changed the 
computer-based supplemental curriculum used at the Navajo Mission site to align to the curriculum 
used at the Mesa site due to increased internet bandwidth availability. This does not provide any 
evidence regarding a system to evaluate and revise curriculum. 


 The Charter Holder must demonstrate implementation of a curriculum aligned to the ACCR Standards. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Curriculum Map” documents, which serve as pacing guides and lesson 
plans. These documents identify ACCR Standards for Saxon Math lessons and for Core Knowledge ELA 
units and lessons, with daily class schedules for the multi-age classrooms. These documents 
demonstrate evidence of implementation of a curriculum aligned to ACCR Standards. 


o The Charter Holder provided documents from the teacher edition of “Core Knowledge Unit 3-4” for 
grade 3. These documents provide alignment between lesson objectives and ACCR Standards. These 
documents, when combined with the “Curriculum Map,” demonstrate implementation of a curriculum 
aligned to ACCR Standards.  


 The Charter Holder must demonstrate implementation of a curriculum adapted to meet the needs of subgroup 
populations. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate there is curriculum intended to provide differentiated 
materials, activities, and/or strategies for struggling students within the subgroups. 


o The Charter Holder provided “STAR Reading Instructional Planning Report” for a student in grade 2 for 
December 10, 2013. This document provides the benchmark assessment scale score, whether the score 
meets standard, the projected results for this student, grade level equivalencies for key skills aligned to 
ACCR Standard domains. The document also identifies focus skills for intervention. The Charter Holder 
stated that one-on-one and small group instruction is provided based on the Instructional Planning 
Report. This document provides evidence that there is curriculum intended to provide differentiated 
materials, activities, and/or strategies for struggling students within the subgroups. These documents 
demonstrate evidence of implementation of a curriculum adapted to meet the needs of subgroup 
populations. 


o The Charter Holder provided “ALEKS Pie Report for a Single Student” for October 2013 and February 
2014. These online reports list sequential online assignments in a specific math domain aligned to the 
ACCR Standards based on assessed needs. The program does not permit the student to access a lesson 
unless the student has mastered the prior one, or the teacher assigns it. The Charter Holder stated that 
site leaders review these documents about every ten days to ensure students are making progress on 
math. These documents provide evidence that students were given opportunities to engage in 
individualized computer-based curriculum aligned to assessed learning needs. These documents 
demonstrate evidence of implementation of a curriculum adapted to meet the needs of subgroup 
populations. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Curriculum Map” documents, which include daily schedules. The 
schedules show times for direct instruction of each grade in the K-1 and 2-3 classrooms. The Charter 
Holder stated that when students from one grade level are receiving direct instruction, students from 
the other grade level are participating in differentiated one-on-one or small group instruction, or 
provided opportunities to engage in individualized computer-based curriculum aligned to assessed 
learning needs. These documents, when combined with the “STAR Reading Instructional Planning 
Report” and the “ALEKS Pie Report for a Single Student,” demonstrate evidence of implementation of a 
curriculum adapted to meet the needs of subgroup populations. 
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Monitoring Instruction: 


In the area of monitoring instruction, the DSP for Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission was evaluated as 
“Approaches.”  


The Charter Holder provided evidence of monitoring the integration of ACCR Standards into instruction and evaluating 
the instructional practices of teachers through monitoring daily pacing guides aligned to ACCR Standards and informal 
classroom observations, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that provides for some analysis 
and feedback to further develop the system. Rather, the Charter Holder provided evidence of an approach to monitoring 
the integration of ACCR Standards into instruction and evaluating the instructional practices of teachers. The Charter 
Holder’s DSP in the area of monitoring instruction is not acceptable. 


