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Academic Performance

NO PERMISSION TO EDIT
Encore Arts Academy

2012 2013 2014
Traditional Traditional Traditional
Elementary School (K-8) | Elementary School (K to 8) | Elementary School (K to 8)
Poi c Poi . Poi .
1. Growth Measure AS;;":Z d Weight | Measure As:ilgnr:: d Weight | Measure Assoilgnnt: d Weight
1a. SGP Math 50 75 12.5 38 50 12.5 43 50 12.5
| Reading 54 75 12.5 46 50 12.5 47 50 12.5
1b. SGP Bottom 25% Math 39 50 12.5 42.5 50 12.5 65 75 12.5
' " Reading | 55.5 75 125 [ s 39 50  12.5
2. Proficiency Measure A':;;":Z d Weight | Measure Azgilgnntz d Weight | Measure Als::ilgn:; d Weight
61/ 53.4 / 48.7 /
. Math 63.6 50 7.5 64.1 50 7.5 63.4 50 7.5
2a. Percent Passing 82 / 71.6 / 72.6 /
Reading 781 75 7.5 7é.6 50 7.5 7é.1 50 7.5
2b. Composite Math 2.1 75 7.5 -2.3 50 7.5 -7.2 50 7.5
School
Comparison Reading | 7.8 75 | 75 0.3 75 75 | 05 75 | 7.5
Math  [50/39 75 25 |308/40 50 25 | BNl 50 25
2c. Subgroup ELL -
. 75/ 53.8 / 61.5 /
Reading 57 4 75 2.5 51.6 75 2.5 48 1 75 2.5
59 / 47.7 /
) . 82/ 69.8 / 68.4 /
Reading 0.4 75 2.5 71.2 50 2.5 0.4 50 2.5
Math 17/ 50 25 | 227 755 25 | BZ) 755 a5
24.3 25.6 22.5
2c. Subgroup SPED 46 / 144/
Reading 37.5 75 2.5 3%.5 75 2.5 |41.7 / 40 75 2.5
K] P 3 t . P : . P o .
3. State Accountabi l'|ty Measure Ass?ilgnn: 4 Weight | Measure As:ilgnnt: 4 Weight | Measure Ass(,)i]gnnt; 4 Weight
3a. State Accountability B 75 5 C 50 5 C 50 5
Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating
Scoring for Overall Rating
89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet 6938 100 5062 100 5625 100
Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard







Five-Year Interval Report Back to reports list

AR1ZONA STATE BoArRD FOR CHARTER ScHoOOLS
Renewal Summary Review

Interval Report Details Hide Section
Report Date: 06/03/2015 Report Type: Renewal
Charter Contract Information Hide Section
Charter Corporate Name: Legacy Schools
Charter CTDS: 07-86-85-000 Charter Entity ID: 79660
Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 07/12/2001
Authorizer: ASBCS Contractual Days:
Number of Schools: 1 e Encore Arts Academy: 180
Charter Grade Configuration: K-8 Contract Expiration Date: 07/11/2016
FY Charter Opened: 2002 Charter Signed: 07/12/2001
Charter Granted: _ Corp. Commission Status Charter Holder is in Good
Standing
Corp. Commission File # 0954199-4 Corp. Type Non Profit
[C)g:g. Commission Status 06/03/2015 Charter Enrollment Cap 625

Charter Contact Information Hide Section
Mailing Address: 7420 East Main Street Website: _
Mesa, AZ 85207
Phone: 480-981-2008 Fax: 480-641-4473
Mission Statement: Legacy is committed to excellence in education. We believe a child is the most important

resource on earth. We further believe each child has a mission to share with humanity and
needs a wide and varied knowledge base to fulfill that mission. Therefore, we at legacy aspire
to challenge students to greatness. We dedicate ourselves to strong academics, leadership
training, and an enriching arts program in a safe and structured environment. With this base
for success, students will learn to love life, liberty, leadership, and learning.

Charter Representatives: Name: Email: FCC Expiration Date:

1.) Ms. Kathy Tolman ktolman@evhigh.com —

Academic Performance - Encore Arts Academy Hide Section
School Name: Encore Arts Academy School CTDS: 07-86-85-101
School Entity ID: 79661 Charter Entity ID: 79660
School Status: Open School Open Date: 07/01/2001

Physical Address: 7618 E. University Dr. Website: _



http://online.asbcs.az.gov/reports

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/reports



Mesa, AZ 85207

Phone: 480-981-1500 Fax: 480-641-4473
Grade Levels Served: K-8 FY 2014 100 Day ADM: 220.222
Academic Performance Per Fiscal Year Hide Section
Encore Arts Academy
2012 2013 2014
Traditional Traditional Traditional
Elementary School (K-8) Elementary School (K to 8) | Elementary School (K to 8)
Point : Point : Point :
1. Growth Measure Asé)ilgnngd Weight | Measure Assc,)ilgnngd Weight | Measure Assc,)ilgnngd Weight
15, SGP Math 50 75 12.5 38 50 12.5 43 50 12.5
' Reading 54 75 12.5 46 50 12.5 a7 50 12.5
1b. SGP Bottom 25% Math 39 50 12.5 42.5 50 12.5 65 75 12.5
o 0
Reading | 55.5 s 25 [ - 39 50 | 125
- - Point : Point : Point :
2. Pr0f|C|ency Measure Ass(,)ilgnn;d Weight | Measure As?ilgnngd Weight | Measure As?ilgnngd Weight
61/ 53.4 / 48.7 /
_ Math 63.6 50 7.5 641 50 7.5 63.4 50 7.5
2a. Percent Passing 82 / 1.6/ 2.6/
Reading 78 1 75 7.5 7é.6 50 7.5 7é_1 50 7.5
2b. Composite School Math 2.1 75 7.5 -2.3 50 7.5 -7.2 50 7.5
Comparison Reading 7.8 75 7.5 0.3 75 7.5 0.5 75 7.5
Math 50/3 75 | 25 |308/40 50 25 | LS 50 | 25
2c. Subgroup ELL .y Y Y, 5 7
Reading 52 4 75 2.5 5i.6 75 2.5 4é_1 75 2.5
59/ 47.7 /1
) . 82/ 69.8 / 68.4 /
Reading 70.4 75 2.5 712 50 2.5 70.4 50 2.5
17/ 25.9 / 29.2 /
Math 543 50 2.5 25 6 75 2.5 25 & 75 2.5
2c. Subgroup SPED 46/ 144/
Reading 3(75 5 75 2.5 3% 5 75 2.5 | 41.7/7 40 75 2.5
“1: Point : Point: : Point: :
3. State ACCOUHtablllty Measure Asgilgnn;d Weight | Measure Assc,)ilgnngd Weight | Measure Assc,)ilgnn:d Weight
3a. State Accountability B 75 5 < 50 5 C 50 5
I Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating
Overall Rating
Scoring for Overall Rating
89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet 6938 100 5062 100 5625 100
Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard

Hide Section

Financial Performance






Charter Corporate Name: Legacy Schools

Charter CTDS: 07-86-85-000 Charter Entity ID: 79660
Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 07/12/2001
Financial Performance Hide Section

Legacy Schools

Fiscal Year 2013 Fiscal Year 2014
Near-Term Measures

Unrestricted Days Liquidity 16.01 Does Not Meet 17.70 Does Not Meet
Default No Meets No Meets

Sustainability Measures (Negative numbers indicated by

parentheses)
Net Income ($262,703) Does Not Meet | ($122,928) Does Not Meet
Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio 0.41 Does Not Meet 0.62 Does Not Meet
Cash Flow (3-Year Cumulative) $73,200 Meets $64,406 | Does Not Meet
Cash Flow Detail by Fiscal FY 2013 FY 2012 FY 2011  FY 2014 FY 2013 FY 2012

$65,158 $8,042 — ($8,794) $65,158 $8,042

Does Not Meet Board's Financial Performance Expectations

Charter/Legal Compliance Hide Section
Charter Corporate Name: Legacy Schools
Charter CTDS: 07-86-85-000 Charter Entity ID: 79660
Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 07/12/2001
Timely Submission of AFR ~ Hide Section Timely Submission of Budget Hide Section
Year Timely Year Timely
2014 Yes 2015 Yes
2013 Yes 2014 Yes
2012 Yes 2013 No
2011 Yes 2012 Yes
2010 Yes 2011 Yes
Special Education Monitoring Detail Hide Section
SPED Monitoring Date 02/07/2011 Child Identification In Compliance
Evaluation/Re-evaluation: In Compliance IEP Status: In Compliance
Delivery of Service: Procedural Safeguards: In Compliance

Sixty Day Item Due Date 04/14/2011 ESS Compliance Date: —






Audit Compliance Hide Section

Charter Corporate Name: Legacy Schools
Charter CTDS: 07-86-85-000 Charter Entity ID: 79660
Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 07/12/2001
Year Timely
2014 No
2013 No
2012 Yes
2011 Yes
2010 No
FY Issue #1 Issue #2 Issue #3 Issue #4 Issue Issue #6
#5
2014 Qualified Opinion - S]] METETS e Certils Current with Payment Plan -
Repeat No CAP
2013 Qualified Opinion :Prternal Controlsi3ra Taxes 3rd Yr Internal Controls Taxes ¥§X(éép
2012 Taxes - Repeat Taxes
Fingerprinting - Internal Controls - . Current with Payment Plan -
2011 Repeat Repeat Fiscal Matters No CAP
. — Attendance Record
2010 Fingerprinting Taxes Retention Internal Controls
FY Issue #1 Issue #2
2014

2013 Repeat Open Meeting Law

2012 Repeat GAAP Financial Statements

2011 Repeat GAAP Financial Statements Repeat Accounting Records
2010 Repeat Accounting Records






		9pbnRlcnZhbF9yZXBvcnQvOTIwAA==: 

		form3: 

		input3: 










Demonstration of Sufficient Progress

DSP Evaluation

Charter Holder Name: Legacy Schools
School: Encore Arts Academy
Site Visit Date: May 12, 2015
Purpose of Demonstration of Sufficient Progress:
] Annual Monitoring
L1 Interval Review
Renewal
U] Failing School
[ Expansion Request
Academic Dashboard Year:
] FY2013
FY2014

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

e Anoverall rating for each area of Curriculum, Monitoring Instruction, Professional Development, Assessment, and Data.
o Whether questions were sufficiently answered at the site visit
o Whether documents provided by the Charter Holder serve as sufficient evidence of implementation of described processes






Area |I: Data

School Name: Encore Arts Academy

Data for All Applicable Measures and Subgroups
1. What year-over-year comparative data demonstrates improved academic performance? Describe and provide data for each measure that
does not meet the Board’s standards in the relevant Academic Dashboards. Clearly label all data to demonstrate which measure(s) it
addresses.
No Data ) ST Insufficie'nt Data Does Data Does Not
Measure Reaulied Data Required Data Provided Compara?lve Demonstrate Demonstrate
Data Provided | Improvement Improvement
1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) — Math O ] |
1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) — Reading O ] O
la. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) Bottom 25% — Math O | O
la. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) Bottom 25% — Reading OJ O O
2a. Percent Passing — Math OJ | O
2a. Percent Passing — Reading OJ | O
2b. Subgroup, ELL — Math OJ O O
2b. Subgroup, ELL — Reading O _
2b. Subgroup, FRL — Math O O O
2b. Subgroup, FRL — Reading O | Ol
2b. Subgroup, students with disabilities — Math |
2b. Subgroup, students with disabilities — Reading O






DATA OVERALL RATING

Evaluation of DSP Report

Meets Does Not Meet Falls Far Below
[l ]

The area of Data is evaluated as Falls Far Below. The Charter Holder failed to provide sufficient comparative data and analysis for one or more required

measures and has provided data that demonstrates comparatively declining academic performance year-over-year for the two most recent school
years for one or more of the required measures.

Data provided does not demonstrate improved academic outcomes for the following required measures:

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

1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) Bottom 25% — Math
1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) Bottom 25% — Reading
2a. Percent Passing — Math

2a. Percent Passing — Reading

2b. Subgroup, ELL — Math

2b. Subgroup, FRL — Math

2b. Subgroup, FRL — Reading






Area ll: Curriculum

Evaluating Curriculum

1. What is the Charter Holder’s process for evaluating curriculum? How does the Charter Holder evaluate how effectively the curriculum enables

students to meet the standards?

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

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

2. How does the Charter Holder identify gaps in the curriculum?

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

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

Adopting/Revising Curriculum

3. What is the Charter Holder’s process for adopting or revising curriculum based on its evaluation processes?

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

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

4. Who is involved in the process for adopting or revising curriculum?

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

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

5. When adopting curriculum, how does the Charter Holder evaluate curriculum options to determine which curriculum to adopt?

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

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






Implementin

g Curriculum

6. What is the Charter Holder’s process for ensuring consistent implementation of the curriculum across the school(s) operated by the Charter Holder?

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

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

7. What tools exist that identify what must be taught and when it must be delivered? How does the Charter Holder ensure that all grade-level standards

are covered within the academic year?

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

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

8. What is the expectation for consistent use of these tools? How are these expectations communicated?

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

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

9. What evidence is there to demonstrate usage of these tools in the classroom and alignment with instruction?

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

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

insufficient.

Alignment o

f Curriculum

10. How does the Charter Holder know the curriculum is aligned to standards?

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

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






Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups

11. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the
students?

needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%/non-proficient

] Not a

pplicable

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

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

12. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the

needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)?

] Not a

pplicable

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

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

13. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the

needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students?

Not a

pplicable

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

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

14. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the

needs of students with disabilities?

Not a

pplicable

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

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






CURRICULUM OVERALL RATING

DSP Report Evaluation

Meets Does Not Meet Falls Far Below
X O O

The area of Curriculum is evaluated as Meets. As demonstrated by the evidence provided at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has consistently
implemented a comprehensive curriculum system that addresses each of the following required elements:

e evaluating curriculum;

e adopting/revising curriculum;

e implementing curriculum;

e ensuring curriculum is aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards; and

e addressing the curriculum needs of relevant subgroup populations.






Area lll: Assessment

Assessme

nt System

1. What types of assessments does the Charter Holder use?

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

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

2. What was the process for designing or selecting the assessment system?

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

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

3. How is the assessment system aligned to the curriculum and instructional methodology?

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

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

4. What intervals are used to assess student progress? How does the asse

ssment plan include data collection from multiple assessments, such as

formative and summative assessments and common/benchmark assessments?

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

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

insufficient.

Analyzing Ass

essment Data

5. How does the assessment system provide for analysis of assessment data? What intervals are used to analyze assessment data?

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

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

6. How is the analysis used to evaluate instructional and curricular effectiveness?

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

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

7. How is the analysis used to adjust curriculum and instruction in a timely manner? What intervals are used to adjust curriculum and instruction?

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

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

State
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Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups

8. How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%/non-proficient students?

] Not a

pplicable

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

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

9. How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)?

] Not a

pplicable

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

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

10. How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students?

Not a

pplicable

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

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

11. How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment needs of students with disabilities?

Not a

pplicable

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

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






ASSESSMENT OVERALL RATING

DSP Report Evaluation

Meets Does Not Meet Falls Far Below
X O O

The area of Assessment is evaluated as Meets. As demonstrated by the evidence provided at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has consistently
implemented a comprehensive assessment system that addresses each of the following required elements:

e assessing student performance based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology using
data collection from multiple assessments, such as formative and summative assessments and common/benchmark assessments;

e analyzing assessment data to evaluate instructional and curricular effectiveness;
e adjusting curriculum and instruction in a timely manner based on assessment results; and

e addressing the assessment needs of relevant subgroup populations.

10





Area IV: Monitoring Instruction

Monitoring the Integration of Standards

1. What is the Charter Holder’s process for monitoring the integration of standards into classroom instruction? How does the Charter Holder monitor
whether or not instructional staff implements an ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity?

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

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

2. How does the Charter Holder monitor the effectiveness of standards-based instruction throughout the year?

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

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

Evaluating Instructional Practices

3. What is the Charter Holder’s process for evaluating the instructional practices? How does this process evaluate the quality of instruction?

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

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

4. How does this process identify individual strengths, weaknesses, and needs?

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

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

Providing Analysis and Feedback to Further Develop Instructional Quality

5. How does the Charter Holder provide feedback on strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs based on the evaluation of instructional practices?

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

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

6. How does this Charter Holder analyze this information? What does the data about quality of instruction tell the Charter Holder? What has the

Charter Holder done in response?

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

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

11






Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups

7. How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is meeting the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%/non-proficient

students?

] Not applicable

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

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

8. How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is meetin

g the needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)?

] Not applicable

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

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

9. How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is meetin

g the needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students?

Not a

pplicable

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

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

10. How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is meetin

g the needs of students with disabilities?

Not a

pplicable

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

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

12






MONITORING INSTRUCTION OVERALL RATING

DSP Report Evaluation

Meets Does Not Meet Falls Far Below
X O O

The area of Monitoring Instruction is evaluated as Meets. As demonstrated by the evidence provided at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has
consistently implemented a comprehensive instructional monitoring system that addresses each of the following required elements:

e monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction;
e evaluating instructional practices;
e evaluating instructional practices targeted to address the needs of relevant subgroup populations; and

e providing analysis and feedback to further develop instructional quality and standards integration.






Area IV: Professional Development

Professional Development System

1. What is the Charter Holder’s professional development plan?

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

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

2. How was the professional development plan developed?

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

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

3. How is the professional development plan aligned with instructional staff learning needs?

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

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

4. How does this plan address areas of high importance?

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

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

Supporting High Quality Implementation

5. How does the Charter Holder support high quality implementation of the strategies learned in professional development sessions?

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

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

6. How does the Charter Holder provide the resources that are necessary

for high quality implementation?

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

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

Monitoring Implementation

7. How does the Charter Holder monitor the implementation of the strategies learned in professional development sessions?

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

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

State
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8. How does the Charter Holder monitor and follow-up with instructional staff to support and develop implementation of the strategies learned in

professional development?

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

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

Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups

9. How does the professional development plan ensure that instructional staff receives the type of development required to meet the needs of students

with proficiency in the bottom 25%/non-proficient students?

] Not applicable

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

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

10. How does the professional development plan ensure that instructional staff receives the type of development required to meet the needs of English

Language Learners (ELLs)?

L] Not applicable

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

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

11. How does the professional development plan ensure that instructional staff receives the type of development required to meet the needs of Free and

Reduced Lunch (FRL) students?

Not applicable

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

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

12. How does the professional development plan ensure that instructional staff receives the type of development required to meet the needs of students

with disabilities?

Not applicable

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

[] Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as
insufficient.
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PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OVERALL RATING

DSP Report Evaluation

Meets

X

Does Not Meet
O

Falls Far Below
O

The area of Professional Development is evaluated as Meets. As demonstrated by the evidence provided at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has
consistently implemented a comprehensive professional development system that addresses each of the following required elements:

e providing professional development that is aligned with instructional staff learning needs and focuses on areas of high importance;

e supporting high quality implementation of the strategies learned in professional development;

e monitoring and providing follow-up to support and develop implementation of the strategies learned in professional development; and

e providing professional development that addresses the needs of relevant subgroup populations.
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Evaluation Summary

Area

Evaluation of DSP

Meets

Does Not Meet

Falls Far Below

Data

Curriculum

Assessment

Monitoring Instruction

Professional Development

XXX X|O

Ooagio|o

O000x
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress
Legacy Schools, Inc
Encore Arts Academy





Area |: Data

2014 Academic Performance LEG and LS.xlsx — Encore

Academic Performance |Encore Arts Academy
2012 2013 2014
Traditional Traditional Traditional
Elementary School (K-8) Elementary School (K to 8) Elementary School (K to 8)
Points - Paoints _ Points L
1. Growth Measure e Weight |Measure pesrosw Weight |Measure Al Weight
1a.SGP Math 50 75 12.5 38 50 125 43 §€I| 125
) Reading 54 75 125 46 50 125 47 50| 125
Math 39 50 j 50 sl s es] i 125
1b. SGP Bottom 25% ! % Aed i il
Reading 55.5 75 125 125 125
Points ) Points 3
2. Proficlency Measure Nivared Weight |Measure reeremn Weight Weight
i B D Math |61/63.6 ] 7.5|53.4 /64.1 = 75|4 75
; " [Reading [82/78.1 75 7.5|716 /786 0| 75 75
2h. Composite School | Math 2.1 75 75 23 SDI 75 12 50 75
Comparison s e s - .
Reading 7.8 75 75 03] 75 7.5] 7 75
Math |50739 75 2.5|30.8 /40 50 25 50 25
ubgroup ELL [ 75 7524 75 25/538/516 | 75 25(615, s 25|
—— Math [59/53.9 75 2.5]47.7?54.4 50 25 25
i Reading |82/ 704 75 256987712 50 25 50 25
Math |17/243 50 25[258/256 | 75 25[292/22. 75 25
2c. Subgroup SPED [ e ars | 75| 2S[MA/aTS | 5| Zs|aidjeon | 7 2s
Points Points Points
i ight
3, State Accountability Measure anad Weight |Measure e Weight |Measure Fres Weigh
3a. State Accountability Overall B 75 5 Cc 50 5 C 50 5
Rati
e Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating
Scoring for Overall Rating 69.38 100 50.62 100 56.25 100

89 or higher: Exceeds Stand | <89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard; <63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet Standard; Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard
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Galileo Assessment Data for Sub Groups SY 2015
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Galileo Assessment Data for Sub Groups SY 2015
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Galileo Assessment Data for Sub Groups SY 2015
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Valid and Reliable Data

1. How does the Charter Holder know that the data described above is a valid and reliable
indicator for each measure on the Academic Dashboard that does not meet the Board’s
standards?

The data presented above is a direct report from baseline and benchmark testing results using ATI
Galileo K-12 Online Instructional Improvement and Instructional Effectiveness System. This System
has been approved by ADE as a valid and reliable forecasting system. “ATl conducts ongoing research
on the reliability, validity, and forecasting accuracy of a variety of types of assessments that have
been administered District/charter-wide and for which the Item Response Theory (IRT) analysis
generating Developmental Level (DL) scores has been performed. The results of these analyses
routinely indicate that Galileo assessments are reliable, are valid, and are effective forecasters of
student performance on statewide assessments.”(a)

For Encore Arts Academy every grade (except 3rd Grade ELA) is meeting or exceeding the Galileo
research-based student growth and achievement results for the 2015 SY. The results are as follows:

GRADE 3-8 MATH

Grade 03-met the growth expectation with 36 points. The expected growth rate was 30 points.
Grade 04-met the growth expectation with 102 points. The expected growth rate was 88 points.
Grade 05-exceeded the growth expectation with 116 points. The expected growth rate was 88
points.

Grade 06-met the growth expectation with 51 points. The expected growth rate was 57 points.
Grade 07-exceeded the growth expectation with 51 points. The expected growth rate was 12 points.
Grade 08-met the growth expectation with -1 points. The expected growth rate was 34 points.