 The Charter Holder must provide evidence of implementation of a system to monitor the integration of ACCR 
Standards into instruction. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate that the school ensures all grade level standards 
are taught within the school year in all classrooms and that teachers implement an ACCR Standards-aligned 
curriculum with fidelity. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Informal Evaluation Form” for both K-3 instructional staff members 
starting in October 2013. This document is a checklist with columns for monthly documented teacher 
observations, and rows for rating 31 areas of instructional practice. These documents include an item 
“Pertinence – following daily curriculum map.” The item was completed monthly for both teachers 
staring in October. This document provides evidence that the school leader monitored teachers’ 
adherence to the “Curriculum Map” document described below. These documents demonstrate 
evidence of a system to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into instruction. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Curriculum Map” documents, which serve as pacing guides and lesson 
plans. These documents identify ACCR Standards for Saxon Math lessons and for Core Knowledge ELA 
units and lessons, and daily schedules. These documents present expectations for teachers regarding 
implementation of curriculum, and, when combined with the “Informal Evaluation Form” described 
above, provide evidence that the school ensures that teachers implement an ACCR Standards-aligned 
curriculum with fidelity. These documents demonstrate evidence of a system to monitor the integration 
of ACCR Standards into instruction. 


o The Charter Holder was not able to provide evidence that the school ensures all grade level standards 
are taught within the school year in all classrooms. The Charter Holder stated that the teachers had used 
standards-alignment documents from textbook publishers Saxon Math and Core Knowledge in the 
preparation of the “Curriculum Map” documents described above, but had not prepared documents 
(e.g. standards checklist) to ensure that all grade level standards for both grades taught in the mixed-
grade classrooms were included in these documents. This does not provide any evidence regarding a 
system to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into instruction. 


 The Charter Holder must provide evidence of implementation of a system to evaluate the instructional practices 
of teachers. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate that the school evaluates the quality of instruction and 
identifies the strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs of teachers. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Informal Evaluation Form” for both K-3 instructional staff members 
starting in October 2013. This document is a checklist with columns for monthly documented teacher 
observations, and rows for rating 31 areas of instructional practice.  On each of these 31 areas, the 
documents provides columns for the site leader to indicate, by month, whether the teacher was rated as 
acceptable or needs improvement, or whether that practice was not observed during the observation. 
These documents included evidence of progressive improvement month by month of identified learning 
needs, and provided evidence that the school leader monitored instructional practices of teachers. 
However, the document did not provide a rating scale to indicate what level of performance constituted 
an acceptable level; the school leader stated that she determined whether a teacher’s performance was 
acceptable or needed improvement based on her experience. These documents demonstrate an 
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approach to evaluating the quality of instruction and identifying the strengths, weaknesses, and learning 
needs of teachers. 


o The Charter Holder provided a blank copy of the “Teacher Appraisal” form, and stated that the site visit 
had occurred before the first of two annual formal teacher evaluations had been conducted. The 
document included many areas addressing the instructional practices of teachers, and provided a rating 
scale for evaluating the quality of instruction and identifying the strengths, weaknesses, and learning 
needs of teachers. This document demonstrates that the school is at the beginning stages of 
implementing a system for evaluating the quality of instruction and identifying the strengths, 
weaknesses, and learning needs of teachers. The school has created tools, which if implemented 
correctly, would provide a process or system for evaluating the instructional practices of teachers, but 
did not provide evidence of the implementation of these tools. 


 The Charter Holder must provide evidence that school leaders conduct some analysis and provide some 
feedback to further develop the system. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate that teachers receive the 
feedback, have access to the resources necessary to address identified weaknesses and learning needs, and/or 
the school ensures teacher development is ongoing. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Informal Evaluation Form” for both K-3 instructional staff members 
starting in October 2013. This document is a checklist with columns for monthly documented teacher 
observations, and rows for rating 31 areas of instructional practice.  On each of these 31 areas, the 
documents provides columns for the site leader to indicate, by month, whether the teacher was rated as 
acceptable or needs improvement, or whether that practice was not observed during the observation. 
However, the Charter Holder was not able to provide evidence that teachers received feedback based 
on the informal observations; the site leader said that feedback was provided verbally. These documents 
do not provide evidence that school leaders conduct some analysis and provide some feedback to 
further develop the system. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Staff In-Service Sign-In Sheets” for 14 dates in the 2013-2014 school year 
listing the topic covered on that date. The topics identify streaming video lessons available from 
teachingchannel.org. The Charter Holder stated that the many topics were chosen based on teacher 
learning needs identified through the informal evaluation form, but did not provide evidence linking 
specific trainings to identified teacher learning needs. These documents provide evidence of the 
beginning stages of ensuring that teachers have access to resources necessary to address identified 
weaknesses and learning needs, and that the school ensures teacher development is ongoing. 