GRADE 3-8 ELA

Grade 03-did not meet growth expectation with -24 points. The expected growth rate was 41 points.
Grade 04-met the growth expectation with 27 points. The expected growth rate was 30 points.
Grade 05-met the growth rate expectation with 36 points. The expected growth rate was 34 points.
Grade 06-met the growth rate expectation with 34 points. The expected growth rate was 24 points.
Grade 07-met the growth rate expectation with 3 points. The expected growth rate was 22 points.
Grade 08-met the growth rate expectation with 5 points. The expected growth rate was 22 points.

Conclusions Drawn From Data

2. What analysis has the Charter Holder conducted for each measure that does not meet the
Board’s academic performance expectations to understand current year performance as
compared to prior year(s) performance? What change in academic performance does the
analysis indicate? How does the analysis indicate the identified change in academic
performance?

Legacy 2013 compared to 2014 AIMS Mathematics Data Analysis






3" Grade Math Results

Five of the 15 Composite 3" grade 2014 AIMS Strand and Concept areas are at or above state
averages. The most critical area for grade three students is Strand 1 Number and Operations since
that will be a strong focus on the 2015 AzMERIT Mathematics test. Results for Strand 1 (56% correct)
match 2013 results for Legacy and is 6 percentage points below state results. S1 Concept 1 Number
Sense (57%) is slightly higher than S1 Concept 2 Numerical Operations (55%) and S1 Concept 3
Estimation (53%). It is positive that this is the highest area since estimation is not a focus area of the
new standards at this grade level. Number Sense and Operations should still be considered focus
areas for Tier 1 instruction as well as Tier 2 and 3 interventions because of the new standards. A solid
grounding in Number Sense and Operations in 3™ grade will increase scores in other areas at every
grade level.

As was true in SY 2013, Strand 2 Data Analyses, Probability, and Discrete Math displays a variance in
results for the concepts tested. S2 Concept 1Data Analyses (Statistics) (72.5%) is significantly higher
than S$2 Concept 3/4 Systemic Listing and Counting/Vertex Edge Graphs (40%). Neither area will be a
focus area for new Math standards in 3™ grade and the 2015 AzMERIT and should not be considered
focus areas.

Strand 3, Patterns, Algebra, and Functions (70%), is a strong area in 2014. Results match the state
results and increased over 2013 3™ grade scores with S3 Concept 1 Patterns and S3 Concept 2/3
reflecting similar results (68% and 71%). At72% mastery, Strand 4 Geometry and Measurement
reflects the highest results for 3™ grade students in both 2013 and 2014. S4 C1/2 Geometric
Properties/Transformation of Shapes (88%) which increased over last year is significantly stronger
than S4 Concept 4 Measurement (57%) which is the same as last year’s results. For primary students
it is critical that concrete materials are presented prior to abstract concepts being introduced so a
review of resources could have a positive impact on future results.

Strand 5 Structure and Logic (56%) is a low area in both 2014 and 2013 3" grade results although
Legacy’s results are very close to the State’s results of 58%. Third grade focus concept areas for
improvement: S1 Concept 1 Number Sense, S1 Concept 2 Numerical Operations, S4 Concept 4
Measurement, and Strand 5 Structure and Logic.

4" Grade Math Results

Fourth grade 2014 AIMS Strands and Concepts are below 2014 state averages except in the area of
estimation which mirrors state results. Overall 4" grade mathematics results continue to be the main
area of concern school wide.

2014 4" grade results for Strand 1 Number and Operations do not reflect increases over 2013 4"
grade scores except in the area of estimation. Growth in this strand at this grade level is important
because by 4™ grade students should be expected to have a firm grounding in both Number Sense
and Numerical Operations. The lowest areas in this strand continue to be S1 Concept 1Number Sense
(48%) and S1 Concept 2 Numerical Operations (49%). Especially in Numerical Operations, review of
individual assessment data can easily identify specific areas in need of remediation for each student.
Whole class interventions such as “Rocket Math” will build fluency with basic operations with
minimum impact on class instructional time. A strong grounding in the concrete (manipulative
materials are critical in this area at this stage) should have a positive impact on the entire strand.
Results for Strand 2 Data Analyses, Probability, and Discrete Math (48.8%) reflect the lowest results
for Legacy’s 4" grade scores. Neither area should be a focus for SY 2015 because of the new
standards.

Strand 3, Patterns, Algebra, and Functions, is again the highest overall area in 4" grade at 63%
correct. S3 Concept 1 Patterns (68%) is the highest concept area in fourth grade and 8 points above






2013 4™ grade results. That may reflect a stronger grounding in the concrete which is important at
this grade level.

Strand 4 Geometry and Measurement (53.8%) reflect an increase over last year’s results. A concern
is the drop in S4 Concept 4 Measurement (63% to 55%) from last year because of the emphasis in the
new math standards on measurement for 4™ grade students. Individual student data should reflect
specific areas in need of remediation. This would be important because measurement standards are
very specific for grade levels and may not overlap in the curriculum and textbooks.

Strand 5 Structure and Logic (50%) is similar to 2013 4" grade results (51%) and below 2014 3" grade
state results (61.2%).

Fourth grade focus concept areas for improvement: S1 Concept 1 and 2 Number Sense and
Numerical Operations, S4Concept 1 Geometric Properties, S4 Concept 1 Geometric Properties and
Concept 4 Measurement, 5 Structure and Logic.

5 Grade Math Results

Fifth grade 2014 AIMS Strands and Concepts are at or above the state averages in 13 of 16 areas.
Those reflect very strong results for the program at that grade level.

Strand 1 Number and Operations (59.6% overall) is somewhat low which makes it a concern for
students entering middle school since this is not a focus. This strand should be reviewed by concept
because of the divergence between results. The lowest Concept, C2 Numeric Operations, at 49%
correct (similar to 2013 results of 51%) is probably the result of fractions which are a concern in the
5™ grade requirements for the new standard. This area needs to be closely monitored in SY 2015
because it strongly impacts the new 6" grade math standards where fractions become a focus area.
Concept 1 Number Sense (66.3%) and Concept 3 Estimation (70%) are very strong and also much
higher than 2013 school results and as well as 2014 state results.

At 71.6% correct, Strand 2 Data Analyses, Probability, and Discrete Math show the highest overall
results. Within that strand, Concept 2 Probability is the highest (72.5%) as it was in SY 2013. Strand 2
Concept 1 Data Analyses and Concept 3/4 Systemic Listing and Counting/Vertex Edge Graphs show a
strong 70% correct which are higher than both SY 2013 results and 2014 state averages.

Strand 3 Patterns, Algebra, and Functions (67.2%) were very close to the state average of 68%
correct. Those results are significantly above last year’s 5™ grade school results. Strand 3 Concept
1Patterns at 72.5% correct is over double last year’s results of 33% is the lowest of all concepts at
33% correct and 37 points below last year’s 5™ grade results (70% correct). Strand 3 Concept 3/4
Algebraic Representations/Analyses of Change is high at 62.9% correct, however, lower than last
year’s school results of 78%.

Strand 4 Geometry and Measurement is high at 68% correct. Both Concept 1 Geometric Properties
(68%) and Measurement (66%) are above 2014 state averages (64% and 58%) and last year’s 5" grade
results (52% and 46%). These strong results should have a positive result on next year’s middle
school math scores because these are a focus area in the new standards.

Strand 5, Structure and Logic, was low at 58.5 % correct, but above the state average of 56.6%. The
new math standards will require much higher levels of skill and a strong focus on the areas of
Reasoning and Problem Solving so this should be a focus area for SY 2015.

Fifth grade focus concept areas for improvement: Strand 1 Concept 1 Numerical operations. Itis
recommended that remediation be considered in all numerical operations with a focus on
manipulating fractions. Strand 5, Structure and Logic require consideration.

6" Grade Math Results






Legacy’s 6™ grade overall mathematics results are significantly below the state average (28% passing
compared to 68% passing) and also below last year’s school results.

Strand 1 Numbers and Operations is the lowest overall area at 40.8 % correct compared to 50% in SY
2013. S1 Concept 1 Number Sense (41%) and S1 Concept 2 Numerical Operations (38%) are the
lowest areas. Because S1 Concept 2 was one of the lowest areas for Legacy 6™ grade students in SY
2012 and 2013 as well, it is an area that should be reviewed for potential changes in curriculum.
Curriculum should be reviewed in respect to changes in the standards as well. There is a significant
focus on fractions in the new 6™ grade standards that may not be reflected in the current AIMS
results.

Strand 2 Data Analyses, Probabhility, and Discrete Math (549%) and Strand 5 Structure and Logic
(54.4%) showed similar results as well as similar results to SY 2013, In Strand 2, Concepts 1 Data
Analyses (47.5%) and Concept 2 Probability (47.5%) were significantly below S2 Concept 3/4 Systemic
Listing and Counting/Vertex Edge Graphs (67.5%) which was an area identified for improvement last
year.

Strand 3, Patterns, Algebra, and Functions (58.1%), is again the strongest area with both Concepts 1/2
Patterns/Functions and Relationships (65%) showing high mastery.

Results for Strand 4 Geometry and Measurement (50.7%) were similar to SY 2013 results of 51%
correct. One Concept 3 Coordinate Geometry (67.5%) was significantly higher than the results of the
other two concepts. Strand 4 Concept 1/2 Geometric Properties/Transformation of Shapes (40%)
again reflects the lowest results in 6™ grade as it did in last year (30%). Because it was also an area of
concern in 2012, it is an area that should be reviewed for curriculum as well as instructional methods.
Strand 4 Concept 4 Measurement was also low at 46% correct.

Sixth grade focus concept areas for improvement: S1 Concept 1 Number Sense and Concept 2
Numerical Operations, S2 Concept 1 Data Analyses and Concept 2 Probability, and Strand 4 Concept
1/2 Geometric Properties/Transformation of Shapes and Concept 4 Measurement. Specific concern
is the low overall results in Strand 1 Number and Operations for the second year.

7" Grade Math Results

For the third year, 7" grade Strand 1 Number and Operations results (45.8% correct) are the lowest
area. Within that strand, Concept 1Number Sense (40%) and Concept 2 Numerical Operations reflect
the lowest per cent correct of all areas. Concept 3 Estimation is much higher at 55% correct. Because
Number Sense and mastery of Numerical Operations are key to success in other areas and not
typically the focus of middle school standards or curriculum, deficiencies in these areas need to be
identified and remediated through strong intervention programs.

Strand 2 Data Analyses, Probability, and Discrete Math results (52.3 % correct) were similar to Strand
4 Geometry and Measurement results (52.6%). S2 Concept 1 Data Analyses (Statistics) is strongest at
52.5% correct although it is below both 2013 7" grade results (60%). S2 Concept 2 Probability (50%)
is above last year’s results (43% correct) for that concept. The strongest area in strand 2 is Concept
3/4 Systemic Listing and Counting/ Vertex Edge Graphs (55% correct). Unfortunately this is not a
focus for this grade level in the new standards. Strand 4 Geometry and Measurement contain both
the lowest and the highest results for 7" grade students. S4 Concept 4 Measurement (45% correct) is
significantly lower than Concept 1/2 Geometric Properties/Transformation of Shapes (57.7%) which is
one of the strongest areas for this grade level.

Strand 3 Patterns, Algebra, and Functions (60%) are within 4 points of 2012 7" grade results. Strand 3
Concepts 1/2 Patterns/ Functions and Relationships (65%) and S3 Concepts 3/4 Algebraic
Representations and Analyses of Change (58%) are both below 2012 6" grade results.






Strand 5 Structure and Logic 2013 6" grade results reflect the strongest result overall (67%) and
mirror the high SY 2013 7" grade results (63%). With the new standards focus on problem solving
and higher reasoning skills, it is significant that this is such a high area for students entering 8" grade
in SY 2015.

Seventh grade focus concept areas for improvement: S1 Concept 1 Number Sense and Concept 2
Numerical Operations, S2 Concept 2 Probability, and Strand 4 Concept 4 Measurement.

8" Grade Results

In general, SY 8" grade results for both Strands and Concepts were below state results for SY 2014.
At 39.1% correct, Strand 1 Number and Operations reflects the lowest results with Concept 1 (30%
correct) and Concept 3 Estimation (40% correct) the lowest overall concepts for this grade level.

In Strand 2 Data Analyses, Probability, and Discrete Math (48.3% correct) Concept 1Data Analyses
(Statistics) (55% correct) was the strongest area and S2 Concept 3/4 Systemic Listing and
Counting/Vertex Edge Graphs (42.5% correct) was the lowest.

Strand 3 Patterns, Algebra, and Functions (53.3%) showed a large divergence between concepts. At
61.6% correct, S3 Concepts 1/2 Patterns/Functions and Relationships are 14 points higher than
Concept 3 Algebraic Representations (47.5%) and 9 points above S3 Concept 4 Analyses of Change
(52.5%). These are key areas for this grade level in the new standards and curriculum as well as
teaching should be reviewed for SY 2015.

The strongest areas are Strand 4 Geometry and Measurement (55% correct) and Strand 5 Structure
and Logic (55% correct). Strand 4 Concept 4 Measurement is the highest area (60% correct) and
Concept 2 Transformation of Shapes (47.5% correct) is the lowest area. The state average correct for
both Concept 1 Geometric Properties and Concept 3 Coordinate Geometry were 60% which put the
school’s results C2 (57.5%) and C3 (55%) within 2.5-5 points of the state averages for those areas.
These areas will be reflected in the new standards as well as high schools standards.

Eighth grade focus concept areas for improvement: All of Strand 1 Number and Operations. This is
especially critical for Concept 1 Number Sense because that skill area is foundational and is the
lowest area in Strand 1. It is not a focus for the new standards at this grade level, so it should be
addressed through interventions using concrete materials. Although Strand 2, Data Analyses,
Probability, and Discrete Math, was the second lowest area, it is not a focus of the new math
standards at this grade level. S3 Concept 3 Algebraic Representations and $S4 Concept 2
Transformation of Shapes are areas that should be addressed.

Galileo Testing review for 2015 SY

In comparing the 2014 SY Galileo benchmark scores to the 2015 SY benchmark scores, the 2015
Math results demonstrate growth in total scores across the grades 3-8. The SY 2014 scores (last
school year) showed growth in only 4, 5 and 7 grade with 3 and 8 grade dropping and 6 grade
remaining the same. For Reading, the benchmark scores for SY 2014 declined for all grades,
except 5 grade, through the school year. For the 2015 SY year, Reading scores increased in all
grades, except 3 grade, from the Baseline to CBAS 2 (CBAS 3 had not been administered at the
time of this report). In looking at the 3rd grade scores, this was the first time they had tested
Online and the test was the AzMERIT version of Galileo. These two factors may have affected
the students. The school began remediation to increase 3 grade class time in the online lab
accessing Galileo Math Resources and provided increased interventions.

Of interest to note is that last year for the 2014 SY the percentage of students falling into the
FFB and Approaches categories increased, in most grades in both Reading and Math, over the






school year. In comparison, in these same categories for the 2015 SY, there was demonstrated
growth through the school. This FFB and Meet data represents the Bottom 25%.
The graphs presented in this report demonstrates growth in all grades for the Bottom 25% of

students.

Additional graphs demonstrate growth through the year for ELL students and FRL students.

Area ll: Curriculum

Evaluating Curriculum

1. What is the Charter Holder’s process for evaluating curriculum? How does the Charter
Holder evaluate how effectively the curriculum enables students to meet the standards?

All classrooms use the single, grade-level
curriculum maps for ELA and Math. These maps
were created and are aligned to the ACCR
standards (ACCRS), and AzMERIT framework and
timing. The instructional programs used are Core
Knowledge, Saxon Math (K-2), Reading
Advantage, McGraw Hill for ELA, Galileo
Instructional Dialogues and AAA Math. For RTI
ELA interventions the school uses High
Frequency Mastery Word Lists by Grade Level,
Fundations, Spalding, Barton Reading System,
95% Group, 6 minute solutions. For RTI Math
interventions the school uses Galileo Digital
Curriculums and Dialogues, AAA Math, and Fact
Fluency Tests.

The school has used Core Knowledge®, a content
rich curriculum, since the 2001 opening of the
school and was fully implemented during the
2006-07 school year. The curriculum is across all
subject areas and builds sequentially each year
on knowledge mastered in earlier grades. This
curriculum builds a broad base of knowledge and
provides a rich vocabulary which is needed for
reading and academic success. Teachers are
required to align their Core Knowledge
curriculum with the ACCR standards and notate
the date taught or reviewed.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A. Curriculum map samples
Core Knowledge Implementation
Core Knowledge/ACCRS check list
Lesson plan samples
Sign-ins for grade level team meetings
Master teaching schedule evidencing
common planning time
RTI Activity Log
Lesson plan submission evidence
Sample of lesson plan feedback
Walkthrough forms
Professional Development calendar
Teacher formal evaluation forms
Professional Development surveys
Data Meeting protocol and sign in
Galileo Assessment Planner
Galileo Class Calendar
Teacher Handbook p. 27
Galileo Intervention Reports
AzZMERIT Prep Computer Lab Schedule
Galileo Formative Assessments Reports
AAA Math Student Mastery Logs
Math Fact Fluency Tests
. Curriculum Evaluation Guide
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Curriculum is evaluated in an ongoing process to
make sure the learning is progressing during the
school year, as well as annually, based on yearly
achievement results. The process of evaluating
curriculum is led by the Leadership Team.
Ongoing curriculum evaluation is done through
the use of data from Galileo”s formative,
summative, and benchmark assessment results.
The school has begun the process of requiring
teachers to use the same lesson plan template to
ensure that in addition to standards alignment,
all standards taught are clearly assessed and
intervention activities pre-planned to reteach
and ensure that students who fail to master the
standards initially are provided additional
support to do so. Assessments, differentiation,
and standards are clearly articulated on all
lesson plans to drive student success. To support
facilitation of interventions all teachers have a
scheduled RTI time where paraprofessionals
assist with small group instruction in both
Reading and Math. (RTI Schedule) Teachers
submit their lesson plans for ELA and Math to
the Principal. The Principal reviews the lesson
plans to ensure they contain the necessary
elements listed above and to provide feedback
to the teacher. The school Principal conducts
regular classroom walk-throughs and provides
feedback when needed to ensure instruction
matches the written lesson plan for the day.
Teacher submissions and use of aligned lessons
and curriculum maps are indicators on every
teacher’s formal evaluation.

The yearly evaluation process uses the
Curriculum Evaluation Matrix. This is done at the
end of the school year using teacher evaluations
and walk-throughs, student achievement data,
and curriculum map/pacing guides.

2. How does the Charter Holder identify gaps in the curriculum?

Gaps in Reading and Math curriculum are
identified using the School Risk Summary data
from the Galileo Assessment System.

Data is analyzed and interpreted and
instructional needs are identified using the
following processes.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A.

B.
C.
D

Galileo Standards Mastery Report
Galileo Intervention Report
Galileo Assessment Reports
Teacher Walkthroughs






e |Instructional plans are created to
meet identified needs.

e Animplementation plan is developed
that includes timeline and evaluation
criteria as agreed upon by the
teachers.

e Classroom observation data collected
from teachers is analyzed both at the
individual teacher level and grade
level or department level using trend
data protocol.

Weekly lessons are revised to include areas
identified as not yet mastered based on the
Standards Mastery Report. Monthly data talk
meetings are held with the RTI data team and
leadership team. Teachers meet weekly as part
of their Friday early release time with the RTI
Team to review their data results. Strategies are
discussed for remediation of students who fail to
progress based on assessment results. The
Galileo Intervention Report is used to determine
standards mastery. Objectives not yet mastered
are disaggregated and lessons are placed in the
class calendars, and lesson plans to address the
deficits. Ongoing assessments are relied upon to
ensure instructional effectivenes.

Teacher Formal Evaluations
Teacher Surveys
Curriculum Maps/Planning Guide
Galileo State Approval documentation
Weekly Staff Meeting Sign-in Sheet
Staff Meeting Agenda
Galileo Class Calendar
Professional Development Calendar

. Professional Development Surveys
Teacher Lesson Plans
Data Protocol Meetings
RTI Staff Logs and Reports
Processes and Procedures Master Plan
and Evaluation Form
Curriculum Evaluation Guide
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Adopting/Revising Curriculum

3. What is the Charter Holder’s process for adopting or revising curriculum based on its

evaluation processes?

The Leadership Team uses the Curriculum
Evaluation Matrix. Standards-based data is used
to identify instructional needs. The Leadership
Team uses the results of the data. Options are
researched and discussed, and the Leadership
Team identifies the recommended curriculum
revisions. These recommendations are sent to
the Director for approval and implementation.

e Team meets monthly to review data.

® Agenda is created and used at each
meeting to evaluate grade level and
department progress towards end of
year goals.

e Team analyzes and interprets data.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A. Data Protocol Meeting and Logs

B. Curriculum Map/Pacing Guide

C. Galileo Standards Mastery Intervention

Report Data

D. Leadership Team Processes and
Procedures
Teacher Formal Evaluations
Teacher Walkthrough Evaluations
Employee Handbook
Leadership Team Processes and
Procedures Assessment Survey
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e Team uses a problem solving process
to make decisions.

I. Documents Identifying Teachers
Needs/Supports/Follow up
meetings/Daily Interventions

J.  Assessment Plan

K. Leadership Team Master Processes and
Procedures

L. Curriculum Evaluation Rubric

M. Curriculum Map Rubric

4. Who is involved in the process for adopting or revising curriculum?

The Leadership Team Members include
Director, Principal, RTI Coordinator, Title |
Director, representative teachers.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process
A. Leadership Team Meetings Agenda
B. Curriculum Evaluation Rubric
C. Curriculum Map Rubric

5. When adopting curriculum, how does the Charter Holder evaluate curriculum options to

determine which curriculum to adopt?

When adopting curriculum the evaluation tool
used is as follows:

e Agendais created and used at each
meeting to evaluate progress towards
end of year goals required by the AZ
Academic Performance Framework
and Guidance and established by the
District Guidelines.

e Curriculum is evaluated for alignment
to ACCRS with fidelity.

e Team analyzes and interprets data.
(Curriculum Map Selection Criteria)

e Team uses a problem solving process
to make decisions based on the
educational goals as stated in the
handbook.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A. Leadership Team Processes and

Procedures

B. Curriculum Maps/Pacing Calendars (for
standards based alignmen)t
Galileo Reports
CIP Action Steps and Strategies Sample
Data Protocol Meetings
Leadership Team Processes and
Procedures
. Curriculum Evaluation Rubric
H. Curriculum Map Rubric
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Implementing Curriculum

6. What is the Charter Holder’s process for ensuring consistent implementation of the
curriculum across the school(s) operated by the Charter Holder?