 The Charter Holder must provide evidence of implementation of a system to evaluate the instructional practices 
of teachers that addresses the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%, ELL students, FRL students, 
and students with disabilities. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate that the school evaluates the quality of 
instruction and identifies the strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs of teachers in relation to meeting the 
needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%, ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Informal Evaluation Form” and “Teacher Appraisal” to provide evidence of 
the implemented system to evaluate the instructional practices of teachers that addresses the needs of 
students with proficiency in the bottom 25%, ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities. 
However, none of the assessment areas on either document differentiate between the needs of 
students within subgroups and the needs of students outside of subgroups. These documents do not 
provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate implementation of a system to evaluate the instructional 
practices of teachers that addresses the needs of students in subgroups. 


Assessment: 


In the area of Assessment, the DSP for Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission was evaluated as “Meets.”  


The Charter Holder provided evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a plan for 
monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Specifically, the Charter Holder provided evidence of comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional 
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methodology that includes data collection from multiple assessments. The Charter Holder’s DSP in the area of 
assessment is acceptable. 


 The Charter Holder must provide evidence of the implementation of a comprehensive assessment system. 
Sufficient evidence will demonstrate the school regularly and timely assesses students in a manner that is 
aligned with the curriculum in order to monitor student progress. 


o The Charter Holder provided “STAR Reading Student Report” and “STAR Math Student Report.” These 
documents show 5 testing dates between October 2013 and February 2014. The Charter Holder stated 
that students are assessed every three weeks, which is confirmed by the dates listed on the reports. The 
reports included individual student grade level equivalency for skills aligned to specific ACCR Standard 
domains, and, for Reading, oral reading fluency. These documents provide evidence that demonstrates 
the school regularly and timely assesses students in a manner that is aligned with the curriculum in 
order to monitor student progress These documents demonstrate evidence of the implementation of a 
comprehensive assessment system. 


o The Charter Holder provided “STAR Math Screening Report Arizona AIMS” and “STAR Reading Screening 
Report Arizona AIMS” documents for grades 1, 2, and 3 for December 2013 and February 2014. These 
documents provide a graphic representation of each student’s performance on a specified benchmark 
assessment as compared to a cut score that indicates expected progress towards meeting the state 
assessment standard.  The document also provided each student’s scale score, whether that score 
exceeded, met, approached, or fell far below the benchmark cut score, and the predicted benchmark 
score at the time of the state test. The Charter Holder stated that they used these reports to identify 
students who need intervention. These documents demonstrate the school regularly and timely 
assesses students in a manner that is aligned with the curriculum in order to monitor student progress. 
These documents demonstrate evidence of the implementation of a comprehensive assessment system. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Weekly Unit Assessments – CKLA” for grades 2-3, Unit 3, lessons 1-15. This 
document is a spreadsheet including individual student scores on curricular assessments in reading, 
writing, and spelling. This document identifies rubric scores for curricular assessments from the Core 
Knowledge ELA curriculum, with a rubric score of 5 indicating mastery. These documents provide 
evidence that demonstrates data collection from multiple assessments. This document demonstrates 
evidence of the implementation of a comprehensive assessment system. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Saxon Math Assessments” for grades 2-3. This document is a spreadsheet 
providing rubric scores for curricular assessments from the Saxon Math curriculum, with a rubric score 
of 5 indicating mastery. These documents provide evidence that demonstrates data collection from 
multiple assessments. This document demonstrates evidence of the implementation of a 
comprehensive assessment system. 


 The Charter Holder must provide evidence that data from these assessments is analyzed and utilized. Sufficient 
evidence will demonstrate how and when the school analyzes assessment data, what findings the school makes 
from assessment data, who is involved in the analysis of assessment data, and how that analysis is used to 
inform and adapt instruction. 


o The Charter Holder provided “STAR Reading Student Report” and “STAR Math Student Report” 
documents showing 5 testing dates between October 2013 and February 2014. The site leader stated 
that she reviews these reports with the two classroom teachers. The reports included individual student 
grade level equivalency for skills aligned to specific ACCR Standard domains, and, for Reading, oral 
reading fluency. These documents demonstrate the process of how and when the school analyzes 
assessment data.  


o The Charter Holder provided “STAR Reading Instructional Planning Report” for one 2nd grade student. 
The document identifies ACCR Standards in ELA by grade level equivalency, and indicates focus 
standards for intervention. The Charter Holder described using the assessment data to form small 
groups for differentiated instruction, and that the groups are formed as needed. This document 
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demonstrates what findings the school makes from assessment data, who is involved in the analysis of 
assessment data, and how that analysis is used to inform and adapt instruction. 


o The Charter Holder provided “ALEKS Pie Report for a Single Student” for one 2nd grade student for 
October 2013 and February 2014. This document identifies areas in which the program diagnosed math 
learning needs, and indicated the student’s progress in addressing those needs over time. The 
documents identify a sequence of lessons in 6 conceptual domains, in which the student must achieve 
mastery level on a lesson before being able to move to the next lesson addressing that domain. The 
graphic indicator and list of lessons allow teachers to monitor progress in areas of assessed need. The 
Charter Holder stated that these reports are monitored every ten days. This document demonstrates 
how and when the school analyzes assessment data, what findings the school makes from assessment 
data, and how that analysis is used to inform and adapt instruction. 


 The Charter Holder must provide evidence of implementation of an assessment system that meets the needs of 
students with proficiency in the bottom 25%, ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities. 
Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how the assessment system assesses students within the subgroups 
according to their needs. 


o The Charter Holder provided “STAR Reading Instructional Planning Report” for a student in grade 2 for 
December 10, 2013. This document provides the benchmark assessment scale score, whether the score 
meets standard, the projected results for this student, grade level equivalencies for key skills aligned to 
ACCR Standard domains. The document also identified focus skill for intervention. The Charter Holder 
stated that one-on-one and small group instruction is provided based on the Instructional Planning 
Report. This document provided evidence that there is curriculum intended to provide differentiated 
materials, activities, and/or strategies for struggling students within the subgroups. This document 
demonstrates how the assessment system assesses students within the subgroups according to their 
needs. 


o The Charter Holder provided “ALEKS Pie Report for a Single Student” for one 2nd grade student for 
October 2013 and February 2014. This document identifies areas in which the program diagnosed math 
learning needs, and indicated the student’s progress in addressing those needs over time. The 
documents identify a sequence of lessons in 6 conceptual domains, in which the student must achieve 
mastery level on a lesson before being able to move to the next lesson addressing that domain. The 
graphic indicator and list of lessons allow teachers to monitor progress in areas of assessed need. The 
Charter Holder stated that these reports are monitored every ten days. This document demonstrates 
how the assessment system assesses students within the subgroups according to their needs. 


Professional Development: 


In the area of professional development he DSP for Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission was evaluated as “Falls 
Far Below.”  


The Charter Holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a 
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. Rather, the Charter Holder provided 
evidence of the beginning stages of a professional development plan that is usually external and determined without 
regard to an overall school plan. The Charter Holder’s DSP in the area of professional development is not acceptable. 