To ensure consistent implementation of the
curriculum across the school the process is:
-Weekly lesson plans are submitted to the
principal for review,

-Lesson Plans must follow the guidelines as
presented in the Employee Handbook,

-Every teacher is observed at least once a week,

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:
A. Employee Hand Book p. 27
B. Weekly Observations
C. Walk Through Evaluations-8 times p/year
D. Formal Evaluations-2 times p/year






-A walk-through evaluation is done eight times a
year,
-Formal Evaluation is completed twice a year.

Teachers receive feedback after each
walkthrough and formal evaluation. When goals
are not being met, teachers are required to meet
with the principal daily and/or weekly as
necessary until performance has met clearly
defined expectations.

The school has a Discipline and Due Process plan
that is outlined in the employee handbook. This
plan is a progressive discipline procedure that
may result in dismissal if a teacher does not
make the required changes. A teacher that
refuses to adhere to the requirements of
curriculum implementation are subject to this
process.

Discipline and Due Process p. 25 in
Employee Handbook

Lesson Plans

Curriculum Map/Pacing Calendar
Curriculum Evaluation Rubric
Curriculum Map Rubric

7. What tools exist that identify what must be taught and when it must be delivered? How
does the Charter Holder ensure that all grade-level standards are covered within the

academic year?

The tools used to identify what must be taught
are:

e A Core Knowledge® Curriculum Map/
Pacing Calendar aligned with clearly
defined ACCRS objectives. Dates taught
are notated on the plan.

e The Curriculum Map is linked to the
Galileo assessment planner used to
construct benchmark assessments for
Reading and Math which are aligned to
the ACCR standards.

® Lesson Plans used to integrate the
implementation of the curriculum with
the assessment information used to
guide instruction, including
ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity.

e Teacher Walk-through Evaluations
Processes and Procedures:

o Clearly defined, posted ACCRS
objectives aligned with the
lesson plan and curriculum map

© Vocabulary Posted

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:
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Curriculum Map

Assessment Planner

Sample of Lesson Plans

Walk Through Calendar 8 p/year
Formal Evaluations Calendar 2 p/year
Weekly Walk-through Observations
Walk-through Evaluation Form
Formal Evaluation Form

Core Knowledge Sequence Sample
Professional Development Calendar
Professional Development Surveys
Benchmark Data

. Curriculum Evaluation Rubric

Formative Assessment Data
Summative Assessment Data
Report Cards listing content grades
Leadership Team Processes and
Procedures

Curriculum Map Rubric






o Formative Assessments

o Data collected is analyzed and
interpreted at weekly grade
level/department meetings.

o Datais used to evaluate the
effectiveness of instructional
practices and programs and to
make changes to instruction
(time, duration, grouping,
instructor, program)

8. What is the expectation for consistent use of these tools? How are these expectations

communicated?

The teachers are given the walk-through
evaluations 8 times per year, followed by
meetings where feedback is given along with any
action steps and strategies to meet the AZ
Academic Framework. Formal evaluations are
done twice per year followed by
teacher/principal meetings to discuss the
outcome of the evaluation. Feedback is given
with regard to District policy and the AZ
Academic Framework. Teachers will be given
action steps and strategies along with future
monitoring for outcome expectations.

The employee handbook outlines the teacher
expectations in detail. At the beginning of each
school year and periodically during the school
year, areas in the handbook are reviewed with
the staff. All employees must read and sign the
handbook yearly.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:
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Walk-through Evaluations
Formal Evaluations

Employee Handbook

AZ Academic Framework
Sample signed Handbook form
Galileo Login Report

Galileo Data Reports
Curriculum Map Rubric
Curriculum Evaluation Rubric
Lesson Plans

9. What evidence is there to demonstrate usage of these tools in the classroom and

alignment with instruction?

The evidence used to demonstrate the use of
these tools with regards to classroom and
alignment with instruction are:

1. Lessons plans are reviewed by Principal

2. Walk-through and weekly observation

elements:

a. objectives clearly posted,

vocabulary posted,
formative assessment,
critical question posted
lesson plans with clear objectives
in accordance with the ACCRS
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List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A

B.
C.
D

Walk throughs

Teacher Evaluations

Galileo Report-Progress Monitoring
Report Card Sample






f. Curriculum Map/Pacing Calendar
3. Formal Teacher Evaluations
4. Galileo Reports-(progress monitoring)
5. Report Card grades applied to the ACCRS

Alignment of Curriculum

10. What process does the Charter Holder use to ensure the curriculum is aligned to Arizona’s

College and Career Ready Standards?

The process used to ensure the curriculum
alignment is through the use of a school wide
reading and math curriculum map and pacing
guide. Each objective is incorporated into
teachers’ lesson plans throughout the year. The
plans are reviewed and adjustments are made
based on assessments indicating standards are
not yet mastered. The lessons plans are
reviewed weekly for content including AZCCRS
fidelity alignment, formative and summative
assessments, vocabulary, and learning
outcomes. The school uses a consistent
system-wide folder containing the curriculum
map/pacing calendar, AZCCRS checklist, Lesson
plans with clearly stated objectives, “Core
Knowledge” alignment to standards (with date
taught), standards based goals for each objective
indicating mastery or re-teaching. A pre-test and
post-test, plus three benchmarks are given
throughout the year in grades 3-8. Adjustments
are added to the curriculum map/calendar
pacing guide as needed, based on student
learning outcomes as required in weekly
formative and summative assessments (data
taken from walk-through observations and
formal evaluations, in addition to the Galileo
formative and benchmark assessment data). An
academic planner is used to ensure all objectives
have been taught and mastered. The Galileo
Intervention Report identifies standards not yet
mastered in an ongoing basis throughout the
year. These reports are used as a tool to create
curriculum based on the standards for
reteachingand to ensure mastery. Lesson Plans
are modified to address any deficits in
instructional effectiveness.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A
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Curriculum Map/Pacing Calendar
Weekly Lesson Plans

Galileo Assessment Planner
Galileo Intervention Report
Galileo Dialogue Report

Galileo Class Calendar

Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups(Address all relevant measures)






11. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the needs of students
with proficiency in the bottom 25%/non-proficient students?

Reading for 2014 Met,

Encore Arts Academy uses Response to
Intervention (RTI) to identify students’ strengths
and areas of weakness. RTlis a comprehensive
system of evidence-based, tiered interventions
used for addressing the full range of student
academic needs. The components of RTI are:

e Regular progress monitoring of all
students using a proven assessment
system

e Implementation of a three-tiered model
of instruction using progress monitoring
data to drive instructional decisions

e Use of scientifically-based researched
instruction through all tiers.

e Specifically, the identified bottom 25%,
receive 30 minutes a day of instruction
time in math and/or reading. Ongoing
assessments are given to guide
instruction needed and to monitor
progress.

Graphs demonstrating progress through the year
were included in the data at the front of this
report.

Math Galileo benchmark testing this year for
Bottom 25% shows an increase at every grade
level from baseline in August 2014 to the Math
CBAS 3 completed in March.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:
A. Galileo Intervention Group Reports
B. Reading Intervention Logs and Scores
C. Math Intervention Logs and Scores

12. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the needs of English

Language Learners (ELLs)?

Reading performance Met.

Based on the Teacher Evaluation Forms,
observations are made to ensure the “Four ELL
Recommendations” have been met. Lesson
plans must have ELL accommodations
documented where needed. RTI Director meets
with the Data Review Team to ensure standards
are being met in the curriculum and to address
any weaknesses in learning needs.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:
A. Four ELL Recommendations

B. Lesson Plans with ELL differentiation

C. Formal Teacher Evaluations and
Walk-throughs with ELL
recommendations






Math Galileo benchmark testing this year for
3rd-5th grade ELL students demonstrates
growth in all students.

D. Galileo Current and Prior Year
Disaggregated ELL Student Improvement
Report Data

E. AIMS test scores

13. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the needs of Free and

Reduced Lunch (FRL) eligible students?

Graphs at the front of this report demonstrate
that the Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) eligible
students have made progress from the baseline
testing in August 2014 to the CBAS 3 in March.

Students are identified and progress monitored
through the RTI program and in the Galileo
reports. Data collected is analyzed and
interpreted at weekly grade level/department
meetings.

Data is used to evaluate the effectiveness of
instructional practices and programs and to
make changes to instruction (time, duration,
grouping, instructor, program)

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A. (FRL) disaggregated formative,
summative, and benchmark
assessments.

B. Curriculum Map/Pacing Calendar

14. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the needs of students

with disabilities?

For the second year the school Met in this area
for both Reading and Math.






Area lll: Assessment

Assessment System

1. What types of assessments does the Charter Holder use?

The Galileo Assessment System is used which
meets our procedures requiring a
standards-aligned comprehensive system.
Galileo assessments include:

*Benchmark

*Formative

*Pre and Post Tests

*Instructional Effectiveness Assessments
*Summative Tests

ATI's newest assessment item-type, Technology
Enhanced (Technology Enhanced) items are
designed to follow test questions on the
AzMERIT tests. In addition, Technology
Enhanced assessment items are used in
“Instructional Dialogs.” Students are given
these tests to learn to effectively respond to new
learning expectations and new item types.

DIBELS is used for Kindergarten reading
readiness and progress monitoring.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A. AzMERIT Alignment

B.

DIBELS reports

2. What was the process for designing or selecting the assessment system?

Both DIBELS and Galileo are recommended by
ADE for use as a valid academic progress
assessment tool. Galileo is also recommended
for use with the new AzDASH system. RTI has
been used in the school for 6+ years. Each year
the Leadership Team reviews the data to
determine the fidelity of use of the RTI
program. Changes were made for
implementation for this school year based on
that review. The Team uses a problem solving
process protocol as defined in the Processes
and Procedures Master Plan to make
decisions.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

C.

D
E.
F.
G

Galileo Assessment Blueprint

Walk through observations

Lesson Plans-formative assessment
Galileo Assessment Planner

Processes And Procedures Master Plan

3. How s the assessment system aligned to the curriculum and instructional methodology?






Assessment creation begins with the ACCR
standards. Each objective is mapped with a
pacing guide to ensure instruction of all
standards throughout the year. Mastery is
documented according to benchmark and
testing data as reflected on the Curriculum
Map/Pacing Calendar. Maps show all standards
not yet mastered, which guides future
instruction.

The data used is to inform instructional and
professional decisions made throughout the
course of the year and to identify

proficiency levels of teachers and administrators
at the end of the year.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process

Intervention Reports

Curriculum Map/Pacing Calendar with
Standards Checklist

Lesson Plan

Formal Evaluation

Walk-through Evaluations
Assessment Planner

Assessment Blueprint
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4. What intervals are used to assess student progress? How does the assessment plan include
data collection from multiple assessments, such as formative and summative assessments

and common/benchmark assessments?

Benchmark assessments are given four times per
school year. Formative and summative
assessments are given more frequently as
needed according to by the data results.
Summative assessments and Benchmark
Assessements are given to track standards
mastery.

A new lesson plan format requires teachers to
include what they are doing for Formative
assessments in the classroom. Review of lesson
plans and walkthrough observations are used to
document teacher use of formative assessments.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A. Galileo Assessment Plan

B. Lesson Plans with formative assessments

C. Teacher Walk Through Evaluation Form
(see assessment observation)

Lesson plan requirements form

Test monitoring Report

Dialogue monitoring Report

Formative Assessment Report
Benchmark Assessment Report

Re T I

Analyzing Assessment Data

5. How does the assessment system provide for analysis of assessment data? What intervals

are used to analyze assessment data?

Using Galileo online comprehensive
standards-based assessments, benchmark data,
formative assessments from teacher lesson
plans, pretests, and posttests the teacher and
administration are provide aggregated results to
guide the development of data driven
instruction.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:
A. Instructional Monitoring Report
B. Test Monitoring Report
C. Formative Assessment Report
D. Benchmark Assessment Report






The standards-based objectives are mapped into
the curriculum pacing calendar. These maps
include a projected timeline throughout the year
to ensure all objectives have been sufficiently
taught.

Benchmark data, given four times per year, is
used to determine standards mastery.

Standards not met are addressed through
Instructional Dialogs as needed.

E.

Lesson Plans

6. How is the analysis used to evaluate instructional and curricular effectiveness?

The Standards-Based Assessment Data in the
Intervention Report is used to determine
mastery of each objective. By selecting
objectives not yet mastered through this report,
assignments/quiz options are created to
remediate the deficits. The Instructional
Effectiveness Tool is data driven to guide
instruction. Remaining concepts not yet
mastered can then be focused on throughout
the year until mastery is achieved.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A.
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Curriculum Map/Pacing Guide
Intervention Report

Test Monitoring Report
Benchmark Monitoring Report
Formative Assessment Report
Dialog Monitoring Report
Benchmark Assessment Report

7. How is the analysis used to adjust curriculum and instruction in a timely manner? What
intervals are used to adjust curriculum and instruction?

Assessment information is used to guide
instruction. Benchmarks, as represented on the
assessment planner and pacing calendar, are
customized to teach whatever objectives have
not been mastered.

Data results from assessments can be accessed
immediately after testing.

Instructional Dialogs and lesson plans are
constructed using new content or existing
lessons weekly until mastery is achieved within
the parameters of the curriculum map/pacing
calendar.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A,
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Curriculum Map/Pacing Guide
Intervention Report

Test Monitoring Report
Benchmark Monitoring Report
Formative Assessment Report
Dialog Monitoring Report

Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups (Address all relevant measures)

8. How does the assessment system assess students with proficiency in the bottom
25%/non-proficient students to determine the effectiveness of supplemental and/or

differentiated instruction and curriculum?

Encore Arts Academy uses Response to
Intervention (RTI) to identify students’ strengths
and areas of weakness. RTlis a comprehensive
system of evidence-based, tiered interventions

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A.

Galileo Intervention Group Assessment
Reports






used for addressing the full range of student
academic needs. The components of RTl are:
*Regular progress monitoring of all students
using a proven assessment system
*Implementation of a three-tiered model of
instruction using progress monitoring data to
drive instructional decisions

*Use of scientifically-based researched
instruction through all tiers.

Specifically, the identified bottom 25% students
are identified and disaggregated into
intervention groups. These students receive 30
minutes a day of instruction time in math and/or
reading.

Ongoing assessments are given to guide
instruction needed and to monitor progress.

B. Reading Intervention Logs
C. Math Intervention Logs
D. Data Protocol Meetings

9. How does the assessment system assess ELLs to determine the effectiveness of
supplemental and/or differentiated instruction and curriculum?

The school Met for Reading.

ELL students are disaggregated and tracked in
intervention groups. All teachers must
accommodate assessments based on the ELL
four recommendations and their designated
level of English proficiency.

Math vocabulary is given to ensure
comprehension improves for Math computation.
An online program, AAA Math, provides a highly
interactive, engaging, rich content learning tool
with its own embedded

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:
A. Disaggregated Report for ELL Students

B. ELL Accommodations/Strategies

10. How does the assessment system assess FRL-eligible students to determine the
effectiveness of supplemental and/or differentiated instruction and curriculum?

Graphs at the front of this report demonstrate
that the Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) eligible
students have made progress from the baseline
testing in August 2014 to the CBAS 3 in March.

Students are identified and progress monitored
through the RTI program and in the Galileo
reports. Data collected is analyzed and
interpreted at weekly grade level/department
meetings.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:
A. Galileo Intervention Group Reports

B. Teacher Walk-through and Formal
Evaluation Forms
C. Lesson Plans






Data is used to evaluate the effectiveness of
instructional practices and programs and to
make changes to instruction (time, duration,
grouping, instructor, program)

Specifically, the identified FRL-eligible, receive 30
minutes a day of instruction time in math and/or
reading. Ongoing assessments are given to
guide instruction needed and to monitor
progress.

11. How does the assessment system assess the needs of students with disabilities to
determine the effectiveness of supplemental and/or differentiated instruction and

curriculum?

The school Met in this area.

Area IV: Monitoring Instruction

Monitoring the Integration of Standards

1. Whatis the Charter Holder’s process for monitoring the integration of standards into
classroom instruction? How does the Charter Holder monitor whether or not instructional
staff implements an ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity?

Instruction is monitored using a Galileo
Curriculum Map/Pacing Calendar aligned to the
ACCR standards, with an ACCR standards
Checklist. Lessons plans must coordinate with
the Curriculum Map/Pacing Calendar. Objectives
are taught sequentially and subsequently
re-taught as needed, based on formative
assessments, summative assessments, and
benchmark assessment data. Instructional
Dialogs provide evidence-based instruction
which has embedded assessments to further
monitor progress. Teachers are also monitored
in walkthroughs, lesson plans, and formal
evaluations to ensure standards are being
successfully taught and mastered. Intervention
reports based on Standards Assessment Data
guide the instruction. Formative and summative
assessments are also used to determine
instructional effectiveness.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A. Galileo Intervention Report
Test Monitoring Report
Dialog Monitoring Report
Curriculum Map and Pacing Calendar
Lesson Plans
Teacher walk-throughs and formal
evaluations.
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As part of our ongoing review, the Leadership
Team has added the following required
elements to ensure ACCRS curriculum is
aligned with fidelity:

e The Principal must implement and
verify the consistent use of the
school-wide ACCRS-aligned curriculum
maps across grade levels to
strengthen Tier 1 instruction.

e Use of a standardized lesson plan
template to ensure teachers pre-plan
for formative assessments and
subsequent differentiated instruction
that strengthen Tier 1 instruction and
guide Tier 2/3 interventionists

e Teachers provide and document
differentiated instruction in the
classroom on their weekly lesson
plans.

2. How does the Charter Holder monitor the effectiveness of standards-based instruction

throughout the year?

Curriculum Maps/Pacing Calendars are
universally used by Instructional staff. The Maps
contain ACCRS Objectives, Lesson Plan Elements,
and Standards based assessment results for each
objective. The Objectives are paced, by date,
throughout the academic year. Folders
containing the maps with AZCCR Standards,
Pacing Calendars, Assessment Reports, Lesson
plans containing clearly defined objectives are
on each teachers’ desk. Walkthroughs are
scored by the Leadership Team, to ensure
objectives are clearly stated on daily lesson
plans, and incorporated intothe classroom
instruction. Observations are evaluated and
scored on the Teacher Performance Evaluation
Instrument to determine the effectiveness of
instruction for ELL, FRL, and ESL as defined in
the Intervention List, and the ELL
recommendation list. Instruction is monitored
in accordance with the Academic Framework
for Measuring Educator Effectiveness. Teachers
are given feedback 8 times p/year through
evaluations as to their strengths and

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:
A. Principal Evaluations

Principal Teacher Interventions
Curriculum Maps/Pacing Calendars
Lesson Plans

Intervention List

Galileo Test Monitoring Report
Galileo Dialog Report

RTI Team Data Meetings
Leadership Team Processes and
Procedures

J.  Employee Handbook
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weaknesses. Galileo reports are monitored by
the RTITeam to track the progress of each
student. All approved curriculum is aligned with
fidelity to the ACCRS and is monitored as stated
above.

Evaluating Instructional Practices

3. What is the Charter Holder’s process for evaluating instructional practices? How does this

process evaluate the quality of instruction?

The Formal Evaluation is divided into four
Domains:

Domain 1: Planning and Preparation
Domain 2: Classroom Environment
Domain 3: Instruction

Domain 4: Professional Development

The domains are the framework for evaluating
strengths and weaknesses. Monitoring is used
as a tool using Galileo reports, walkthroughs,
and weekly observations, in addition to the
Formal Evaluation.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A. Legacy Summative Evaluation

B. Legacy Teacher Performance Evaluation
System

C. Employee Handbook of Instruction (see
p. 27)

Providing Analysis and Feedback to Further Develop Instructional Quality.

4. How does the Charter Holder provide feedback on strengths, weaknesses, and learning
needs based on the evaluation of instructional practices?

The feedback on strengths and weaknesses of
instruction is modeled from Enhancing
Professional Practice: A Framework for
Teaching by Charlotte Danielson, and adapted
for use by the schools education consultant. The
four domains of this model are:

1-Planning and Preparation

2-Classroom environment

3-Instruction

4-Professional Responsibilities

The first component is the summative
evaluation. The four domains from the
Danielson model, provide an overall rating based
upon requirements in the Arizona Framework
for Measuring Educator Effectiveness. Teacher
feedback is given in accordance with the results
of the summative evaluation. Observations take
place 8 times p/year. Results are used to

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:
A. Formal Teacher Evaluations Results and
Feedback
B. Walk Through Observation Form Results
and Feedback
C. Test Monitoring Reports
Curriculum Map/Pacing Calendar
E. Leadership Team Processes and
Procedures
F. Legacy Teacher Performance Evaluation
System






determine professional development needs
throughout the year.

The following elements provide the baseline
data which guides instruction:
e teacher walk-throughs 8 times p/year
e formal evaluations twice p/year
e staff meetings and trainings weekly
e teacher surveys following professional
development planned and aligned to the
ACCRS,following the findings from the
evaluations Objectives mastered need
to be completed within the scope and
sequence outlined in the Curriculum
Map and Pacing Calendar. Test
Monitoring Reports and Instructional
Dialog Reports are used as tools to
assess the academic needs of students in
the classroom.

5. How does the Charter Holder analyze this information? What does the data about quality
of instruction tell the Charter Holder? What has the Charter Holder done in response?

Monthly leadership data and weekly staff
meetings analyze data through benchmark,
formative, and summative assessments, teacher
observations, lesson plans, surveys, professional
development, and completed Curriculum
Map/Pacing Guides. Assessments including
Benchmark, Formative, and Summative are the
greatest indicator of progress.

The Leadership Team has made great
investments in both time and resources to
ensure student assessments are sequential and
comprehensive. When the data shown falls in
the “does not meet category” it is left blank on
the Curriculum Map/Pacing Calendar until
further testing shows the standard/objective
has been met. This process guides instruction so
that all standards can be taught effectively. All
instructional staff use the same form and all
tracking is consistent throughout the school.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A. Weekly staff Meeting Sign-in

B. Weekly staff Meeting Agenda

C. Monthly Leadership Data Meeting
Agenda
Galileo Intervention Report
Galileo Standards Mastery Report
Galileo Formative Assessment Report
AAA Math Logs

Tommo

Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups(Address all relevant measures)

6. How does the Charter Holder monitor and evaluate supplemental and/or differentiated
instruction targeted to address the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom

25%/non-proficient students?






The bottom 25% of students are those
students who are not at grade level in reading
and math and will receive Tier 2 and Tier 3
interventions (based on data) as indicated by
a RTI model. Students receiving Tier 2 and
Tier 3 interventions will be progress
monitored to check for mastery of the
standards.

To ensure the three-tier model is followed
consistently, staff observations are done
weekly by the RTI Program Coordinator
during their group intervention times.
Students are assessed both daily through
formative and weekly through summative
assessments to determine instructional
needs. Assessments are designed using the
objectives which have not been mastered.
Galileo Assessments, along with other
assessments such as AAA Math, High
Frequency word lists, and Reading Advantage
are tracked for progress monitoring. The RTI
Team meets weekly to review data. A
determination is made during these sessions
if a student should be exited, based on their
assessment performance.

Curriculum maps and lesson plans are revised to
re-teach as needed. Formative assessments
determine if content has been learned.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:
A. RTI Model
Galileo Intervention Group Reports
Legacy PMP Reading
Legacy PMP Math
Teacher Walk-through Observation
Reports with feedback
Teacher Formal Evaluation Reports with
feedback.
Differentiated Instruction Form
H. Differentiated Instruction Professional
Development
RTI Intervention Schedule
AAA Math Student Logs
Galileo Intervention Group Calendar
Galileo Intervention Group Reports
. ELA Intervention Group Logs
RTI Data Protocol Meetings
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7. How does the Charter Holder monitor and evaluate supplemental and/or differentiated
instruction targeted to address the needs of FRL-eligible students?

The instruction is monitored weekly through
observations, in addition to walkthroughs that
are done 8 times p/year. The summative data is
taken from the formal teacher evaluations which
are done twice p/year. The data from these
evaluations is used to determine professional
development needs addressing all sub-groups
including FRL-eligible students.

Galileo Report findings are used to identify
students who have gaps in standards mastery.

Curriculum maps and lesson plans are revised to
re-teach as needed. Formative assessments

Professional Development Calendar
Walkthrough Evaluations

Formal Evaluations

Samples of Galileo Formative and Summative
Assessments






determine if content has been learned.
Summative assessments determine standards
mastery. These reports are found within the
Galileo Assessment System adopted by the
Governing Board.

8. Students with Disabilities

The school Met in this area.

Area V: Professional Development

Professional Development System

1. What is the Charter Holder’s professional development plan?

The school’s goal is to have an organized
approach to professional development activities
and programs that are designed to improve the
individual's professional skills. This will help the
school when planning development activities,
and is especially useful when discussing the
year's development goals during the
performance management process.

The school believes that professional learning is
a planned and organized processes that actively
engages educators in cycles of continuous
improvement guided by the use of data and
active inquiry around real-life problems and
instructional practices. The primary purpose of
professional learning is improvement in one’s
job performance; thus, the content of the
learning for teachers and support staff is around
the content knowledge, skills, and dispositions
they need to help students perform at high
levels. Professional learning is typically
collaborative and is embedded in educators’
daily work throughout the school year.

Professional learning is aligned with educators’
professional goals as well as with school and
district improvement goals and priorities.
Professional learning is sustained through

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:
A. 2015 Professional Development Plan
B. Professional Development Planning Tool
C. Leadership Team Procedures and
Processes
D. Teacher Surveys
Galileo Assessment Reports
F. Professional Development Surveys
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follow-up, feedback, and reflection to support
transfer of that learning to the classrooms.

2. How was the professional development plan developed?

The Professional Development Planning Tool was
introduced last summer by the Charter Holder.
With a new school Principal, the new plan was
not fully utilized. It is expected that beginning
this May the school will be able to fully utilize
the planning tool as follows:

Using the Professional Development Planning
Tool as a guide, the school begins in May to
organize all documentation that may reflect PD
effectiveness. These documents include, but may
not be limited to, Formal Evaluations,
Walkthroughs, Student and Parent Surveys,
Teacher needs surveys,Galileo data, DIBELS data
(for KG) AZELLA data, lesson plans and report
cards.

In June the Leadership Team uses the above data
and adds to the summative data from AIMS, now
AzMerit. The team then compares the resulting
data with previous years’ data to determine
areas of growth or improvement. The team also
determines the effectiveness of the SIP along
with the PD Plan. Findings are used to develop a
preliminary plan for the upcoming school year.

Once the teachers return from summer break,
they, along with the leadership team, develop
professional development goals for the school
year, making sure the goals align with school
goals and are measurable.

Teachers are also required to submit their
personal professional development goal for the
year. Progress toward this personal goal will be
tracked quarterly during the school year.

The plan may, and has been, revised during the
school year based on the ongoing review of
classroom observation data and student
achievement data.






3. How is the professional development plan aligned with instructional staff learning needs?

Based on the need to improve Math academic A. Computer Lab Calendar
achievement, the school began a series of B. Teacher Professional Development
Instructional staff trainings began in October Calendar

2014 to improve the use of and knowledge of C. Professional Development Surveys
online tools using the Galileo system. These D. Lesson Plans

include:

e Galileo Interventions utilizing Dialogs to
reteach standards. Implementation has
been monitored during daily computer
lab instruction.

e Alignment of Math and Reading
classroom instruction to meet the
learning goals and maintain academic
growth

e Results from teacher needs surveys

4. How does this professional development plan address areas of high importance?

Based on the summative AIMS test results, the List documents that serve as evidence of
following goals were identified as areas of implementation of this process:
importance to meet the academic achievement
goals, targeting Math, for the 2015 school year. A. Curriculum Map/Pacing Calendar
B. Galileo Assessment Reports
Professional Development Recommendations C. Teacher Surveys
for 2015:

Implementation of fidelity check-lists at
tier one instruction.

Math fact fluency activities for all 1°-6"
students that build operational fluency. This is
equally important at both primary and
intermediate grade levels and should be offered
to Middle School students who require this
intervention.

A focus on fractions in 5™ and 6™ grades.
Because this concept is offered for mastery at
such an early age, concrete materials should be
utilized until students display mastery.

Concrete activities at all grade levels that
provide a firm grounding in number sense. A
firm grounding in Number Sense is as critical to
Math instruction at all grade levels as Phonemic
Awareness and Phonics are to Reading and
Literacy.

Establish Math Learning Community
Meetings to increase math content knowledge of






teachers in identified areas. This can also be
done on a grade band level (K-2, 3-5, and 6-8")
to reflect content in the new Math standards.

Supporting High Quality Implementation

5. How does the Charter Holder support high quality implementation of the strategies
learned in professional development sessions?

The high quality implementation of the
professional development strategies are
observed through walkthroughs and formal
evaluations completed by the Leadership Team.

Teachers receive feedback from the evaluations
and follow-up evaluations demonstrate if
necessary improvements were made.

Through the Galileo Standards-based planning
tools, only relevant ACCRS objectives are used
during instruction. The standards are mapped
throughout the learning cycle using the
Curriculum Map/Pacing Guide, and aligned with
Core Knowledge.

The monthly areas of emphasis are observed
through walkthroughs or in lesson plans.

Teachers have a planning time in their daily
schedules (Master Schedule) as well as 3 hours
of common planning time during Friday’s early
release.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A. Teacher Observations and Formal
Evaluations
Curriculum Map/Pacing Guide
C. Galileo Intervention Reports

o

6. How does the Charter Holder provide the resources that are necessary for high quality

implementation?

The school has common planning time at least
once each week.

The school has early release on Fridays for
teachers to have planning and professional
development time.

Computer Lab available to all classes with
necessary software and licenses.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A. Computer Lab Schedule

B. Class Planning Calendar

C. Lesson Plans

D. Teacher Observations and Formal

Evaluations
E. Galileo Assessment Reports

Monitoring Implementation






7. How does the Charter Holder monitor the implementation of the strategies learned in

professional development sessions?

The best indicator of the implementation of the
professional development strategies are the
Galileo formative testing results. Review of this
data with the teacher allows for quick
readjustments to the classroom instruction.

Benchmark data is also a valid indicator of a
teacher’s effectiveness with the PD strategies
they have been taught.

Weekly observations, walkthrough evaluations
and formal evaluations are used to monitor
implementation of the PD strategies.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

A. Galileo Assessment Reports

B. Teacher Observations and Formal
Evaluations
Lesson Plans
Curriculum Map/Pacing Guide
Professional Development Calendar
Professional Development Teacher
Surveys

Tmoon

8. How does the Charter Holder monitor and follow-up with instructional staff to support and
develop implementation of the strategies learned in professional development?

Weekly observations, walkthrough evaluations
and formal evaluations are used to monitor
implementation of the PD strategies.

The school has a Discipline and Due Process plan
that is outlined in the employee handbook. This
plan is a progressive discipline procedure that
may result in dismissal if a teacher does not
make the required changes. (Discipline and Due
Process p. 25 in Employee Handbook) A teacher
that refuses to adhere to the requirements of
professional development implementation are
subject to this process.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:

Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups (Address all relevant measures)

9. How does the Charter Holder provide professional development to ensure instructional
staff is able to address the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom

25%/non-proficient students?

The School Met in Reading in this subgroup.

The data is presented to the teacher with the
students identified as falling into this category.
Differentiation of instruction is noted in the
teacher’s lesson plan.

List documents that serve as evidence of
implementation of this process:
A. Galileo intervention groups reports






Coordination of the teacher with the RTI HQ
paraprofessionals on strategies they are using in
their interventions with these students. Teachers
are required to follow the intervention schedule
to ensure these students are receiving the
instruction they require to demonstrate
academic growth.

10. How does the Charter Holder provide professional development to ensure instructional

staff is able to address the needs of ELLs?

The school Met in Reading for this subgroup.

The data is presented to the teacher with the
students identified as falling into this category.
Differentiation of instruction is noted in the
teacher’s lesson plan.

Coordination of the teacher with the RTI HQ
paraprofessionals on strategies they are using in
their interventions with these students.

Teachers are required to follow the intervention
schedule to ensure these students are receiving
the instruction they require to demonstrate
academic growth.

Data graph showing ELL growth in this subgroup

11. How does the Charter Holder provide professional development to ensure instructional
staff is able to address the needs of FRL-eligible students?

The data is presented to the teacher with the
students identified as falling into this category.
Differentiation of instruction is noted in the
teacher’s lesson plan.

Coordination of the teacher with the RTI HQ
paraprofessionals on strategies they are using in
their interventions with these students.

Teachers are required to follow the intervention
schedule to ensure these students are receiving
the instruction they require to demonstrate
academic growth.

Data graph showing FRL academic growth

A. FRL Galileo Intervention Reports
B. Lesson Plan Differentiation Notes






12. How does the Charter Holder provide professional development to ensure instructional
staff is able to address the needs of students with disabilities?

The school Met in this area.







Financial Performance Response Evaluation Instrument

Charter Holder Name: Legacy Schools Required for: Academic Intervention Schedule
Charter Holder Entity ID: 79660 Audit Year: 2014

Arizona State Board for Charter Schools (Board) staff completed the Financial Performance Response Evaluation Instrument for the Board in its
consideration of applicable requests made by the charter holder. “Not Acceptable” answers may adversely affect the Board’s decision regarding
a charter holder’s request.

Measure Reason(s) for “Not Acceptable” Rating
The charter holder indicates that as a result of changes in revenues and expenses from 2013 and 2014, “Net Assets
1a. Going Concern decreased by $53,001.” While the difference between the net losses in 2013 and 2014 was ($53,001), the audits
Acceptable O show that the charter holder’s net assets decreased by $122,928, or from ($240,170) at June 30, 2013 to ($363,098)
Not Acceptable at June 30, 2014. In addition, the charter holder asserts, but does not support “Had the school still reported revenue
Not Applicable O of $1,933,375 but expenses of $1,933,374, the school would have met the Net Income standard for FY13-14 and

would have not fallen below the Going Concern performance measure.” The audit attributes the going concern
disclosure to recurring net losses from operations and a net capital deficiency. While the net loss in 2014
contributed to the going concern disclosure, it is not clear based on either the response or the audit that net income
of $1in 2014 would have removed the disclosure. Had the charter holder provided further clarification and support,
this would have been considered in Board staff’s evaluation.

The response includes a Profit and Loss report from July 2014 through April 2015 and a cash flow summary that

1b. Unrestricted Days Liquidity includes projected expenses in May 2015 and June 2015. Using actual and estimated expenses, along with the
Acceptable O ending cash balance from the cash flow summary, results in a decline in the charter holder’s unrestricted days
Not Acceptable liquidity by approximately 4 days from 17.70 in 2014 to 13.85 in 2015 and a rating change from “Does Not Meet” to
Not Applicable [ “Falls Far Below”. Had the charter holder provided further explanation of its efforts to improve its performance,

along with supporting documentation, this would have been considered in Board staff’s evaluation.

1c. Default
Acceptable
Not Acceptable
Not Applicable

X OO

2a. Net Income
Acceptable
Not Acceptable
Not Applicable

OOX
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Measure Reason(s) for “Not Acceptable” Rating
The response provided a cash flow summary report that allows the Board’s staff to calculate the charter holder’s
2b. Cash Flow performance on this measure. Based on the current year and projected 2015 ending cash balances, the charter
Acceptable O holder has negative cash flow in 2015. Due to the negative cash flows in 2014 and 2015, the charter holder’s 2015

Not Acceptable
Not Applicable [

performance on this measure would remain rated “Does Not Meet”. Had the charter holder provided further
explanation of its efforts to improve its performance, along with supporting documentation, this would have been
considered in Board staff’s evaluation.

2c. Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio
Acceptable
Not Acceptable [
Not Applicable [
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LEGACY SCHOOLS FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE RESPONSES — Going Concern

Financial Performance Measure Target: Most recent audit report does not include explanatory
paragraph or disclosure in the notes to the financial statements.

FY13-14 Rating: Falls Far Below

Financial Performance Responses:

Reason for Going Concern in FY13-14

The school did not meet the target for Going Concern due to significant deficits in unrestricted net
assets and net deficiency in net assets because the school had negative net income for the last two fiscal
years.

Although the school decreased total expenses from $2,462,050 in FY12-13 to $2,056,303 in FY13-14 (a
decrease of $405,747) total revenue decreased by $458,748: from $2,392,123 in FY12-13 to $1,933,375
in FY13-14 (see attached Statement of Activities for both fiscal years). As a result, Net Assets decreased
by $53,001 from FY12-13 to FY13-14. The FY13-14 reduction in expenses was not enough to offset both
the FY12-13 negative Net Income of $69,927 and the decreased revenue in FY13-14.

In order to obtain positive Net Income in FY13-14, the school needed to reduce FY13-14 expenses by an
additional $122,929 or increase student counts sufficiently to cover the prior fiscal year loss and current
year reduction in revenue. Had the school still reported revenue of $1,933,375 but expenses of
$1,933,374, the school would have met the Net Income standard for FY13-14 and would not have fallen
below the Going Concern performance measure. The school now has a better understanding of how
negative Net Income from prior years affects each subsequent year, until the entire Net Loss is offset by
either a sufficient increase in revenue or reduction of expenses, or a combination of both.

Efforts to eliminate Going Concern in the current fiscal year

Since receiving the Financial Performance Response Evaluation Instrument, the school has updated its
Cash Flow Report for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2015 (see attached). The school not only updated the
report to reflect actual revenue and expenses through April 30, 2015 but also updated estimates for the
remaining two months of the current fiscal year. The projected cash balance at June 30, 2015 is
$58,712, due to expense reductions that began in March.

As of April 30, 2015 in the current fiscal year, the school has a positive Net Income of $79,292.90.





LEGACY SCHOOLS - FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE RESPONSES — Unrestricted Days Liquidity

Financial Performance Measure Target: 30 or more days liquidity
FY13-14 Rating: Unrestricted Days Liquidity of 17.70

Financial Performance Responses:

Reason for insufficient Unrestricted Days Liquidity in FY13-14

The school’s total expenses for the year ended June 30, 2014 were $2,056,303. Therefore, daily
expenses were $5,633.71 ($2,056,303/365 days). However, daily revenue was only $5,296.92
(51,933,375/365 days). Although the school had cash and cash equivalents of $99,732 at June 30, 2014,
it was not enough to compensate for the fact that daily expenses exceeded daily revenue. In order to
obtain Unrestricted Days Liquidity over 30 at June 30, 2014, the school would have had to reduce
expenses from $2,056,303 to $1,213,406 or have a cash balance of $169,011 at June 30, 2014 with
expenses of $2,056,303. The Net Loss of $69,927 in FY12-13 and Net Loss of $122,928 in FY13-14 put
the school at a significant disadvantage for obtaining 30 Days Unrestricted Liquidity. While completing
the analysis for this response, the school gained a better understanding of how to budget each fiscal
year for not just positive Net Income, but also for a minimum of 30 Unrestricted Days Liquidity.

Efforts to improve Unrestricted Days Liquidity in the current fiscal year

Since receiving the Financial Performance Response Evaluation Instrument, the school has updated its
Cash Flow Report for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2015 (see attached). The school not only updated the
report to reflect actual revenue and expenses through April 30, 2015 but also updated estimates for the
remaining two months of the current fiscal year. The projected cash balance at June 30, 2015 is
$58,712, due to expense reductions that began in March.





LEGACY SCHOOLS - FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE RESPONSES — Net Income

Financial Performance Measure Target: Net Income is greater than or equal to S1
FY13-14 Rating: Net Income was negative 122,928

Financial Performance Responses:

Reason for negative Net Income in FY13-14

Although the school decreased total expenses from $2,462,050 in FY12-13 to $2,056,303 in FY13-14 (a
decrease of $405,747) total revenue decreased by $458,748: from $2,392,123 in FY12-13 to $1,933,375
in FY13-14 (see attached Statement of Activities for both fiscal years). As a result, Net Assets decreased
by $53,001 from FY12-13 to FY13-14. The FY13-14 reduction in expenses was not enough to offset both
the FY12-13 negative Net Income of $69,927 and the decreased revenue in FY13-14. In order to obtain
positive Net Income in FY13-14, the school needed to reduce FY13-14 expenses by an additional
$122,929 or increase student counts sufficiently to cover the prior fiscal year loss and current year
reduction in revenue. Had the school still reported revenue of $1,933,375 but expenses of $1,933,374,
the school would have met the Net Income standard for FY13-14. The school now has a better
understanding of how negative Net Income from prior years affects each subsequent year, until the
entire Net Loss is offset by either a sufficient increase in revenue or reduction of expenses, or a
combination of both. The school therefore believes the Net Loss will be a non-recurring event that will
not occur in future periods because budgets will be created, monitored, and updated more thoroughly.

Efforts to obtain positive Net Income in the current fiscal year

Since receiving the Financial Performance Response Evaluation Instrument, the school has updated its
Cash Flow Report for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2015 (see attached). The school not only updated the
report to reflect actual revenue and expenses through April 30, 2015 but also updated estimates for the
remaining two months of the current fiscal year. The projected cash balance at June 30, 2015 is
$58,712, due to expense reductions that began in March.

As of April 30, 2015 in the current fiscal year, the school has a positive Net Income of $79,292.90.

Please see attached documents for reference:
e Cash Flow Report for June 30, 2015
o Audited Statement of Activities at June 30, 2013 and June 30, 2014
e Unaudited Profit and Loss Statement for July 1, 2014 through April 30, 2015





LEGACY SCHOOLS FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE RESPONSES - Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio

Financial Performance Measure Target: Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio is equal to or greater than 1.10
FY13-14 Rating: 0.57

Financial Performance Responses:

Reason for not meeting Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio in FY13-14

The school did not meet the target for the Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio because the school had a Net
Loss of $122,928 in FY13-14. Had the school either reduced expenses or increased revenue by
$419,037 during FY13-14, the school would have had a Net Income of $296,109 and the target of 1.10
would have been achieved.

Efforts to meet Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio in the current fiscal year

Since receiving the Financial Performance Response Evaluation Instrument, the school has updated its
Cash Flow Report for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2015 (see attached). The school not only updated the
report to reflect actual revenue and expenses through April 30, 2015 but also updated estimates for the
remaining two months of the current fiscal year.

The projected cash balance at June 30, 2015 is $58,712. The positive cash balance is due to expense
reductions that began in March. The charter holder is committed to meeting the Financial Performance
Standards and Measures and recognizes that significant expense reduction is required to meet those
goals.





LEGACY SCHOOLS FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE RESPONSES — Cash Flow

Financial Performance Measure Target: Positive Cash Flow
FY13-14 Rating: Does Not Meet

Financial Performance Responses:

Reason for negative Cash Flow in FY13-14

The school did not meet the target for 3-Year Cumulative Cash Flow because the school had a Net
Decrease of $8,794 in Cash and Cash Equivalents in FY13-14. Additionally, total revenue decreased by
$458,748; from $2,392,123 in FY12-13 to $1,933,375 in FY13-14 but total expenses decreased by only
$405,747 in FY13-14 compared to FY12-13. The school should have revised its budget to reduce
expenses in FY13-14 to account for the larger decrease in revenue.

The school did not adequately budget for all expenses FY13-14. In order to obtain positive cash flow,
the school needed to reduce expenses and increase revenue in FY13-14. The school now has a better
understanding of how to budget for not just positive Net Income, but also for Positive Cash Flow in each
fiscal year.

Efforts to improve Cash Flow in the current fiscal year

Since receiving the Financial Performance Response Evaluation Instrument, the school has updated its
Cash Flow Report for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2015 (see attached). The school not only updated the
report to reflect actual revenue and expenses through April 30, 2015 but also updated estimates for the
remaining two months of the current fiscal year.

The projected cash balance at June 30, 2015 is $58,712. The positive cash balance is due to expense
reductions that began in March. The charter holder is committed to meeting the Financial Performance
Standards and Measures and recognizes that significant expense reduction is required to meet those
goals. Total expenses in FY14-15 are projected to be $2,027,343, which is lower than FY13-14 total
expenses ($2,462,050).





STATEMENT 2
LEGACY SCHOOLS
STATEMENTS OF ACTIVITIES AND CHANGES IN NET ASSETS
Years Ended June 30, 2014 and 2013

2014 2013
Unrestricted Revenues and Other Support:
Tuition earned from State of Arizona,

Department of Education $ 1,530,000 $ 1,743,893
Federal funding 221,244 271,495
Other state funding 109,344 93,011
Program income 34,300 46,046
Rental income 12,581 4,658
Contributions 752 800
Gain on disposal of asset - 12,617
Gain on forgiveness of debt (See Note 12) 20,447 211,254
Interest and other income 4,707 8,349

Total Unrestricted Revenues and Other Support 1,933,375 2,392,123
Expenses:
Program services 1,634,899 2,038,810
General and administrative 421,404 423,240
Total Expenses (See Note 12) 2,056,303 2,462,050
DECREASE IN UNRESTRICTED NET ASSETS (122,928) (69,927)
NET ASSETS, BEGINNING OF YEAR (See Note 12) (240,170) (170,243)
NET ASSETS, END OF YEAR $ (363,098) $ (240,170)

Total Revenue = $1,933,375 / 365 days = $5,296.92 daily revenue
Total Expenses = $2,056,303 / 365 days = $5,633.71 daily expenses
Variance = $5,296.92 - $5,633.71 = <$336.79>

These financial statements should be read only in connection
with the accompanying notes to the financial statements.
4
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Total Expenses = $2,056,303 / 365 days = $5,633.71 daily expenses
Variance = $5,296.92 - $5,633.71 =  <$336.79>
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Legacy Schools
FY14-15 Cash Flow Summary

Ending Cash

Total Revenue  Total Expenses Balance

Jun-14 Actual $99,732
Jul-14 Actual $10,708 $173,102 -$62,662
Aug-14 Actual $148,011 $87,044 -$1,695
Sep-14 Actual $239,855 $237,843 $317
Oct-14 Actual $223,374 $213,121 $10,570
Nov-14 Actual $196,702 $196,600 $10,672
Dec-14 Actual $190,744 $184,468 $16,948
Jan-15 Actual $135,862 $189,166 -$36,356
Feb-15 Actual $182,844 $202,994 -$56,506
Mar-15 Actual $155,015 $99,493 -$984
Apr-15 Actual $136,859 $143,512 -$7,637
May-15 Projected $130,434 $150,000 -$27,203
Jun-15 Projected $235,915 $150,000 $58,712

Total $1,986,323 $2,027,343





11:58 AM
05/12/15
Accrual Basis

Legacy Schools

Profit & Loss
July 2014 through April 2015

Income

1000 Revenue from local sources
1510 Interest
1610 Food Service Sales
1700 School Activities
1710 T-Shirts/Uniforms
1730 Fundraising Sales
1790 ECA Tax Credit
1900 Miscellaneous
1910 Rentals
1980 Refund Prior Year Exp.