 The Charter Holder must provide evidence of implementation of a comprehensive professional development 
plan. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate that the plan was developed to address teacher learning needs and 
areas of high importance. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Staff In-Service Sign-In Sheets” for 14 dates in the 2013-2014 school year 
listing the topic covered on that date. The topics identify streaming video lessons available from 
teachingchannel.org. The Charter Holder stated that the many topics were chosen based on teacher 
learning needs identified through the informal evaluation form, but did not provide evidence linking 
specific trainings to identified teacher learning needs. These documents indicate that professional 
development is usually external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. These 
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documents do not provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the plan was developed to address 
teacher learning needs and areas of high importance. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Teacher Training Week back to school,” which provides an agenda for an 
undated 5 day period. The document includes guiding questions used during the training sessions on 
Core Knowledge and Saxon Math, but do not provide information on what material was covered. 
Sessions on Special Education and Renaissance Place (STAR Math, STAR Reading) were identified, but no 
guiding questions were provided. The Charter Holder stated that teachers were not required to sign in, 
and that curricular materials and technology were used in the training, but no materials were provided 
for review. This document does not provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the plan was 
developed to address teacher learning needs and areas of high importance. 


o The Charter Holder stated that one teacher had been sent to a Core Knowledge conference in Phoenix 
during the summer of 2013, but did not provide any evidence to support this. This does not provide any 
evidence regarding the implementation of a comprehensive professional development plan. 


 The Charter Holder must provide evidence of implementation of a system that supports high quality 
implementation of the information and strategies learned through the professional development plan. Sufficient 
evidence will demonstrate how the Charter Holder provides access to resources necessary to implement the 
information and strategies, and/or otherwise supports teachers in planning to and implementing the 
information and strategies. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Staff In-Service Sign-In Sheets” for 14 dates in the 2013-2014 school year 
listing the topic covered on that date. The topics identify streaming video lessons available from 
teachingchannel.org. The Charter Holder stated that the many topics were chosen based on teacher 
learning needs identified through the informal evaluation form, but did not provide evidence linking 
specific trainings to identified teacher learning needs. These documents indicate that professional 
development is usually external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. These 
documents do not provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate how the Charter Holder provides access 
to resources necessary to implement the information and strategies. 


o The Charter Holder provided “Teacher Training Week back to school,” which provides an agenda for an 
undated 5 day period. The document includes guiding questions used during the training sessions on 
Core Knowledge and Saxon Math, but do not provide information on what material was covered. 
Sessions on Special Education and Renaissance Place (STAR Math, STAR Reading) were identified, but no 
guiding questions were provided. The Charter Holder stated that teachers were not required to sign in, 
and that curricular materials and technology were used in the training, but no materials were provided 
for review. This document does not provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate how the Charter Holder 
provides access to resources necessary to implement the information and strategies. 


 The Charter Holder must provide evidence of implementation of a system to follow-up on and monitor the 
implementation of the strategies and information learned through the professional development plan. Sufficient 
evidence will demonstrate how implementation is observed and evaluated and how the school ensures teacher 
development is ongoing in relation to the information and strategies learned through the professional 
development plan. 


o The Charter Holder did not provide any evidence to demonstrate a system to follow-up on and monitor 
the implementation of the strategies and information learned through the professional development 
plan.  


 The Charter Holder must provide evidence of implementation of a comprehensive professional development 
plan that meets the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%, ELL students, FRL students, and 
students with disabilities. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how the professional development plan 
addresses teacher weaknesses and learning needs and areas of high importance in relation to students within 
the subgroups according to their needs. 
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o The Charter Holder provided “Teacher Training Week back to school,” which provides an agenda for an 
undated 5 day period, including a session on Special Education. The documents identifies that the 
training will cover “records and requirements” for Special Education Reports, but does not provide 
information regarding how the professional development plan addresses teacher weaknesses and 
learning needs and areas of high importance in relation to students within the subgroups according to 
their needs. This document does not provide evidence of implementation of a comprehensive 
professional development plan that meets the needs of students within the subgroups. 