Total 1000 Revenue from local sources

3000 Revenue from State Sources
3110 State Equalization
3160 Student Success
3200 Instructional Improvement
3200 Prop 301 20% Base
3200 Prop 301 40% Menu

3200 Prop 301 40% Performance

Total 3000 Revenue from State Sources

4000 Rev from Federal Sources
4500 IDEA Basic
4500 NSLP
4500 Title |
4500 Title Il

Total 4000 Rev from Federal Sources
Total Income
Gross Profit

Expense

1000 Instruction
6112 Certified Teachers
6113 Substitutes
6152 NonCertified Teachers
6153 Substitute Teachers
6154 Aids/Others
6210 Employee Insurance
6221 Social Security
6222 Medicare
6250 Unemployment Insurance
6260 Worker's Compensation
6270 Health Benefits
6325 Contract Teachers
6610 Classroom Supplies
6642 Textbooks
6644 Other Books/Media
Total 1000 Instruction
2100 Student Support Svcs

Jul 14 - Apr 15

0.08
4,163.53
560.30
5,046.20
1,384.00
1,175.00
21,931.16
7,325.00
1,433.10

43,018.37

1,007,868.28
3,5623.25
8,242.47
13,401.24
26,802.54
26,802.54

1,086,640.32

26,902.00
68,623.82
99,153.93

1,762.34

196,442.09

1,326,100.78 /365 =

1,326,100.78

204,860.53
2,967.04
131,175.61
28,697.00
13,588.40
6,935.45
22,346.58
5,187.08
7,445.09
3,979.51
32.00
1,196.10
1,382.45
268.94
1,346.63

431,408.41
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11:58 AM
05/12/15
Accrual Basis

Legacy Schools

Profit & Loss
July 2014 through April 2015

6154 Attendance Clerk

6210 Employee Insurance

6221 Social Security

6222 Medicare

6250 Unemployment Insurance

6327 Speech Pathology

6328 Special Education Services

6610 General Supplies

6612 Medical Supplies

6632 Other Food

6645 Uniforms
Total 2100 Student Support Svcs
2200 Instructional Support Svcs

6111 Administrators

6151 Administrators

6210 Employee Insurance

6221 Social Security

6222 Medicare

6230 Retirement

6250 Unemployment Insurance

6260 Worker's Compensation

6580 Travel

6610 General Supplies

6642 Textbooks
Total 2200 Instructional Support Svcs
2300 General Admin Support Svcs

6333 Legal Services
Total 2300 General Admin Support Svcs
2400 School Admin Support Svcs

6151 Administrators

6151 Principal

6154 Admin Assistant

6210 Employee Insurance

6221 Social Security

6222 Medicare

6250 Unemployment Insurance

6260 Workers' Compensation

6533 Postage/Shipping

6610 General Supplies

6632 Other Foods

6650 Technology Supplies

6699 Noncapital Equip/Furniture
Total 2400 School Admin Support Svcs
2500 Business Support Svcs

6342 Financial Consultant

6350 Audit Services

6533 Postage

Jul 14 - Apr 15

13,995.91
19.98
867.74
202.95
220.77
17,080.70
2,212.50
682.59
213.48
51.49
6,958.55

42,506.66

23,750.00
53,781.70
1,251.93
4,502.86
1,047.79
47.60
1,061.30
1,415.55
411.84
566.35
91.01

87,927.93

8,691.50

8,691.50

35,448.55
45,050.00
5,213.63
2,594.64
4,464.88
1,720.56
1,280.38
1,376.44
264.99
632.42
185.45

2,914.46
-472.30

100,674.10

22,055.00
10,000.00
65.75
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11:58 AM
05/12/15
Accrual Basis

Legacy Schools

Profit & Loss
July 2014 through April 2015

6540 Advertising

6810 Dues & Fees

6850 Interest

6863 Local Tax - Non Payroll

Total 2500 Business Support Svcs
2600 Oper and Maint Plant Svc

6154 Other

6221 Social Security

6222 Medicare

6250 Unemployment Insurance
6411 Water

6420 Cleaning Services

6421 Disposal Services

6424 Grounds Services

6425 Pest Control Services
6426 Security Services

6435 Repair & Maint Building
6441 Rental Land & Buildings
6520 Prop/Liability Insurance

6530 Communications
6610 Cust/Maint Supplies
6622 Electricity

Total 2600 Oper and Maint Plant Svc

2700 Student Transportation Svc
6510 Student Transportation

6520 Property/Liabilty Ins

Total 2700 Student Transportation Svc

3100 Food Service Program
6154 Food Service Worker
6221 Social Security
6222 Medicare

6250 Unemployment Insurance

6570 Food Service Management

6610 Food Serv. Supplies
6810 Dues and Fees

Total 3100 Food Service Program

5000 Debt Service
6850 Interest

Total 5000 Debt Service
Payroll Expenses

Total Expense

Net Income

Total Revenue $1,326,100.78 / 365 =
Total Expenses $1,246,807.88 / 365 =

Variance =

Jul 14 - Apr 15

371.16
1,554.94
1,642.64
1,372.00

37,061.49

434.90
26.96
6.31
19.14
4,213.78
21,600.00
2,978.72
1,896.46
80.00
559.54
24.49
354,858.00
5,984.89
1,921.63
6,074.52
16,939.65

417,618.99

42,697.88
6,419.21

49,117.09

7,050.28
248.48
204.28
380.02

60,313.00
14.50
570.00

68,780.56

3,021.15

3,021.15
0.00

1,246,807.88 /365 =

79,292.90

S 3,633.15
S 3,415.91
S 217.24
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FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE RESPONSES — Unrestricted Days Liquidity

Financial Performance Measure Target: 30 or more days liquidity
FY13-14 Rating: Unrestricted Days Liquidity of 17.70

Financial Performance Responses:

Reason for insufficient Unrestricted Days Liquidity in FY13-14
Although the school had cash of $99,732 at June 30, 2014, total expenses for the year

ended June 30, 2014 were $2,056,303. Therefore, daily expenses were $5,633.71
($2,056,303/365 days). However, daily revenue was only $5,296.92 ($1,933,375/365
days). In fiscal year 2013-14 the school did not obtain the Unrestricted Days Liguidity target
of 30 or more days because expenses were too high.

In fiscal year 2013-14 the school made significant progress toward paying off outstanding
accounts payable in the 31 to 90 day aging category. Accounts payable at 31-60 days was
reduced by $9,009.36 and accounts payable at 61-90 days was reduced by $10,643.94.
Reducing these obligations, however, increased the school's expenses and reduced its
Unrestricted Days Liguidity.

Efforts to improve Unrestricted Days Liquidity in the current fiscal year
The school reduced daily expenses from $5,633.71 in FY13-14 to $3,086.58 in FY14-15; a
45% reduction.

Additionally, in FY13-14 the school's daily expenses of $5,633.71 exceeded the daily
revenue of $5,296.92 by $336.79. In FY14-15, the school's daily revenue $3,338.97
exceeds daily expenses of $3,086.58 by $252.39 — a positive change of $589.18 per day.

Please see attached documents for reference:
Audited Statement of Financial Position at June 30, 2014
Audited Statement of Activities at June 30, 2014
Unaudited Profit and Loss Statement for July 1, 2014 through March 31, 2015
Accounts Payable Aging Summary for 31-90 days at June 30, 2013
e Accounts Payable Aging Summary for 31-90 days at June 30, 2014

e o o
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April 6, 2015

FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE RESPONSES — Net Income

Financial Performance Measure Target: Net Income is greater than or equal to $1
FY13-14 Rating: Net Income was negative 122,928

Financial Performance Responses:

Reason for negative Net Income in FY13-14

In fiscal year 2013-14, the school’s total expenses ($2,056,303) exceeded total revenue
($1,933,375) by $122,928. The school had daily expenses of $5,633.71 ($2,056,303/365
days), which was higher than the school could support. In fiscal year 2013-14 the school
did not obtain the Net Income target of $1 or more because expenses were too high.

In fiscal year 2013-14 the school made significant progress toward paying off outstanding
accounts payable in the 31 to 90 day aging category. Accounts payable at 31-60 days was
reduced by $9,009.36 and accounts payable at 61-90 days was reduced by $10,643.94.
Reducing these obligations, however, increased the school's expenses and reduced its Net
Income.

Efforts to improve Unrestricted Days Liquidity in the current fiscal year
The school reduced daily expenses from $5,633.71 in FY13-14 to $3,086.58 in FY14-15; a

45% reduction.

Additionally, in FY13-14 the school's daily expenses of $5,633.71 exceeded the daily
revenue of $5,296.92 by $336.79. In FY14-15, the school's daily revenue $3,338.97
exceeds daily expenses of $3,086.58 by $252.39 — a positive change of $589.18 per day.

As of March 31, 2015 in the current fiscal year, the school has a positive Net Income of
$92,123.50.

Please see attached documents for reference:
e Audited Statement of Activities at June 30, 2014
e Unaudited Profit and Loss Statement for July 1, 2014 through March 31, 2015
e Accounts Payable Aging Summary for 31-90 days at June 30, 2013
e Accounts Payable Aging Summary for 31-90 days at June 30, 2014
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Legacy Schools

A/P Aging Summary
As of June 30, 2013

31-60 61-90
AAA Bus LLC 0.00 0.00
Academy Paper and Janitorial Supply, Inc. 0.00 17.27
Addey Rascon* 5.00 0.00
Aetna US Healthcare 0.00 0.00
AFLAC* 642.19 0.00
Alison Woodbury 0.00 0.00
Alliance Book Company 0.00 0.00
Ann Peschka 0.00 0.00
Arizona Advanced Therapy LLC 0.00 0.00
Arizona Charter Schools Association 0.00 0.00
Arizona Dept. of Public Safety 0.00 0.00
ASE Auto Tech 435.82 0.00
Bureau of Education & Research 0.00 0.00
CenturyLink 262.66 0.00
Cindy Woodbury* 0.00 0.00
CIT Technology Fin Serv, Inc. 0.00 0.00
City of Mesa 230.36 0.00
Clark Law Firm 0.00 0.00
CNA Insurance 0.00 0.00
Companion Corporation 0.00 0.00
Cool Days A/C Inc 0.00 0.00
Copy Master 0.00 0.00
Core Knowledge Foundation 0.00 0.00
Desert Schools 500.00 0.00
Desert State Fire 0.00 0.00
Dish Network 0.00 0.00
Fire Tech 0.00 0.00
Fleet Services/Wright Express 0.00 0.00
FMS DMS PNR 485.33 0.00
Herff Jones 0.00 0.00
Industrial Commission of Arizona 0.00 0.00
Interfy Solutions, Inc 0.00 0.00
Janice Brenner* 15.00 0.00
Kathleen Morris 123.14 0.00
Ken Newman 0.00 4,400.00
L&M Food Management Services 0.00 0.00
Life Touch Publishing 0.00 0.00
Lisa Ketchum* 0.00 0.00
Malone, Scott 0.00 0.00
NY Physical Therapy, LLC 192.50 140.00
Office Keepers 0.00 0.00
Paper Plus 0.00 0.00
Pete's Mobile Repair, LLC 0.00 0.00
Principal Financial Group 0.00 0.00
Rackspace 54.00 0.00
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9:37 AM
04/06/15

Legacy Schools

A/P Aging Summary

As of June 30, 2013

Richardson, Bill

Ridge Zeller Therapy, Inc.
Roberts Law Offices PLC
Royal Dining

Schade Dist

Scholastic Inc.

Security Benefit Life

Shelly Tawfall*

Sonoran Security Service
SRP-V

SRP - 724-224-000

Student Success Services
Sunny Mesa Landscaping, LLC
Superstition Speech Pathology Services
Taylor Bailey

Tim Mills*

Toshiba Business Solutions
Toshiba Financial

Travelers

Tyler Technologies Inc

U.S. Trustee Payment Center
Udall Shumway

University of Oregon
Unknown-V

US Bank

various vendors

Verizon Wireless

Wells Fargo Financial Leasing
Xeriom

Yunk & Guthrie, CPAs, PLLC

TOTAL

31-60 61-90
0.00 0.00
6,219.63 6,200.50
0.00 0.00
13,474.13 6,670.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
115.26 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
500.00 500.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 8,915.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 5,824.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 268.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
292.63 29263
0.00 0.00
2,282.00 2,282.00
0.00 0.00
25,829.65 35,509.40
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Legacy Schools
AIP Aging Summary
As of June 30, 2014
31-60 61-90
A-1 Restaurant Services 0.00 158.00
ADI Business Solutions 0.00 0.00
AFLAC * 0.00 0.00
Arizona Department of Education 0.00 0.00
Attainment Company Inc. 0.00 0.00
Autism Academy for Educational Developmen 2,760.00 0.00
Bryce Park 0.00 0.00
BSN Security 0.00 0.00
Cambium Learning 0.00 0.00
CenturyLink 0.00 0.00
Chance's Glass 97.84 0.00
City of Mesa 0.00 0.00
City of Mesa-Revenue Collection 0.00 0.00
Clark Law Firm 0.00 0.00
Companion Corporation 0.00 0.00
Cool Days AIC Inc 0.00 0.00
Copy Master 0.00 0.00
Core Knowledge Foundation 0.00 0.00
Del Tech Services 362.48 0.00
Desert State Fire 0.00 0.00
Dynamic Pest Control 0.00 0.00
East Valley High School* 2,029.23 0.00
Fire Tech 0.00 0.00
FMS DMS PNR 0.00 0.00
Guard-0-Matic, Inc. 450.00 0.00
Industrial Commission of Arizona 0.00 0.00
Insurance Financing Specialty, LLC 0.00 0.00
Integra 4,798.57 0.00
Internal Revenue Service 0.00 0.00
Janice Brenner* 0.00 0.00
Ken Newman 1,100.00 0.00
L&M Food Management Services 0.00 0.00
Legacy Charter School Property LLC 0.00 0.00
Life Touch Publishing 0.00 0.00
Maricopa County Environmental Services 0.00 0.00
NCS Pearson AIMSweb 0.00 0.00
NY Physical Therapy, LLC 187.50 225.00
Principal Financial Group 0.00 0.00
Pro-Ed 747.22 0.00
Rackspace 0.00 0.00
Richardson & Richardson, P.C. 0.00 0.00
Richardson, Bill 0.00 0.00
Ridge Zeller Therapy, Inc. 0.00 2,701.98
Roberts Law Offices PLC 0.00 0.00
Rose Hopkins* 0.00 0.00
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Legacy Schools

AIP Aging Summary
As of June 30, 2014

Royal Dining

Schade Dist

Scholastic Inc.

School Specialty

Security Benefit Life

Shauna Hart*

Sierra Tolman

Sonoran Security Service

SRP - 724-224-000

Student Success Services
Sunny Mesa Landscaping, LLC
Superstition Speech Pathology Services
Taylor Park

The Arizona Group

The Industrial Commission of Arizona
Toshiba Business Solutions
Travelers

Triumph Learning LLC

Tyler Technologies Inc

U.S. Trustee Payment Center
Udall Shumway

Unknown-V

US Bank

US Telecom

various vendors

Verizon Wireless

Xeriom

Yunk & Guthrie, CPAs, PLLC

TOTAL

31-60 61-90
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

75.41 0.00
0.00 0.00
152.62 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 20,974.18
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

1,412.27 806.30
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

365.15 0.00

2,282.00 0.00

0.00 0.00
16,820.29 24,865.46
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Charter Holder Name: Legacy Schools
School Name: Encore Arts Academy

Site Visit Date: May 12, 2015

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory
Required for: Renewal
Evaluation Criteria Area: Data

Document Name/Identification

Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

[D.1]

D.1.3 Year over Year Comparison
to Demonstrate Growth 2013 to

2014

D.1.4 Year over Year Comparison
to Demonstrate Growth 2014 to

2015

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

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Student Median Growth
Percentile (SGP) — Math.

Galileo scores were provided for CBAS #1 and CBAS #2 for 2013-2014 and 2014-2015. The change in scores from CBAS
#1 to CBAS #2 were calculated for each grade level. A comparison of the changes for 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 showed
that all grade levels demonstrated an increase in growth from CBAS #1 to CBAS #2.

Final Evaluation:

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

sufficient. as insufficient.

[D.2]

D.1.3 Year over Year Comparison
to Demonstrate Growth 2013 to

2014

D.1.4 Year over Year Comparison
to Demonstrate Growth 2014 to

2015

CBAS#3 Benchmark Summary for
FY14
CBAS#3 Benchmark Summary for
FY15

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

The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Student Median
Growth Percentile (SGP) — Reading.

Galileo scores were provided for CBAS #1 and CBAS #2 for 2013-2014 and 2014-2015. The change in scores from CBAS
#1 to CBAS #2 were calculated for each grade level. A comparison of the changes for 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 showed
that all grade but 3™ grade demonstrated an increase in growth from CBAS #1 to CBAS #2.

Benchmark summary reports for CBAS#2 and CBAS #3 were also provided for FY14 and FY15. The change in the
percentage of students passing for each benchmark were compared. Analysis shows a change in the percentage of
student passing from CBAS#2 to CBASH3:

From 72% to 64% in FY14 (a decline of 8 percentage points)
From 85% to 68.68% in FY15 (a decline of 16.32 percentage points)

The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate improved academic performance because:
Analysis of the data was demonstrates that for 3™ grade reading students showed less improvement from CBAS #1 to
CBAS#2 than in the prior year, and a decline from CBAS#2 to CBAS#3 in the current year.

Data - Page 1 0of 4






In FY14 the average student scale for 3™ grade Reading improved by 7 points from CBAS#1 to CBAS #2
In FY15 the average student scale score for 3™ grade Reading decreased by 25 points from CBAS#1 to CBAS #2
Final Evaluation:

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

[D.3] Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic
performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) bottom 25% — Math
The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Student Median
Growth Percentile (SGP) bottom 25% — Math.
The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate improved academic performance because: Data was provided for
FY15, but no comparative data was provided to show improvement as compared to the prior year.
Final Evaluation:
[] Data presented serve as evidence of improved Data presented does not serve as evidence of
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated
sufficient. as insufficient.

[D.4] Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic

performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) bottom 25% — Reading

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

The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate improved academic performance because Data was provided for FY15,
but no comparative data was provided to show improvement as compared to the prior year.

Final Evaluation:

[ Data presented serve as evidence of improved Data presented does not serve as evidence of
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated
sufficient. as insufficient.
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[D.5]

D.1.1 Year over Year Comparison
to Demonstrate Growth 2013 to

2014

D.1.2 Year over Year Comparison
to Demonstrate Growth 2014 to

2015

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic
performance in Percent Passing — Math

The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing —
Math.

Galileo scores were provided for 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 identifying the percentage of students identified as On
Course. A comparison of the percentage of students identified as On Course for 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 showed that
not all grade levels demonstrated an increase in the percentage of students identified as On Course.

The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate improved academic performance because:
The percentage of students On Course in Math in declined at each of the following grade levels:
4" grade from 64% in FY14 to 44.44% in FY15;

6" grade from 71.43% in FY14 to 63.64% in FY15;

g™ grade from 41.67% in FY14 to 20.83% in FY15.

Final Evaluation:

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

sufficient. as insufficient.

[D.6]

D.1.1 Year over Year Comparison
to Demonstrate Growth 2013 to

2014

D.1.2 Year over Year Comparison
to Demonstrate Growth 2014 to

2015

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic
performance in Percent Passing — Reading

The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing —
Reading.

Galileo scores were provided for 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 identifying the percentage of students identified as On
Course. A comparison of the percentage of students identified as On Course for 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 showed that
not all grade levels demonstrated an increase in the percentage of students identified as On Course.

The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate improved academic performance because:
The percentage of students On Course in Reading declined at each of the following grade levels:
5" grade from 50% in FY14 to 39.13% in FY15;

6" grade from 71.43% in FY14 to 53.33% in FY15

7" grade from 75% in FY14 t0 61.11% in FY15

8" grade from 54.17% in FY14 to 45.83% in FY15

Final Evaluation:

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

(] Data presented serve as evidence of improved
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as
sufficient.
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[D.7]

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, ELL — Math

The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing
Subgroup, ELL — Math.

The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate improved academic performance because: Data was provided for
FY15, but no comparative data was provided to show improvement as compared to the prior year.

Final Evaluation:

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

[D.9] Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, FRL — Math
The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing
Subgroup, FRL — Math.
The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate improved academic performance because: Data was provided for
FY15, but no comparative data was provided to show improvement as compared to the prior year.
Final Evaluation:
[] Data presented serve as evidence of improved Data presented does not serve as evidence of
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated
sufficient. as insufficient.

[D.10] Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic

performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, FRL — Reading

The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing
Subgroup, FRL — Reading.

The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate improved academic performance because: Data was provided for
FY15, but no comparative data was provided to show improvement as compared to the prior year.

Final Evaluation:

[] Data presented serve as evidence of improved Data presented does not serve as evidence of
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated
sufficient. as insufficient.
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Charter Holder Name: Legacy Schools
School Name: Encore Arts Academy

Site Visit Date: May 12, 2015

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory
Required for: Renewal
Evaluation Criteria Area: Curriculum

Document Name/Identification

Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

[C.1]

C.2.5 Curriculum Guidelines
document

C.3.4 Curriculum Evaluation
Rubric

C.4.1 Leadership Team Meeting
Agenda

C.1.8 Core Knowledge aligned
with AZCCRS - sample

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the process for evaluating
curriculum and how the Charter Holder evaluates how effectively the curriculum enables students to meet the
standards.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e  Curriculum is evaluated in an ongoing process to make sure learning is progressing during the school year, as well

as annually, based on yearly achievement results.

e  Curriculum maps are evaluated to determine whether AZCCR standards are included and that assessments are
included to check for student learning. Rubrics are completed at the end of each semester

e The yearly evaluation process uses the Curriculum Evaluation Matrix.

e  Curriculum Evaluation Rubric records the evaluation of the Galileo Instructional Resources

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[C.2]

C.2.2 Weekly Staff meeting
Agenda

C.2.3 Galileo Intervention Alert
C.2.4 Data Meeting Protocols

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder
identifies gaps in the curriculum.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e Gapsin Reading and Math curriculum are identified using the School Risk Summary data from the Galileo
Assessment System.
e Monthly data talk meetings are held with the RTI data team and leadership team
e Teachers meet weekly as part of their Friday early release time with the RTI Team to review their data results
e Objectives not yet mastered are disaggregated and lessons are placed in the class calendars, and lesson plans to
address the deficits.

Final Evaluation:

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

[J Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of processes to address the required
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
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[C.3]

Supplement Resources used for
Intervention

C.3.6 Curriculum Meeting

C.4.1 Curriculum Leadership
Meeting

C.3.1 Leadership Team Processes
and Procedures

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process for
adopting or revising curriculum based on its evaluation processes.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:

e Team meets monthly to review data

e Agendais created and used at each meeting to evaluate grade level and department progress towards end of
year goals

e Team analyzes and interprets data

e Team uses a problem solving process to make decisions

e Supplemental resources are used to address gaps in the curriculum identified through analysis of Galileo
Intervention Alert reports, specifically Galileo Instructional Dialogues.

e Leadership Team Processes documents lists the processes and procedures for Leadership Team Meetings.

e Sample Leadership Team Meeting minutes were provided that include discussion of curriculum and identifies
specific areas for adjustment. In this sample the team identified vocabulary as an area to be included in lesson
plans.

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[C.4]
C.3.3 Curriculum Committee

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: who is involved in the process
for adopting or revising curriculum.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e Participation of Director, Principal, RTI Coordinator, Title | Director and representative teachers as evidenced
through leadership team meetings, curriculum evaluation rubrics, and curriculum map rubrics

e  Curriculum Committee document identifies each member of the curriculum committee and their specific
responsibilities

Final Evaluation:

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

[J Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of processes to address the required
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
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[C.5]
C.3.4 Curriculum Evaluation
Rubric

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: when adopting curriculum, how
the Charter Holder evaluates curriculum options to determine which curriculum to adopt.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:

e The Curriculum Evaluation Rubric identifies the criteria used by the Charter Holder to evaluate curriculum
options. A sample was provided evaluating the Galileo instructional resources in December 2014. The criteria
are rated on a scale. The results of the ratings are used to compute a total overall score fora curriculum
resources being evaluated.

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[C.6]

C.1.6 Lesson Plan Feedback
C.6.2 Evaluations

C.6.2.c Observations

Teacher Coaching Documents

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process for
ensuring consistent implementation of the curriculum across the school(s) operated by the Charter Holder.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:

e Weekly lesson plans are submitted to the principal for review

e Lesson Plans must follow the guidelines as presented in the Employee Handbook

e Every teacher is observed at least once a week

e A walk-through evaluation is done eight times a year

e  Formal evaluation is completed twice a year

e  When goals are not being met, teacher are required to meet with the principal daily and/or weekly as necessary
until performance has met clearly defined expectations

e Observations include components in instruction that are required in lesson plans and included as curricular
decisions (i.e. vocabulary was identified as a curricular emphasis for the year and is included as an item
monitored during walkthroughs)

Final Evaluation:

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

[J Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of processes to address the required
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
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[C.7]
C.1.3 Galileo Curriculum Map

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: that tools exist that identify
what must be taught and when it must be delivered and how the Charter Holder ensures that all grade-level standards
are covered within the academic year.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e A Core Knowledge Curriculum Map/Pacing Calendar with clearly aligned ACCRS objectives. Dates taught are

notated on the plan. The documents also identify when each standard was mastered in the “Last Taught On”
column.

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[C.8]

C.1.1 Weekly Lesson Plan
Templates

C.1.2 Lesson Plan Requirements
C.1.4 Lesson Plan 3 grade 3
quarters

C.1.6 Lesson Plan Feedback

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the expectation for consistent
use of these tools and how these expectations are communicated.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e (C.1.2 Identifies the required components of a complete lesson plan. C.1.1 is the template that some of the

teachers are using to create lesson plans. Some lesson plans are submitted using other formats (C.1.4).

e Samples of lesson plans included examples of written feedback provided on a lesson plan identifying
components of the lesson plan that had not been completed or did not include all of the required components of
a lesson plan.

Final Evaluation:

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

] Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of processes to address the required
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
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[C.9]

C.1.6 Lesson Plan Feedback -
samples

C.1.9 Core Knowledge check list -
sample

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: evidence to demonstrate usage
of these tools in the classroom and alignment with instruction.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e Lessons plans are reviewed by Principal. Lesson plan samples include feedback identifying required components

that were not present on the lesson plan. Feedback is also provided for teachers that have included all required
components.

e Core Knowledge checklist is used to record when each standard is taught as teachers progress through the Core
Knowledge sequence.

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[C.10]

C.1.8 Core Knowledge aligned
with AZCCRS

C.1.11 Curriculum document
recording how often each
standard is taught.

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder knows
the curriculum is aligned to standards.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e Lesson plans are reviewed weekly for content including AZCCRS fidelity alignment

e School wide reading and math curriculum maps and pacing guides, AZCCRS checklist, and lesson plans with
clearly stated objectives are used to ensure instruction is aligned to AZCCR standards

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[C.11]

List of supplemental and RTI
resources

Instructional Dialogues in Galileo
Student Intervention Schedule

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder ensures
that the curriculum addresses the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e Student work individually and as a group on Instructional Dialogues from Galileo. Specific content is selected
based on Galileo Intervention Alerts. Students work individually or in small groups on lessons. Student progress is
monitored through end of lesson assessments.
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Final Evaluation:

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

L1 Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of processes to address the required
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.

[C.12]
Student ILLPs
Lesson Plans

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder ensures
that the curriculum addresses the needs of English Language Learners (ELLs).

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e |LLPs are created for ELLs. The ILLP identifies the specific ELP standards and performance indicators to be

addressed for each of the ILLP areas.

e Lesson Plans include an area for teachers to provide modifications for ELLs in the delivery of instruction.

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[C.13]

Not Applicable

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder ensures
that the curriculum addresses the needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students.

Not Applicable. 81% of students enrolled are FRL eligible and as a result are the majority of students and are not a
subgroup.

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[C.14]
Not Applicable

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder ensures
that the curriculum addresses the needs of students with disabilities.

Not Applicable

Final Evaluation:

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

] Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of processes to address the required
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
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Site Visit Date: May 12, 2015

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory
Charter Holder Name: Legacy Schools
School Name: Encore Arts Academy

Required for: Renewal
Evaluation Criteria Area: Assessment

Document Name/Identification

Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

[A.AS.1]
Assessment Planner

Grades K-2 DIBELS Next
Composite Score Worksheet

C.7.3 Formative Results

Intervention Alert report

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the types of assessments the
Charter Holder uses

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:

Galileo assessments include benchmark assessments are administered five times throughout the year as
evidence by the Assessment Planner, which addresses the standards that were assessed at each benchmark.
Galileo assessments include Formative Assessment Results that address standards that did not receive and
80% passing. The Formative Results provide what percentage was mastered and according to the Charter
Holder that percentage is the Instructional Effectiveness Assessment result.

DIBELS score worksheets for an individual students indicating the student is being progress monitored at the
beginning, middle and end of the year. This assessment is used for students K-2.

A report is created through Galileo titled the Intervention Alert report that provides the teacher the
standards that students mastered or did not. This document results in the creation of the prescribed
formative assessments assessed using Galileo which in turn will provide the Instructional Effectiveness
Assessment result for each formative assessment.

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[A.AS.2]

C.3.3 Curriculum Committee
C.3.4 Curriculum Evaluation
Rubric

C.3.5 Galileo K-12 Online
C.3.6 Curriculum Meeting

Encore Arts Academy Curriculum
Committee
Element of Turnaround Process

C.3.1 Leadership Team Processes
and Procedures

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the process for designing or
selecting the assessment system

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:

Participation of Director, Principal, RTI Coordinator, Title | Director and representative teachers as evidenced
through leadership team meetings and curriculum evaluation rubrics for the evaluation and selection of
Galileo. Curriculum Committee document identifies each member of the curriculum committee and their
specific responsibilities.

The yearly evaluation process uses the Curriculum Evaluation Rubric. The rubric records the evaluation of
the Galileo Instructional and Assessment Resources.

Team meets monthly to review data, analyzes and interprets data, and uses a problem solving process to
make decisions.

The Charter Holder presented a list of members involved in a meeting where during the evaluation of the
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comprehensive assessment system conducted in the summer it was established that DIBELS would be
considered for K-2 only. No date was provided on the three documents reviewed which included the roster
of those who attended and the Element of Turnaround Process document.

Final Evaluation:

Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of [J Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence

implementation of each of the relevant described of implementation of processes to address the required

processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient. elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
[A.AS.3] Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the assessment system is

aligned to the curriculum and instructional methodology.
C.1.3 Lesson Plan Map

C.1.9 Core Knowledge Sequence The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
Assessment Planner e Each objective is mapped with a pacing guide to ensure instruction of all standards throughout the year. The
Formative Results map includes when the student is assessed to determine mastery of a specific standard.

Intervention Alert report
e The Assessment Planner outlines the standards that are assessed for each benchmark, including the pre-test.

e Mastery is documented according to benchmark and formative assessment results.

e The Intervention Alert report identifies which standards are less than 60% proficient and require further

instruction.

Final Evaluation:

Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of [J Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
implementation of each of the relevant described of implementation of processes to address the required
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient. elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
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[A.AS.4]

Assessment Planner

C.7.3 Formative Results

DIBELS worksheet

DIBELS schedule using Move On

When Reading plan

C.1.6 Weekly Lesson Plan

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the intervals that are used to
assess student progress and how the assessment plan includes data collection from multiple assessment, such as
formative and summative assessments and common/benchmark assessments

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e Benchmark assessments were given 4 times this year which include a pre-test and three benchmarks.

e Formative assessments are given more frequently throughout the year as teachers determine which

standards are not mastered at 80% as evidence by the dates indicated on the Formative Results document.

e DIBELS worksheet for each individual student displays the scores each one received at the beginning, middle

and end of year monitoring. The Move On When Reading plan indicates the intervals for progress

monitoring. The Charter Holder provided a document that indicates the timeframes for submission of the

DIBELS data but did not have a title indicating it was for DIBELS progress monitoring.

e Lesson plan format requires teacher to include what they are doing for Formative assessments in the

classroom.

Final Evaluation:

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

[J Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
of implementation of processes to address the required
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
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[A.AN.5]

Data Meeting Protocol and Sign-
In

Intervention Alert

Dialog Monitoring

Class Test Scores Report
Meeting notes March 5, 2015
Data Decisions

Rtl program

Leadership Data Team Meeting
notes-handwritten

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the assessment system
provides for analysis of assessment data and what intervals are used to analyze assessment data

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e Teachers were provided professional development sessions on data-driven instruction and using the Galileo

system. On a weekly basis teachers meet to discuss the benchmark and formative data during team

meetings and data meetings.

e The Data Meetings are being conducted quarterly and meeting notes reflect they are conducted weekly. In
addition, Leadership Data Team meetings are conducted. The Charter Holder provided hand-written notes
that indicate data was discussed, no date was provided on the meeting notes to indicate when the meeting

took place and who from the leadership team attended.

e Dialog Monitoring report is used by the interventionist to discuss data with the classroom teachers that

instruct the intervention group. This follows the Rtl program model and the cut scores that have been

determined when discussing data.

e Class Test Score Reports provide how teachers reviewed the data and identified students that required

intervention based on a series of benchmark assessments that had been administered.

Final Evaluation:

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

] Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
of implementation of processes to address the required
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
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[A.AN.6]

Data Meeting Protocol and Sign-
In

Intervention Alert

Dialog Monitoring

Class Test Scores Report
Meeting notes March 5, 2015
Data Decisions

Rtl program

Leadership Data Team Meeting
notes-handwritten

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the analysis is used to
evaluate instructional and curricular effectiveness

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e Teachers were provided professional development sessions on data-driven instruction and using the Galileo
system. On a weekly basis teachers meet to discuss the benchmark and formative data during team
meetings and data meetings.

e The Data Meetings are being conducted quarterly and meeting notes reflect they are conducted weekly. In
addition, Leadership Data Team meetings are conducted. The Charter Holder provided hand-written notes
that indicate data was discussed, no date was provided on the meeting notes to indicate when the meeting
took place and who from the leadership team attended.

e Dialog Monitoring report is used by the interventionist to discuss data with the classroom teachers that
instruct the intervention group. This follows the Rtl program model and the cut scores that have been
determined when discussing data.

e Class Test Score Reports provide how teachers reviewed the data and identified students that required
intervention based on a series of benchmark assessments that had been administered.

e The Standards-Based assessment data in the intervention report is used to determine mastery of each
objective. The Instructional Effectiveness Tool is data driven to guide instruction.

Final Evaluation:

[J Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
implementation of each of the relevant described of implementation of processes to address the required
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient. elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.

Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of

[A.ADJ.7]
Intervention Alert report
Formative Results

C.1.6 Weekly Lesson Plan

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the analysis is used to
adjust curriculum and instruction in a timely manner and what intervals are used to adjust curriculum and instruction

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e The Intervention Report is printed out for each teacher after each benchmark. This report guides the teacher

in lesson planning and in creating formative assessments to address standards that were assessed as 60%.

e Data results can be accessed immediately after testing as evidenced by the color-coded Intervention Alert
report and the Formative Results provide the dates when the additional assessments are given.

Final Evaluation:

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

Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of
implementation of each of the relevant described
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.
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[A.S.8]

Data Meeting Protocol and Sign-
In

Data Decisions

Rtl program

Class Test Scores Report
Formative Results

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the assessment system is
adapted to meet the assessment needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:

Dialog Monitoring report is used by the interventionist to discuss data with the classroom teachers that
instruct the intervention group. This follows the Rtl program model and the cut scores that have been
determined when discussing data.

Class Test Score Reports provide how teachers reviewed the data and identified students that required
intervention based on a series of benchmark assessments that had been administered.

The Standards-Based assessment data in the intervention report is used to determine mastery of each
objective. The Instructional Effectiveness Tool is data driven to guide instruction.

Encore Arts Academy uses RTI to identify students’ strengths and areas of weakness.

Implementation of a three-tiered model of instruction using progress monitoring data to drive instructional
decisions.

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[A.S.9]

Class Test Scores Report

Data Meeting Protocol and Sign-
In

Data Decisions

Rtl program

Formative Results

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the assessment system is
adapted to meet the assessment needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:

ELL students are disaggregated and tracked in intervention groups. Identify in report highlighted labeled ELL.

The Standards-Based assessment data in the intervention report is used to determine mastery of each
objective. The Instructional Effectiveness Tool is data driven to guide instruction.

Encore Arts Academy uses RTI to identify students’ strengths and areas of weakness.

Implementation of a three-tiered model of instruction using progress monitoring data to drive instructional
decisions.

Final Evaluation:

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

[J Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
of implementation of processes to address the required
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
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[A.S.10]
Not Applicable

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the assessment system is
adapted to meet the assessment needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students

Not Applicable

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

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

[A.S.11]
Not Applicable

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the assessment system is
adapted to meet the assessment needs of students with disabilities

Not Applicable

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

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

Charter Holder Name: Legacy Schools Required for: Renewal
School Name: Encore Arts Academy Evaluation Criteria Area: Monitoring Instruction

Site Visit Date: May 12, 2015

Document Name/Identification

Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

[(M.M.1]
C6.2 Teacher Performance
Evaluation Instrument with

extended response (C.6.1)

Formal Evaluation Schedule — 1%
Semester

C.6.2.a-c Walkthroughs
A.1.2 Weekly Observations

Lesson Plans

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process for
monitoring the integration of standards into classroom instruction and how the Charter Holder monitors whether or not
instructional staff implements an ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e Teachers are monitored in walkthroughs, lesson plans, and formal evaluations to ensure standards are being
successfully taught and mastered.

e Core Knowledge sequence identifies ACCRS standards in curriculum.
e Lesson plans are reviewed to address all components of a plan including standards alignment.

e Teachers are schedules for formal evaluations during the first semester. The Charter Holder indicated that
components from the instrument address monitoring the integration of standards into classroom instruction. A
summary of the evaluations indicated that 7 evaluations were evaluated to have the objective (ACCRS).

e  Walkthroughs include reviewing the critical questions of a lesson which are directly related to the objective. The
objective is aligned to the standard.

Final Evaluation:

Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of ] Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
implementation of each of the relevant described of implementation of processes to address the required
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient. elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.

[M.M.2]

C6.2 Teacher Performance
Evaluation Instrument with
extended response (C.6.1)

Formal Evaluation Schedule — 1*
Semester

C.6.2.a-c Walkthroughs

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how does the Charter Holder
monitor the effectiveness of standards-based instruction throughout the year.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e Walkthroughs are scored by the Leadership Team, to ensure objectives are clearly stated on daily lesson plans
and incorporated into the classroom instruction.

e Observations are evaluated and scored on the Teacher Performance Evaluation Instrument to determine the
effectiveness of instruction for ELL, FRL, and ESL through the evaluation of lesson plans having accommodations
noted on them.
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Final Evaluation:

L1 Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
implementation of each of the relevant described of implementation of processes to address the required
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient. elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.

Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of

[M.E.3]

C6.2 Teacher Performance
Evaluation Instrument with
extended response (C.6.1)

C.6.1 Formal Evaluation Schedule
- 1" Semester

C.6.2.a-c Walkthroughs
C.6.2 Walkthrough log

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s process for
evaluating instructional practices and how this process evaluates the quality of instruction.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e  Formal Evaluation divided into four domains: Planning and Preparation, Classroom Environment, Instruction,

Professional Development. Teachers are scheduled during the first semester for a formal evaluation.

e Teachers are monitored in walkthroughs, lesson plans, and formal evaluations to evaluate instructional practices
through the use of a point system that includes the following ratings: Exceed, Meet, Approaches, and
Unsatisfactory.

e  Walkthroughs include an evaluation of the start of a lesson, lesson flow, and how high & low level questions are
posed. This evaluation also uses a point system.

Final Evaluation:

] Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
implementation of each of the relevant described of implementation of processes to address the required
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient. elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.

Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of

[M.E.4]

C6.2 Teacher Performance
Evaluation Instrument with
extended response (C.6.1)

Coaching Notes

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how this process identifies
individual strengths, weaknesses, and needs.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e  During the formal evaluation the evaluator meets with the teacher to discuss the extended response which
includes the strengths, weaknesses and needs. If a need is identified a coaching session is assigned.

e Coaching Notes speak to lesson plan modifications/revisions based on teacher observations.

Final Evaluation:

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

Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of
implementation of each of the relevant described
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.
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[M.F.5] Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder
provides feedback on strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs based on the evaluation of instructional practices.
C.6.2.a-c Walkthroughs
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:

C6.2 Teacher Performance e The feedback on strengths and weaknesses is given in accordance with the results of the summative evaluations.
Evaluation Instrument with Observations take place 8 times/ year. Results are used to determine professional development needs

extended response (C.6.1) throughout the year.

C.6.2 Walkthrough log e The formal evaluation is signed by the teacher within a 10 day timeframe after the evaluation. During this

meeting the results are reviewed with the teacher by the principal.
Coaching Notes
e Coaching notes provide evidence of how a teacher is providing support and feedback on a deficiency noted from

the evaluations.

Final Evaluation:

Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of [J Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
implementation of each of the relevant described of implementation of processes to address the required
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient. elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
[M.F.6] Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder
Summary of Teacher Evaluations analyzes this information, what the data about quality of instruction tells the Charter Holder and what the Charter
and walkthroughs Holder has done in response.
Leadership Team Meetings The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:

e  Monthly leadership data and weekly staff meetings analyze data through teacher observations.

Coaching Notes
e  The Charter Holder indicated a meeting takes place with the school principal every other week to discuss the

data from the teacher evaluations and student assessments.

e Results from observation are used to determine professional development needs that led to providing training
on specific lesson plan formatting, use of critical questions and formative assessments. All of these components
are being monitored through the evaluation process.

The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of the described processes because:
e No documentation was provided to demonstrate evidence of the meetings between the Charter Holder and
school principal to discuss data from the teacher evaluations and student assessments.

Final Evaluation:

Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of ] Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
implementation of each of the relevant described of implementation of processes to address the required
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient. elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
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[M.S.7]

Accommodations for School
Success

English Language Development
Strategies

Lesson plans with
accommodations noted

RTI Narrative
Walkthroughs
Elements of Differentiation

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder
monitors instruction to ensure it is meeting the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e Staff observations are done weekly by the RTI Program Coordinator during group intervention times. According

to the Charter Holder, the walkthroughs evaluate the strategies being implemented for the classroom as a whole

and the rating system has a score for each measure.

e Lesson plans include a component that address what strategies will be used for students in subgroups. These

components are monitored through the formal evaluation process.

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[M.S.8]

Accommodations for School
Success

English Language Development
Strategies

Mills Lesson plans with
accommodations noted

Walkthroughs
Elements of Differentiation

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder
monitors instruction to ensure it is meeting the needs of English Language Learners (ELLs).

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e Staff observations are done weekly by the RTI Program Coordinator during group intervention times. According

to the Charter Holder, the walkthroughs evaluate the strategies being implemented for the classroom as a whole

and the rating system has a score for each measure.

e Lesson plans include a component that address what strategies will be used for students in subgroups. These

components are monitored through the formal evaluation process.

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[M.S.9]
Not Applicable

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder
monitors instruction to ensure it is meeting the needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students.

Not Applicable

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

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

[M.S.10]
Not Applicable

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder
monitors instruction to ensure it is meeting the needs of students with disabilities.

Not Applicable
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[J Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of
implementation of each of the relevant described
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.

[J Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
of implementation of processes to address the required
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
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Charter Holder Name: Legacy Schools
School Name: Encore Arts Academy

Site Visit Date: May 12, 2015

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory

Required for: Renewal
Evaluation Criteria Area: Professional Development

Document Name/Identification

Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

[P.P.1]

C.1.7 School daily schedule
Encore Arts Academy
Professional Development 2014-
2015

Beginning of the year
professional development

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the Charter Holder’s

professional development plan

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e The Professional Development calendar for 2014-2015 identifies topics for the school year including Data Driven

Instruction, Reading Strategies, Behavior Management, Galileo Training, Student Learning Objectives, and

Curriculum Maps

e School calendar identifies early release time on Fridays. The school day ends at 1:30 pm.