Data: 


Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission provided data and analysis that demonstrates academic performance 
including student proficiency meeting standards based on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. As 
the school had suspended operation during FY2013, the school was not able to demonstrate increased growth and 
proficiency compared to prior years. However, Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission did provide evidence of 
student proficiency in meeting performance standards benchmarked by the assessment vendor to statewide AIMS 
performance levels for all students in Math and 8 of 9 students in Reading, including students in subgroups. 


The Charter Holder’s DSP in the area of data is acceptable. 


 The Charter Holder must provide evidence of the effectiveness of their systems in each of the areas discussed 
above through the presentation of valid and reliable data and data analysis that demonstrates improved student 
growth and proficiency. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate the school’s performance on the AIMS assessment, 
as reflected in the dashboard, is and will continue to improve as compared to prior years. 


o The Charter Holder provided “STAR Math Screening Report Arizona AIMS” and “STAR Reading Screening 
Report Arizona AIMS” documents for grades 1, 2, and 3 for December 2013 and February 2014. These 
documents provide a graphic representation of each student’s performance on a specified benchmark 
assessment as compared to a cut score that indicates expected progress towards meeting the state 
assessment standard.  The document also provided each student’s scale score, whether that score 
exceeded, met, approached, or fell far below the benchmark cut score, and the predicted benchmark 
score at the time of the state test. The reports showed that all students in Math and 8 of 9 students in 
Reading had met benchmarked standards, and a comparison of the two showed that all had made 
appropriate growth during the school year, including the one student approaching in Reading. These 
documents demonstrate the effectiveness of their systems in each of the areas discussed above through 
the presentation of valid and reliable data and data analysis that demonstrates improved student 
growth and proficiency.  


Board Options 


Option 1: Having considered the statements of the representatives of the Charter Holder today and the contents of the 
expansion portfolio which includes the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress, I move to deny the requests to add grade 4 
to Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission on the bases that the Charter Holder failed to meet or make sufficient 
progress toward the academic performance expectations set forth in the performance framework as reflected in the 
staff report and currently operates two schools that have received an overall rating of “Does Not Meet Standard” or 
“Falls Far Below Standard” in both of the two most recent fiscal years for which there is State assessment data available. 


Option 2:  Notwithstanding staff’s recommendation to deny the request, the Board may determine that there is a basis 
to approve the Site Specific Change in Grade Levels Notification Request to the charter held by Concordia Charter School 
as requested by the Charter Holder.  The following language is provided for consideration: Charter expansion is based on 
consideration of academic and contractual compliance of the Charter Holder. In this case, the Charter Holder did not 
meet the academic performance expectations set forth in the Board’s performance framework but was able to 
demonstrate sufficient progress toward the Board’s expectations when: [provide specific findings related to curriculum, 
monitoring of instruction, assessment, professional development, and/or data]. With that taken into consideration, as 
well as having considered the statements of the representatives of the Charter Holder today and the contents of the 
expansion portfolio which includes the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress, I move that the Board approve the request 
to add grade 4 to Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission. 
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Charterholder Info


Downloads


Current Grade Levels Served


New Grade Levels


Attachments


Signature


Site Specific Change in Grades Served Notification Request


Charter Holder Representative


Name:
Concordia Charter School


CTDS:
07-85-30-000


Mailing Address:
142 N. Date St.
Mesa, AZ 85201


View detailed info


Name:
Margaret Roush-Meier


Phone Number:
480-461-0555


Fax Number:
480-461-0556


Download all files


Concordia Charter School - Navajo Mission: K, 1st, 2nd, 3rd


New Grade Levels Served


4th Grade


Effective Date
08/04/2014


Board Minutes — Download File


Narrative — Download File


Facility Documentation — Download File


Additional Information*
No documents were uploaded.