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[P.P.2]
Professional Development
Process Planning Tool

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the professional

development plan was developed

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e The professional development planning process tool identifies the members and responsibilities of the

leadership team.

e The Professional Development Planning Process Tool documents the process for the creation of the professional

development plan. Step 1 begins with identification of the leadership team. Step 2 identifies the specific areas of

need. Step 3 documents alignment of the professional development plan to ASIP Goals, Step 4 identifies the

types of support provided to teachers (observations, coaching, modeling, professional learning communities),

and step 6 describes the tools used to assess the effectiveness of professional development.

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[P.P.3]

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the professional
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Professional Development
Teacher Surveys

development plan is aligned with instructional staff learning needs

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e professional development sessions are planned to align with instructional staff learning needs as identified by

the results from teacher needs surveys

e Professional Development teacher surveys collect feedback from teacher to list and prioritize teacher’s perceived
professional development needs. Surveys from the 2014-2015 school year indicate that additional training in the
use of Galileo tools was needed. The professional development calendar indicates that two professional
development sessions focusing on Galileo were provided later in the school year.

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[P.P.4]
Professional Development
Evaluation Forms

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the plan addresses areas of

high importance

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e Professional Development Evaluation Forms were provided for Galileo Training and Data Driven Instruction

professional development. The topics for these sessions are considered areas of high importance.

e Topics addresses in professional development sessions for 2014-2015 included student learning objectives and
curriculum mapping. These areas are central to the implementation of curriculum and are an area of high

importance.

Final Evaluation:

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

] Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
of implementation of processes to address the required
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
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[P.1.5] Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder

Coaching Documentation supports high quality implementation of the strategies learned in professional development sessions
Professional Development The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
Evaluation Forms e High quality implementation of the professional development strategies are observed through walkthroughs and

formal evaluations completed by the Leadership Team. Teachers receive feedback through comments on

Professional Development observations.

Surveys
e Coaching occurs between the principal and teachers. Email documents and lesson plan reviews show
Galileo Training Documents communication between the principal and staff.
e Support documents for Galileo training were provided to teachers. The documents provided are a tutorial and
reference for teachers to use to prepare for the training and after the training.
e Teachers complete professional development surveys to provide feedback to the presenters and identify areas
that may require follow-up.
Final Evaluation:
Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of [J Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
implementation of each of the relevant described of implementation of processes to address the required
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient. elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
[P.1.6] Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder
C.1.7 School daily schedule provides the resources that are necessary for high quality implementation
Professional Development
Process Planning Tool The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:

e Computer Lab available to all classes with necessary software and licenses, library of teacher resources are
available to instructional staff

e Early release on Fridays for teachers to have planning and professional development time
e Common planning time at least once each week.

e Step 5 of the Professional Development Process Planning Tool identifies how the budget allocates funds for
training, stipends, travel, and other materials to support professional development.

Final Evaluation:

Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of [J Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
implementation of each of the relevant described of implementation of processes to address the required
processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient. elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
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[P.M.7]
Observation Teacher Training
Coaching Documents

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder
monitors the implementation of the strategies learned in professional development sessions

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e  Weekly observations, walkthrough evaluations and formal evaluations are used to monitor implementation of

the PD strategies.

e Teachers received training in specific strategies that were monitored through the classroom observation

instrument. The notes from the Pd session identify specific strategies for instruction and classroom management.

These strategies are incorporated into the classroom observation instrument to provide monitoring.

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[P.M.8]
Coaching Documents

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the Charter Holder
monitors and follows-up with instructional staff to support and develop implementation of the strategies learned in

professional development

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e Observations include notes and comments for teachers and copies are provided to teachers.

e Teachers’ evaluations are reviewed with teachers and require the teacher to sign the evaluation as evidence that

they have received and reviewed the results of the evaluation.

e Coaching documents demonstrate individualized feedback and support to teachers regarding strategies learned

in professional development.

e Lesson Plans are reviewed by administrators and include feedback and comments to teachers regarding the

required elements of the lesson plan.

Final Evaluation:

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

[J Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
of implementation of processes to address the required
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
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[P.S.9]
Beginning of the Year
professional development

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the professional
development plan ensures that instructional staff receives the type of development required to meet the needs of

students with proficiency in the bottom 25%.

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e Training regarding RTI was provided during beginning of the year training on August 4, 2014.

Final Evaluation:

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

L1 Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
of implementation of processes to address the required
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.

[P.S.10]
Beginning of the Year
professional development

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the professional
development plan ensures that instructional staff receives the type of development required to meet the needs of

English Language Learners (ELLs)

The documents provided demonstrate evidence of the following:
e ELL training was provided as part of beginning of the year training on August 5, 2014.

Final Evaluation:

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

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

[P.S.11]

Not Applicable

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the professional
development plan ensures that instructional staff receives the type of development required to meet the needs of Free

and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students

Not Applicable

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

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

[P.S.12]
Not Applicable

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: how the professional
development plan ensures that instructional staff receives the type of development required to meet the needs of

students with disabilities

Not Applicable

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

] Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence
of implementation of processes to address the required
elements, and thus are evaluated as insufficient.
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Charter Holder Name: Legacy Schools
School Name: Encore Arts Academy
Date Submitted: January 11, 2014
Academic Dashboard: FY2013

| = Result after DSP Narrative evaluation

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evaluation Instrument
Required for: Annual Report
Evaluation of DSP Narrative Completed: August 8, 2014

Initial Evaluation

Not

M A | L
easure cceptable AN

Comments

1a. Student
Median Growth
Percentile (SGP)
Math

Curriculum: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes processes that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school has implemented a curriculum to increase student growth in Math on ACCR Standards because the narrative does not describe a system that includes processes to
create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, 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. 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; 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;
demonstrate how the school evaluates how effectively the curriculum enables students to master the standards, identifies gaps in the curriculum, and demonstrates how
the school is addressing curricular gaps; and demonstrate implementation of a curriculum aligned to the ACCR standards.

Instruction: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes processes to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction evidenced by lesson plan reviews, standards checklists and standards-based assessments. The narrative provided describes approaches that, even if supported
by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the ACCR Standards into instruction in Math because the narrative
does not describe a system that includes processes to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into instruction, evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers, and
provide some analysis and feedback to further develop the system, evidenced by formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations and data review teams.
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
ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity; demonstrate that the school evaluates the quality of instruction and identifies the strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs of
teachers; and 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.

Assessment: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes an approach that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting changes in student growth on ACCR Standards for Math because the narrative does not describe a system
based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology and includes data collection from multiple assessments, and
data review teams. 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; and 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.

Professional Development: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes a professional development approach that is aligned with teacher learning
needs and focuses on areas of high importance. The narrative describes a plan that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a
professional development plan to increase student growth in Math because the narrative does not describe a comprehensive plan that includes follow-up and monitoring
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strategies and supports high quality implementation. 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 implement the information and strategies; and 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.

Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate increased student growth in Math. Data provided did not include comparative data to the prior year and
only showed assessment results from interim assessments in the same calendar year. In addition, the data showed that third grade math decreased from 72% to 36%
between interim 1 and interim 2, fourth grade math decreased from 54.54% to 50% between interim 1 and interim 2, fifth grade math stayed constant between interim 1
and interim 2, sixth grade math decreased from 52.94% to 41.17% between interim 1 and interim 2, seventh grade math decreased from 70.37% to 37.03% between
interim 1 and interim 2, and eighth grade math decreased from 66.66% to 58.33% between interim 1 and interim 2. Data must demonstrate improvement as compared to
prior years.

1a. Student
Median Growth
Percentile (SGP)
Reading

Curriculum: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes processes that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school has implemented a curriculum to increase student growth in Reading on ACCR Standards because the narrative does not describe a system that includes processes
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, 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. 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; 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;
demonstrate how the school evaluates how effectively the curriculum enables students to master the standards, identifies gaps in the curriculum, and demonstrates how
the school is addressing curricular gaps; and demonstrate implementation of a curriculum aligned to the ACCR standards.

Instruction: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes processes to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction evidenced by lesson plan reviews, standards checklists and standards-based assessments. The narrative provided describes approaches that, even if supported
by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the ACCR Standards into instruction in Reading because the
narrative does not describe a system that includes processes to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into instruction, evaluate the instructional practices of the
teachers, and provide some analysis and feedback to further develop the system, evidenced by formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations and data
review teams. 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 ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity; demonstrate that the school evaluates the quality of instruction and identifies the strengths, weaknesses, and
learning needs of teachers; and 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.

Assessment: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes an approach that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting changes in student growth on ACCR Standards for Reading because the narrative does not describe a system
based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology and includes data collection from multiple assessments, and
data review teams. 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; and 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.

Professional Development: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes a professional development approach that is aligned with teacher learning
needs and focuses on areas of high importance. The narrative describes a plan that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a
professional development plan to increase student growth in Reading because the narrative does not describe a comprehensive plan that includes follow-up and
monitoring strategies and supports high quality implementation. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how the charter holder provides access to resources necessary to
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implement the information and strategies, and/or otherwise supports teachers in planning to implement the information and strategies; and 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.

Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate increased student growth in Reading. Data provided did not include comparative data to the prior year and
only showed assessment results from interim assessments in the same calendar year. In addition, the data showed that third grade reading decreased from 76% to 68%
between interim 1 and interim 2, fourth grade reading decreased from 77.28% to 72.73% between interim 1 and interim 2, fifth grade reading increased by 8.33% between
interim 1 and interim 2, sixth grade reading decreased from 70.59% to 64.7% between interim 1 and interim 2, seventh grade reading decreased from 88.89% to 85.18%
between interim 1 and interim 2, and eighth grade reading stayed constant between interim 1 and interim 2. Data must demonstrate improvement as compared to prior
years.

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

Curriculum: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative provided describes processes to adapt curriculum for students in the bottom 25%. The narrative
provided describes processes that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school has implemented a curriculum to increase student growth in Math
for students in the bottom 25% on ACCR Standards because the narrative does not describe a system that includes processes to create, implement, evaluate, and revise
curriculum, 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. 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; 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; demonstrate how the school evaluates how
effectively the curriculum enables students to master the standards, identifies gaps in the curriculum, and demonstrates how the school is addressing curricular gaps; and
demonstrate implementation of a curriculum aligned to the ACCR standards.

Instruction: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes processes to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction evidenced by lesson plan reviews, standards checklists and standards-based assessments, and that is adapted to meet the needs of students in the bottom 25%.
The narrative provided describes approaches that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of
the ACCR Standards into instruction in Math for students in the bottom 25% because the narrative does not describe a system that includes processes to monitor the
integration of ACCR Standards into instruction, evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers, and provide some analysis and feedback to further develop the system,
evidenced by formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations and data review teams. 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 ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity; demonstrate that the school
evaluates the quality of instruction and identifies the strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs of teachers; and 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.

Assessment: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes an approach that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting changes in student growth on ACCR Standards for Math for students in the bottom 25% because the narrative
does not describe a system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology and includes data collection from
multiple assessments, and data review teams, and that is adapted to meet the needs of students in the bottom 25%. 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; and 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; and demonstrate how the assessment system assesses students in the bottom 25% according to their needs.

Professional Development: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes a professional development approach that is aligned with teacher learning
needs and focuses on areas of high importance. The narrative describes a plan that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a
professional development plan to increase student growth in Math for students in the bottom 25% because the narrative does not describe a comprehensive plan that
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includes follow-up and monitoring strategies and supports high quality implementation, and that is adapted to meet the needs of students in the bottom 25%. 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 implement the information and strategies; 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; and demonstrate how the professional development plan
addresses teacher weaknesses and learning needs and areas of high importance in relation to students in the bottom 25% according to their needs.

Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate increased student growth in Math for students in the bottom 25%. Data must be disaggregated for the
students in the bottom 25% and must demonstrate improvement as compared to prior years.

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

Curriculum: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative provided describes processes to adapt curriculum for students in the bottom 25%. The narrative
provided describes processes that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school has implemented a curriculum to increase student growth in
Reading for students in the bottom 25% on ACCR Standards because the narrative does not describe a system that includes processes to create, implement, evaluate, and
revise curriculum, 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. 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; 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; demonstrate how the school evaluates how
effectively the curriculum enables students to master the standards, identifies gaps in the curriculum, and demonstrates how the school is addressing curricular gaps; and
demonstrate implementation of a curriculum aligned to the ACCR standards.

Instruction: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes processes to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction evidenced by lesson plan reviews, standards checklists and standards-based assessments, and that is adapted to meet the needs of students in the bottom 25%.
The narrative provided describes approaches that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of
the ACCR Standards into instruction in Reading for students in the bottom 25% because the narrative does not describe a system that includes processes to monitor the
integration of ACCR Standards into instruction, evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers, and provide some analysis and feedback to further develop the system,
evidenced by formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations and data review teams. 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 ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity; demonstrate that the school
evaluates the quality of instruction and identifies the strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs of teachers; and 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.

Assessment: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes an approach that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting changes in student growth on ACCR Standards for Reading for students in the bottom 25% because the
narrative does not describe a system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology and includes data
collection from multiple assessments, and data review teams, and that is adapted to meet the needs of students in the bottom 25%. 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; and 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; and demonstrate how the assessment system assesses students in the bottom 25% according to their needs.

Professional Development: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes a professional development approach that is aligned with teacher learning
needs and focuses on areas of high importance. The narrative describes a plan that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a
professional development plan to increase student growth in Reading for students in the bottom 25% because the narrative does not describe a comprehensive plan that
includes follow-up and monitoring strategies and supports high quality implementation, and that is adapted to meet the needs of students in the bottom 25%. Sufficient
evidence will demonstrate how the charter holder provides access to resources necessary to implement the information and strategies, and/or otherwise supports teachers
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in planning to implement the information and strategies; 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; and demonstrate how the professional development plan
addresses teacher weaknesses and learning needs and areas of high importance in relation to students in the bottom 25% according to their needs.

Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate increased student growth in Reading for students in the bottom 25%. Data must be disaggregated for the
students in the bottom 25% and must demonstrate improvement as compared to prior years.

2a. Percent
Passing
Math

Curriculum: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes processes that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school has implemented a curriculum to increase student proficiency in Math on ACCR Standards because the narrative does not describe a system that includes processes
to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, 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. 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; 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;
demonstrate how the school evaluates how effectively the curriculum enables students to master the standards, identifies gaps in the curriculum, and demonstrates how
the school is addressing curricular gaps; and demonstrate implementation of a curriculum aligned to the ACCR standards.

Instruction: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes processes to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction evidenced by lesson plan reviews, standards checklists and standards-based assessments. The narrative provided describes approaches that, even if supported
by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the ACCR Standards into instruction in Math because the narrative
does not describe a system that includes processes to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into instruction, evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers, and
provide some analysis and feedback to further develop the system, evidenced by formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations and data review teams.
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
ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity; demonstrate that the school evaluates the quality of instruction and identifies the strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs of
teachers; and 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.

Assessment: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes an approach that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting changes in student proficiency on ACCR Standards for Math because the narrative does not describe a system
based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology and includes data collection from multiple assessments, and
data review teams. 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; and 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.

Professional Development: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes a professional development approach that is aligned with teacher learning
needs and focuses on areas of high importance. The narrative describes a plan that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a
professional development plan to increase student proficiency in Math because the narrative does not describe a comprehensive plan that includes follow-up and
monitoring strategies and supports high quality implementation. 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 implement the information and strategies; and 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.

Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate increased student proficiency in Math. Data provided did not include comparative data to the prior year
and only showed assessment results from interim assessments in the same calendar year. In addition, the data showed that third grade math decreased from 72% to 36%
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between interim 1 and interim 2, fourth grade math decreased from 54.54% to 50% between interim 1 and interim 2, fifth grade math stayed constant between interim 1
and interim 2, sixth grade math decreased from 52.94% to 41.17% between interim 1 and interim 2, seventh grade math decreased from 70.37% to 37.03% between
interim 1 and interim 2, and eighth grade math decreased from 66.66% to 58.33% between interim 1 and interim 2. Data must demonstrate improvement as compared to
prior years.

2a. Percent
Passing
Reading

Curriculum: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes processes that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school has implemented a curriculum to increase student proficiency in Reading on ACCR Standards because the narrative does not describe a system that includes
processes to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, 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. 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; 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; demonstrate how the school evaluates how effectively the curriculum enables students to master the standards, identifies gaps in the curriculum, and
demonstrates how the school is addressing curricular gaps; and demonstrate implementation of a curriculum aligned to the ACCR standards.

Instruction: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes processes to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction evidenced by lesson plan reviews, standards checklists and standards-based assessments. The narrative provided describes approaches that, even if supported
by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the ACCR Standards into instruction in Reading because the
narrative does not describe a system that includes processes to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into instruction, evaluate the instructional practices of the
teachers, and provide some analysis and feedback to further develop the system, evidenced by formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations and data
review teams. 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 ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity; demonstrate that the school evaluates the quality of instruction and identifies the strengths, weaknesses, and
learning needs of teachers; and 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.

Assessment: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes an approach that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting changes in student proficiency on ACCR Standards for Reading because the narrative does not describe a
system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology and includes data collection from multiple assessments,
and data review teams. 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; and 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.

Professional Development: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes a professional development approach that is aligned with teacher learning
needs and focuses on areas of high importance. The narrative describes a plan that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a
professional development plan to increase student proficiency in Reading because the narrative does not describe a comprehensive plan that includes follow-up and
monitoring strategies and supports high quality implementation. 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 implement the information and strategies; and 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.

Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate increased student growth in Reading. Data provided did not include comparative data to the prior year
and only showed assessment results from interim assessments in the same calendar year. In addition, the data showed that third grade reading decreased from 76% to 68%
between interim 1 and interim 2, fourth grade reading decreased from 77.28% to 72.73% between interim 1 and interim 2, fifth grade reading increased by 8.33% between
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interim 1 and interim 2, sixth grade reading decreased from 70.59% to 64.7% between interim 1 and interim 2, seventh grade reading decreased from 88.89% to 85.18%
between interim 1 and interim 2, and eighth grade reading stayed constant between interim 1 and interim 2. Data must demonstrate improvement as compared to prior
years.

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

Curriculum: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes processes that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school has implemented a curriculum to increase student proficiency in Math to expected performance levels for ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities
on ACCR Standards because the narrative does not describe a system that includes processes to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, evidenced by
curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional material adoptions, committee work, data review teams, clearly defined and measureable
implementation across the school, and that is adapted to meet the needs of ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities. 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;
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; demonstrate how the school evaluates how effectively the curriculum enables students to master the standards, identifies gaps in the
curriculum, and demonstrates how the school is addressing curricular gaps; and demonstrate implementation of a curriculum aligned to the ACCR standards; and
demonstrate there is curriculum intended to provide differentiated materials, activities, and/or strategies for ELL students, FRL students and students with disabilities.

Instruction: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes processes to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction evidenced by lesson plan reviews, standards checklists and standards-based assessments. The narrative provided describes approaches that, even if supported
by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the ACCR Standards into instruction in Math for ELL students, FRL
students and students with disabilities because the narrative does not describe a system that includes processes to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into
instruction, evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers, provide some analysis and feedback to further develop the system, evidenced by formal teacher
evaluations, informal classroom observations and data review teams, and that is adapted to meet the needs of ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities.
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
ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity; demonstrate that the school evaluates the quality of instruction and identifies the strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs of
teachers; 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; and 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 ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities.

Assessment: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes an approach that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting changes in student proficiency on ACCR Standards for Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students with
disabilities because the narrative does not describe a system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology
and includes data collection from multiple assessments, and data review teams, and that is adapted to meet the needs of ELL students, FRL students, and students with
disabilities. 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; and 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; and demonstrate how the assessment system assesses ELL students, FRL
students, and students with disabilities according to their needs.

Professional Development: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes a professional development approach that is aligned with teacher learning
needs and focuses on areas of high importance. The narrative describes a plan that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a
professional development plan to increase student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities because the narrative does not
describe a comprehensive plan that includes follow-up and monitoring strategies and supports high quality implementation, and that is adapted to meet the needs of ELL
students, FRL students, and students with disabilities. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how the charter holder provides access to resources necessary to implement the
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information and strategies, and/or otherwise supports teachers in planning to implement the information and strategies; 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; and demonstrate how the professional development plan addresses teacher weaknesses and learning needs and areas of high importance in relation to ELL students,
FRL students, and students with disabilities according to their needs.

Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate increased student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities. Data
must be disaggregated for ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities and must demonstrate improvement as compared to prior years.

2c. Subgroup
Comparison
(2b. for
Alternative)
ELL

Math

Curriculum: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes processes that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school has implemented a curriculum to increase student proficiency in Math for ELL students on ACCR Standards because the narrative does not describe a system that
includes processes to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, evidenced by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional material
adoptions, committee work, data review teams, clearly defined and measureable implementation across the school, and that is adapted to meet the needs of ELL students.
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; 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; demonstrate how the school evaluates how effectively the curriculum enables students to master the
standards, identifies gaps in the curriculum, and demonstrates how the school is addressing curricular gaps; and demonstrate implementation of a curriculum aligned to the
ACCR standards; and demonstrate there is curriculum intended to provide differentiated materials, activities, and/or strategies for ELL students.

Instruction: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes processes to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction evidenced by lesson plan reviews, standards checklists and standards-based assessments. The narrative provided describes approaches that, even if supported
by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the ACCR Standards into instruction in Math for ELL students
because the narrative does not describe a system that includes processes to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into instruction, evaluate the instructional practices
of the teachers, provide some analysis and feedback to further develop the system, evidenced by formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations and data
review teams, and that is adapted to meet the needs of ELL students. 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 ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity; demonstrate that the school evaluates the quality of
instruction and identifies the strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs of teachers; 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; and 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 ELL students.

Assessment: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes an approach that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting changes in student proficiency on ACCR Standards for Math for ELL students because the narrative does not
describe a system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology and includes data collection from multiple
assessments, and data review teams, and that is adapted to meet the needs of ELL students. 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; and 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; and
demonstrate how the assessment system assesses ELL students according to their needs.

Professional Development: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes a professional development approach that is aligned with teacher learning
needs and focuses on areas of high importance. The narrative describes a plan that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a
professional development plan to increase student proficiency in Math for ELL students because the narrative does not describe a comprehensive plan that includes follow-
up and monitoring strategies and supports high quality implementation, and that is adapted to meet the needs of ELL students. 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 implement the
information and strategies; demonstrate how implementation is observed and evaluated and how the school ensures teacher development is ongoing in relation to the
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information and strategies learned through the professional development plan; and demonstrate how the professional development plan addresses teacher weaknesses
and learning needs and areas of high importance in relation to ELL students according to their needs.

Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate increased student proficiency in Math for ELL students. Data must be disaggregated for ELL students and
must demonstrate improvement as compared to prior years.