Charter Representative Signature
Margaret Roush-Meier 04/09/2014
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CONCORDIA CHARTER SCHOOL, Inc. 
A Friend of Core Knowledge 
 


Concordia Charter School – Mesa       
142 North Date Street     


Mesa, Arizona  85201         
Phone: 480-461-0555      


Fax: 480-461-0556     


 


GOVERNING BOARD MEETING MINUTES 


Thursday, February 13, 2014 


 
Board Attendees:  Margaret Roush-Meier, Sue Jeffery, Kathleen Rogers, Charles Seyffer 


Board Clerk:  Diane Fernichio 
Public Attendees:  Esther Davis, Margaret Williamson – potential board member, Wayne O’Daniel – potential board 


member 


Absent:  Pam Werrell, Sue Henderson, Bob Blatz 
 


Meeting called to order by Margaret Roush-Meier at 2:45 p.m. 


ITEM DISCUSSION ACTION 


PUBLIC FORUM  
 


APPROVAL OF 
MINUTES 


The minutes from the meeting of January 9, 2014 were approved with the 


addition of State Unemployment Insurance rate increase from 1.7 to 3.4%.  
The motion was made by Sue Jeffery and seconded by Kathleen Rogers.  


Motion approved.  3 Yes/ 0 No.   


Motion approved. 
 3 Yes/ 0 No. 


 


 


 Addition of 4th grade at Navajo Mission – We currently have 3 third graders 


at the school right now.  We need to notify the State Board for Charter 


Schools that we are increasing to 4th grade.  Our charter is written for K-8. 
Kathleen made a motion to notify the ASBCS that we will be adding 4th 


grade to the Navajo Mission site.  Charles seconded the motion.  Motion 
approved.  3 Yes/ 0 No.  


 


Removal of Board members – Sue  Henderson, Pam Werrell, Bob Blatz – We 
need to notify the State Board for Charter Schools that these three members 


are no longer on our board.  Charles made a motion to remove members 
Sue Henderson, Pam Werrell, and Bob Blatz from the board.  Sue Jeffery 


seconded the motion.  Motion approved.  3 Yes/ 0 No. 


 
Ratify Revised Budget and Revised AFR – Margaret and Kathleen worked to 


revise the budget from 2014 and revise the AFR for 2013.  Sue made a 
motion to ratify the revised 2014 Budget and the revised AFR for 2013.  


Charles seconded the motion.  Motion approved. 3 Yes/ 0 No. 
 


Food Service / Kitchen Update – The Navajo Nation has now contracted with 


us to provide meals at the senior center.  We are writing up an IGA for 25 
meals per day, 20 days per month, $5 per meal = $2500/month.  Two 


participants in the Navajo employment training program will be provided to 
assist with the senior program. 


 


Food Service - Mesa – The State has approved the Mesa site and we will 


Motion approved. 


3 Yes/ 0 No 
 


 
 


 


Motion approved. 
3 Yes/ 0 No 


 
Motion approved. 


 3 Yes/ 0 No. 


 
 


Motion approved. 
3 Yes/ 0 No. 


 
 


 


 
 


 
 


 







 


 


now be cooking and preparing our own food here.  It does not include any 


additional staff members.  This new service begins on Tuesday, 2/18/14. 


FINANCIAL 
REPORT 


Presentation of Financial Report as of the date ending January 31, 2014 -


Kathleen reviewed the financials and they were discussed in detail.   


Approval of Expenditures through January 31, 2014.  They also reviewed the 
Expenses by Vendor. 


 
Charles made a motion to accept the financial report and approve 


expenditures for the month ending January 31, 2014.  The motion was 
seconded by Sue.  Motion approved.  3 Yes/ 0 No. 


Motion approved. 


3 Yes/ 0 No. 


 
 


 
 


 
 


DIRECTOR’S 
REPORT 
 


Margaret already reported on the food service issues.  She continues to 
attend ASBCS meetings and has been appointed to the Small Schools Food 


Service Advisory Board.   


 
Both schools are working on preparation for AIMS and AZELLA testing. 


 
Kathleen and Margaret will be meeting with the City of Mesa to talk about 


initial plans to remodel the parsonage into classrooms for next year. 


 


PRINCIPAL’S 
REPORT 
 


 


Mesa - Mr. McCarthy reported what each classroom is currently working on.  


Kinders continue to work on counting, writing and vocabulary.  Grades 1 – 6 
are working from the Core Knowledge curriculum with 4 hours of oral 


English, conversation and vocabulary, reading, writing and grammar. 


 
Sample benchmark testing reports from STAR Reading and STAR Math were 


reviewed.  We are using the April 2014 AIMS expectations as our 
benchmark.  Our next school-wide benchmark testing will take place the 


week of Feb. 18 – 21. 
 


AZELLA testing which will take place the week of March 3 – 7, prior to 


Spring Break. 
 


Navajo Mission – They currently have 10 preschool students and 17 regular 
school students. These students are preparing for AIMS testing.  Benchmark 


testing is taking place on this campus as well. 


 


RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT 


Diane reported the progress made in both monetary and in kind donations 


during the past month.  Junior Achievement Programs have been scheduled.  


All students will be participating.  Students in Grades 4 - 6 will attend JA 
BizTown.   


 
Young Rembrandts Art program has been running successfully now for the 


past several months.  This is a free volunteer program.  Concordia was 
included on their Facebook page with a write-up about the school and our 


students’ art work. 


 
Nationwide Vision completed the initial screenings of students and 30 


students will be taken to their office for complete eye exams.  Any student 
needing glasses will receive two pair. They are also looking to plant our 


community garden. 


 
A.T. Still Dental School completed their initial dental exams and next Friday 


we will be taking our students to their dental school for fillings, cleanings, 


 







 


 


etc.  All work will be done for free. 


 
13 college students are completing their Service Learning hours at the Mesa 


Campus.  Students work with teachers through small break-out groups, 


math tutors, reading buddies and in preparing our students for testing.   
 


Family Nights continue to be successful.  In January we held our second 
Astronomy Night, provided free through the East Valley Astronomy Club.  


February is Math Night. Please join us the last Tuesday of each month at 


5:30 p.m. 


NEXT MEETING The next Board meeting is scheduled for March 13, 2014 at 2:30 p.m.  
(spring break)   


 
Meeting adjourned at 3:40 p.m.   


 
Respectfully submitted,      Minutes approved by Governing Board on 


 


_______________________________________________ Date: _______________________________ 







 


CONCORDIA CHARTER SCHOOL, Inc. 


A Friend of Core Knowledge 


 


 
Concordia Charter School – Mesa     Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission 


142 North Date Street    PO Box 495 


Mesa, Arizona  85201        Rock Point, Arizona  86545 


Phone: 480-461-0555      


Fax: 480-461-0556      


www.concordiacharter.org 


                                    


Providing educational excellence and equity to Arizona’s most vulnerable children. 
 


Concordia Charter School does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, age or handicap in its 


programs, activities, admission or employment practices.  


Concordia Charter School is funded in part by a grant from the U.S. Department of Education Office of Innovation and 


Improvement, and is recognized as a 501(c) (3) nonprofit corporation. 


March 24, 2014 


 


Arizona State Board for Charter Schools 


PO Box 18328 


Phoenix,  AZ  85009 


 


 


Site Specific Change in Grades Served Notification Request to Add 4
th


 Grade 


Concordia Charter School – Navajo Mission for SY 15 


Facility Documentation 


 


 


The current facility is comprised of four classrooms.  No additional classroom space will be required 
for the 2015 school year when it expands to 4th grade. 
 
A current Fire Marshall’s Inspection Report is on file with Arizona State Board for Charter Schools as 
well as occupancy approval as granted by Round Rock Chapter of the Navajo Nation. 
 


 


Respectfully submitted, 


 


 


Margaret Roush-Meier, President 


Concordia Charter School, Inc. 



http://www.concordiacharter.org/
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