2c. Subgroup
Comparison
(2b. for
Alternative)
FRL

Math

Curriculum: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes processes that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school has implemented a curriculum to increase student proficiency in Math for FRL students on ACCR Standards because the narrative does not describe a system that
includes processes to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, evidenced by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional material
adoptions, committee work, data review teams, clearly defined and measureable implementation across the school, and that is adapted to meet the needs of FRL students.
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; 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; demonstrate how the school evaluates how effectively the curriculum enables students to master the
standards, identifies gaps in the curriculum, and demonstrates how the school is addressing curricular gaps; and demonstrate implementation of a curriculum aligned to the
ACCR standards; and demonstrate there is curriculum intended to provide differentiated materials, activities, and/or strategies for FRL students.

Instruction: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes processes to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction evidenced by lesson plan reviews, standards checklists and standards-based assessments. The narrative provided describes approaches that, even if supported
by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the ACCR Standards into instruction in Math for FRL students
because the narrative does not describe a system that includes processes to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into instruction, evaluate the instructional practices
of the teachers, provide some analysis and feedback to further develop the system, evidenced by formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations and data
review teams, and that is adapted to meet the needs of FRL students. 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 ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity; demonstrate that the school evaluates the quality of
instruction and identifies the strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs of teachers; 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; and 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 FRL students.

Assessment: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes an approach that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting changes in student proficiency on ACCR Standards for Math for FRL students because the narrative does not
describe a system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology and includes data collection from multiple
assessments, and data review teams, and that is adapted to meet the needs of FRL students. 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; and 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; and
demonstrate how the assessment system assesses FRL students according to their needs.

Professional Development: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes a professional development approach that is aligned with teacher learning
needs and focuses on areas of high importance. The narrative describes a plan that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a
professional development plan to increase student proficiency in Math for FRL students because the narrative does not describe a comprehensive plan that includes
follow-up and monitoring strategies and supports high quality implementation, and that is adapted to meet the needs of FRL students. 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 implement the information and strategies; 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; and demonstrate how the professional development plan addresses teacher
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weaknesses and learning needs and areas of high importance in relation to FRL students according to their needs.

Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate increased student proficiency in Math for FRL students. Data must be disaggregated for FRL students and
must demonstrate improvement as compared to prior years.

2c. Subgroup
Comparison
(2b. for
Alternative)
FRL

Reading

Curriculum: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes processes that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school has implemented a curriculum to increase student proficiency in Reading for FRL students on ACCR Standards because the narrative does not describe a system that
includes processes to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, evidenced by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional material
adoptions, committee work, data review teams, clearly defined and measureable implementation across the school, and that is adapted to meet the needs of FRL students.
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; 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; demonstrate how the school evaluates how effectively the curriculum enables students to master the
standards, identifies gaps in the curriculum, and demonstrates how the school is addressing curricular gaps; and demonstrate implementation of a curriculum aligned to the
ACCR standards; and demonstrate there is curriculum intended to provide differentiated materials, activities, and/or strategies for FRL students.

Instruction: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes processes to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction evidenced by lesson plan reviews, standards checklists and standards-based assessments. The narrative provided describes approaches that, even if supported
by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the ACCR Standards into instruction in Reading for FRL students
because the narrative does not describe a system that includes processes to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into instruction, evaluate the instructional practices
of the teachers, provide some analysis and feedback to further develop the system, evidenced by formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations and data
review teams, and that is adapted to meet the needs of FRL students. 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 ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity; demonstrate that the school evaluates the quality of
instruction and identifies the strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs of teachers; 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; and 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 FRL students.

Assessment: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes an approach that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting changes in student proficiency on ACCR Standards for Reading for FRL students because the narrative does
not describe a system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology and includes data collection from
multiple assessments, and data review teams, and that is adapted to meet the needs of FRL students. 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; and 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; and demonstrate how the assessment system assesses FRL students according to their needs.

Professional Development: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes a professional development approach that is aligned with teacher learning
needs and focuses on areas of high importance. The narrative describes a plan that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a
professional development plan to increase student proficiency in Reading for FRL students because the narrative does not describe a comprehensive plan that includes
follow-up and monitoring strategies and supports high quality implementation, and that is adapted to meet the needs of FRL students. 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 implement the information and strategies; 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; and demonstrate how the professional development plan addresses teacher
weaknesses and learning needs and areas of high importance in relation to FRL students according to their needs.
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Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate increased student proficiency in Reading for FRL students. Data must be disaggregated for FRL students
and must demonstrate improvement as compared to prior years.

3a. A-F Letter
Grade State
Accountability
System

Curriculum: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes processes that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school has implemented a curriculum to increase student growth and proficiency in Math and Reading on ACCR Standards because the narrative does not describe a system
that includes processes to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum, 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. 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;
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; demonstrate how the school evaluates how effectively the curriculum enables students to master the standards, identifies gaps in the
curriculum, and demonstrates how the school is addressing curricular gaps; and demonstrate implementation of a curriculum aligned to the ACCR standards.

Instruction: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes processes to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction evidenced by lesson plan reviews, standards checklists and standards-based assessments. The narrative provided describes approaches that, even if supported
by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the ACCR Standards into instruction in Math and Reading because
the narrative does not describe a system that includes processes to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into instruction, evaluate the instructional practices of the
teachers, and provide some analysis and feedback to further develop the system, evidenced by formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations and data
review teams. 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 ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity; demonstrate that the school evaluates the quality of instruction and identifies the strengths, weaknesses, and
learning needs of teachers; and 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.

Assessment: This area is initially scored as falls far below. The narrative provided describes an approach that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting changes in student growth and proficiency on ACCR Standards for Math and Reading because the narrative
does not describe a system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology and includes data collection from
multiple assessments, and data review teams. 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; and 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.

Professional Development: This area is initially scored as approaches. The narrative describes a professional development approach that is aligned with teacher learning
needs and focuses on areas of high importance. The narrative describes a plan that, even if supported by evidence, cannot demonstrate that the school implemented a
professional development plan to increase student growth and proficiency in Math and Reading because the narrative does not describe a comprehensive plan that
includes follow-up and monitoring strategies and supports high quality implementation. 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 implement the information and strategies; and
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.

Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate increased student growth and proficiency in Math and Reading. Math data provided did not include
comparative data to the prior year and only showed assessment results from interim assessments in the same calendar year. In addition, the data showed that third grade
math decreased from 72% to 36% between interim 1 and interim 2, fourth grade math decreased from 54.54% to 50% between interim 1 and interim 2, fifth grade math
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stayed constant between interim 1 and interim 2, sixth grade math decreased from 52.94% to 41.17% between interim 1 and interim 2, seventh grade math decreased

from 70.37% to 37.03% between interim 1 and interim 2, and eighth grade math decreased from 66.66% to 58.33% between interim 1 and interim 2. Data must
demonstrate improvement as compared to prior years.

Reading data provided did not include comparative data to the prior year and only showed assessment results from interim assessments in the same calendar year. In
addition, the data showed that third grade reading decreased from 76% to 68% between interim 1 and interim 2, fourth grade reading decreased from 77.28% to 72.73%
between interim 1 and interim 2, fifth grade reading increased by 8.33% between interim 1 and interim 2, sixth grade reading decreased from 70.59% to 64.7% between
interim 1 and interim 2, seventh grade reading decreased from 88.89% to 85.18% between interim 1 and interim 2, and eighth grade reading stayed constant between
interim 1 and interim 2. Data must demonstrate improvement as compared to prior years.
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Technical Guidance for Demonstration of Sufficient Progress

The following questions are utilized by Board staff to evaluate school processes in the areas of
curriculum, monitoring instruction, assessment, professional development, data, graduation rate (if
applicable) and academic persistence (if applicable). The table highlights the questions that were not
sufficiently addressed in the most recent Demonstration of Sufficient Progress submitted by the Charter
Holder, and are given as technical guidance should the Charter Holder be required to submit a
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress in the future. In addition, as shown below, documentation of
implementation will be required as evidence for each question at any accompanying site visits.

I. Curriculum
- . Not Sufficiently Documentation/
CLLERCE L Addressed in DSP | Evidence Required?

1. Whatis the school’s process for creating or X X
adopting curriculum?

2. Who s involved in the process for X X
creating/adopting curriculum?

3. How does the school evaluate the curriculum X X
options to determine which curriculum to adopt?

4. What is your process for ensuring consistent
implementation of the curriculum across the X X
school?

5. What tools exist that identify what must be taught
and when it must be delivered? How do you X X
ensure that all grade-level standards are covered
within the academic year according to this plan?

6. What is the expectation for consistent teacher use
of these tools? How are these expectations X X
communicated to teachers?

7. What evidence is there to demonstrate usage of
these tools in the classroom and alignment with X X
instruction?

8. What is the school’s process for evaluating and
revising curriculum? How does the school X X
evaluate how effectively the curriculum enables
students to meet the standards?

9. How does the school identify gaps in the X X
curriculum?

10. How does the school address the gaps that are
. . X X
identified?

11. How does the school know the curriculum is X X
aligned to standards?

12. How is the curriculum adapted to meet the needs X
of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%? For ELL students, X

ELL students? FRL students? Students with
disabilities?

FRL students and
students with
disabilities






Il. Monitoring Instruction

Guiding Question

Not Sufficiently
Addressed in DSP

Documentation/
Evidence Required?

What is your process for monitoring the
integration of standards into classroom
instruction? How do you monitor whether or not
teachers implement an ACCRS-aligned curriculum
with fidelity?

How does the school monitor the effectiveness of
standards-based instruction throughout the year?

What is the school’s process for evaluating the
instructional practices of teachers? How does this
process evaluate the quality of instruction?

How does this process identify individual teacher
strengths, weaknesses, and needs?

How do you follow up on evaluating the
instructional practices of teachers?

How do you analyze this information? What does
the data about quality of instruction tell you?
What have you done in response?

X

How are these processes adapted to meet the
needs of students with proficiency in the bottom
25%? ELL students? FRL students? Students with
disabilities?

X
For ELL students,
FRL students and
students with
disabilities

lll. Assessment

Guiding Question

Not Sufficiently
Addressed in DSP

Documentation/
Evidence Required?

What is the school’s comprehensive assessment
system? How is the system aligned with the

curriculum and curriculum tools? What was the X X
process for designing the assessment system?

How is the data from these assessments evaluated

and analyzed? How is that analysis used to inform X X
and adapt instruction?

How is the assessment system adapted to meet X

the needs of students with proficiency in the For students in the

bottom 25%? ELL students? FRL students? bottom 25%, ELL X

Students with disabilities?

students, FRL

students and

students with
disabilities

IV. Professional Development






Guiding Question

Not Sufficiently
Addressed in DSP

Documentation/
Evidence Required?

What is the school’s professional development
plan?

X

How was this plan developed?

X

How is this plan aligned with teacher learning
needs as identified during the monitoring and
evaluation of instructional practices?

How does this plan address areas of high
importance?

How does the school support high-quality
implementation of the strategies and ideas
learned in the professional development session?
What resources are available for teachers to
support high quality implementation?

How does the school monitor, evaluate, and follow
up on the implementation of the strategies and
ideas learned in the professional development
sessions?

How is the school’s professional development plan
adapted to meet the needs of students with
proficiency in the bottom 25%? ELL students? FRL
students? Students with disabilities?

X
For students in the
bottom 25%, ELL
students, FRL
students and
students with
disabilities

Guiding Question

Not Sufficiently
Addressed in DSP

Documentation/
Evidence Required?

What comparative (year-over-year) data proves
that the school’s academic performance has
improved this year in comparison to last year in
terms of student proficiency in Math and Reading?
Student growth in Math and Reading? Describe
and provide data disaggregated by students in the
various subgroups.

How does the school know that this data is a valid
and reliable predictor of state assessment results?

What conclusions has the school gained from
analyzing this data? What has the school done
with the data?







Demonstration of Sufficient Progress
Legacy Schools (Encore Arts Academy)
7816 E. University Drive, Mesa, AZ 85207
480-981-1500 www.lsmesa.com

Introduction

Legacy Schools is an Arizona not-for-profit entity that was incorporated during 2000 for the
purpose of operating charter schools in Arizona. It has been recognized by the IRS Code as a
501(c)3 entity. The corporate officers and directors are Kathy Tolman, President; Julie Clement,
Secretary and Michael H. Clement, Director.

The corporation obtained a charter from the Arizona State Board of Education on July 12,
2001 to initially operate an elementary school for grades K-6. This was expanded the next year
to serve up to Grade 8. Legacy Schools was created to create a learning environment based on a
solid and proven curriculum that would be integrated with performing and fine art activities.

Encore Arts Academy (the name was changed from Legacy Elementary School in June
2013) is located in the City of Mesa in eastern Maricopa County. It lies within a diverse
neighborhood which includes a wide range of incomes and life-styles from multi-housing units
to mini-farms, large retirement communities and single-family neighborhoods, from low income
to high-income families. The area is a patchwork of county islands laced with dirt roads, older
houses and deteriorating neighborhoods. Over the last ten years the area has experienced rapid
changes in development.

Encore Arts Academy is a traditional school in terms of its academic structure and
complies with all of Arizona’s academic standards. The school uses the Core Knowledge®
curriculum.

Core Knowledge® is a content rich curriculum that builds sequentially on knowledge
mastered in earlier grades. By using a grade-by-grade sequence of topics, the school’s teachers
have some assurance that children will come to their classes prepared with a shared core of
knowledge and skills. Fundamental to Core Knowledge is the belief that children best learn new
knowledge by building on what they already know and understand.

Based on 40" day data, student population is comprised of 49% male and 51% female,
<1% Asian, 2% Black, 32% Hispanic, 2% Indian, 4% Mixed and 60% White. The NSLP free
and reduced lunch rate is 65%. There are 17 English Language Learners with ILLPs.

All classroom teachers are highly qualified with 2 first year teachers and remaining staff
at 5 years up to 35 years teaching. There are two highly qualified paraprofessionals. The school
has a self-contained special education classroom with a special emphasis toward multi-disability
and Autism needs. The school participates in the AIMS-A assessment and has two full-time
certified special education teachers.

Overview of Academic Achievement

In reviewing the Spring 2013 AIMS results, it was apparent that the school would need to
identify weaknesses and make strategic and necessary improvements to the educational program,
especially in Math. A positive point was the Reading results showing slight drops or small
increases. The 5™ grade Reading showed a significant drop in scores.

®registered trademark





Grade | 2012 2012 2013 2013
Reading | Math Reading Math

3 78 77 72 56

4 68 52 73 50

5 85 31 37 21

6 84 71 74 58

7 85 50 86 59

8 71 50 74 87

The data analysis did identify specific areas of weakness (see Attachment AA Math Data
Analysis) as well as an overall lower achievement level. An underlying circumstance or outside
event that might have affected the testing or learning environment of the 5 grade class was the
long absences of their teacher due to health issues.

The school’s curriculum and education programs were looked at critically. It was
determined that these were sound choices that had facilitated very favorable test scores in past
school years. The decision was made to continue with the foundation of our programs and
implement a renewal or re-education of the teachers to insure the integrity and fidelity of these
proven programs.

The foundation of the school curriculum is Core Knowledge, a nationally acclaimed
curriculum for the K-8 classroom based on the philosophy presented by E.D. Hirsch, Jr. in his
books, Cultural Literacy: What Every American Needs to Know and The Schools We Need and
Why We Don't Have Them, and further developed by the foundation he established in 1986.

In each grade students are exposed to a broad range of historical, scientific, and cultural
topics that build on one another to prepare them for later educational successes. This philosophy
also is seen as a part of the basis for the development of the new Common Core standards
adopted by Arizona.

Legacy Schools uses Response to Intervention (RTI) to identify student strengths and areas
of weakness. RTI is a comprehensive system of evidence - based, tiered interventions used for
addressing the full range of student academic needs. We have partnered with a Light House
School in Mesa for professional development, mentoring and guidance of the RTI program and
to increase fidelity of delivery of the components of the program. The components of RTI are:

* Regular progress monitoring of all students using a proven assessment system;

* Implementation of a three-tiered model of instruction using progress monitoring data to

drive instructional decisions;

o Use of scientifically-based, researched instruction through all tiers.

(See Attachments A & B)
The 3 guiding principles for the 2013-14 school year are:

1. ALL children will learn and achieve academic success as a result of effective teaching.

2. ALL students must have access to a rigorous, standards-based curriculum and research-

based instruction delivered with fidelity.

3. ALL educators will intervene at the earliest indication of need as necessary for student

success.

Examples of instructional strategies that are being used in teaching include Madeline Hunter’s
programs and Formative Assessment.

Description of Progress





la. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP)

Improvement in Math achievement was a primary focus for this school year. We continued with
our current strategies with include Saxon Math for K-3, MacGraw-Hill for 4-6 and Glencoe
Math for 7-8 grades.

To reduce a potential for “testing fatigue” we reduced the number of assessments used.
AIMS Web is now used only for K-1 Math versus K-8 last year. DIBELS Next is used for K-6
Reading fluency and Galileo 2-8 for Reading and Math.

Following the RTI model, based on the test results students are placed into 3 tiers. Tier I
is for those students who test above benchmark goals. These students receive regular instruction
and enrichment to ensure continued learning. Tier II students are those students who are
potentially at risk. They receive regular instruction plus grouped intervention time from their
classroom teacher. Based on their level they may also have weekly progress monitoring.

Tier 1II are for those students who are in greatest need. Specific learning gaps or
weaknesses are identified. Skills worked on are progress monitored weekly so that any
adjustments are made quickly so learning time is not wasted. Tier III students receive 30 minutes
4x each week of interventions in addition to the core classroom instruction with a HQ
paraprofessional that is supervised by a HQ Interventionist. Special Education students also
receive their IEP specified instruction with a certified special education teacher. Reading
intervention strategies used include Fundations, Florida Center for Research and Read Naturally.
Math intervention strategies include Buckle Down and Developing Number Concepts by
Pearson.

All teachers have access to Galileo and/or AIMS Web and use that resource for learning
and practicing specific skills. Other reading strategies used include Barton, Wilson, Six Minute
Solution and Reading Advantage.

To ensure that the program is being followed with integrity, teachers are observed by the
RTI Program Director during their intervention time (see Attachment C). Data talks are held with
each teacher individually and with groups (see Attachment D). Teachers are responsible for
tracking their students’ progress. There is also a data room which includes intervention aides, a
data wall and other teaching items.

Curriculum integrity is monitored through submission of weekly lesson plans. Lesson
plans must include the state learning standards that are being taught, re-taught or practiced. All
teachers have the common core standards and are required to note dates of teaching and re-
teaching. In addition, all teachers have a Core Knowledge check list that they note date taught
and common core used with the teaching. These check lists are reviewed periodically through the
semester.

The school has developed a year-long professional development plan. Topics have
included use of Core Knowledge curriculum, Standards-based lesson planning, RTI, Analyzing
and using assessment data, Hess’ Cognitive Rigor Matrix and its use in the classroom, Using
Strategic Questions. Topics for PD are determined based on classroom observations, teacher
requests and state requirements. Additionally, PD will focus on the strategies suggested in the
Data Analysis.

The Baseline and mid-year benchmark test Reading results are encouraging (see
Attachments E-H). Third grade DIBELS scores improved in all test categories. The oral reading
fluency (DORF) maintained the class mean from August to December, meeting benchmark. The
retell scores increased, though not meeting the benchmark. Improvement needs to focus on the
DAZE (grammar) portion of the DIBELS as neither assessment met the benchmark. Fourth grade
DIBELS increased across most of the categories. Oral reading (DORF) made a 3% increase for
the class mean. A small drop in retell remains above the benchmark average. DAZE scores






(grammar) improved although still slightly below the benchmark goal. Noteworthy increases
occurred in the 5™ grade DIBELS with a 12% increase for oral reading (DORF). A minimal drop
in retell remains at benchmark. The DAZE (grammar) scores remained the same at the
benchmark. Sixth grade had a 7% growth in oral reading (DORF). The retell scores declined but
remain well above the benchmark average. DAZE scores maintained.

When comparing scoring results between DIBELS and Galileo it is important to note that
DIBELS assesses fluency in a timed (one minute) test. The DAZE portion of DIBELS is a test of
grammar skills when reading and choosing a correct word to complete the sentence. These are
different types of measurements compared to the Galileo reading test of comprehension,
analytical thinking and inference.

Galileo reading scores for 3-8 grades increased at each grade except 7. Seventh grade
scores decreased to just below benchmark but all other scores increase, some significantly, so
that all other grades are above benchmark. Galileo also is a reliable predictor of AIMS results.

Mid-year Math benchmark results are also encouraging (see Attachments I-N). Third
grade Galileo baseline testing was above the benchmark but declined slightly mid-year
remaining above benchmark. Fourth grade baseline was slightly above benchmark and the mid-
year score increased by 58 points. Fifth grade baseline was below benchmark and by mid-year
had increased 52 points yet remaining just below benchmark. Sixth grade baseline started out 1
point under benchmark. At the mid-year the score dipped to 2 points below benchmark. The
Seventh grade baseline score was above benchmark and increased 14 points mid-year to remain
above benchmark. The Eighth grade test scores were above benchmark, increasing 20 points at
mid-year testing.

In response to the Math scores, the decision was made to replace the current middle
school math teacher to both improve the upward trend and provide the interventions needed to
bring the lower scores to above benchmark and better. Additionally, the middle school teachers
had added additional RTI targeted time to improve both Reading and Math scores. Third through
fifth grade teachers will have an additional RTI tutoring session added to their weekly schedule.
The teachers will also be adding specific intervention time into their daily class schedule.

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

The analysis of the Bottom 25 percentile of students showed a consistent pattern across all
grades — 50% - 80% of the bottom 25% students are identified as special education students or
LEP students. These students all receive intervention tutoring as well as their IEP required
services or ILLP specified tutoring.

The school will focus on setting realistic growth goals for these students to help them
achieve their education potential. It is important to note that the subgroup SPED showed strong
growth in Math and remained level in Reading. Both categories are above the state average.

The remaining typical students are receiving targeted interventions and weekly progress
monitoring. Their learning goals will focus on achieving realistic growth. Areas that may affect
their learning such as excessive absences or health issues will be addressed on individual basis.

These groups will be addressed in their own subgroup category.

2a Percent Passing

With the RTI program fully implemented and monitored for fidelity, as described previously,
improvement in learning will result in an increase in the number of students that Meet or Exceed
on the AIMS test. By focusing on individual growth, students will meet the next grade level
goals as opposed to falling below grade level and not passing AIMS.






Additionally, to improve Percent Passing, students who are in Tier Il may be weekly
progress monitored, as needed, and have specific interventions that focus on skills needed to do
well on the AIMS. All students will participate in AIMS prep workshops that will include test
taking strategies, stress reduction strategies, etc. Teachers will use the Buckle Down workbooks
as part of their instruction as well as practice AIMS test available through ADE.

2b Composite School Comparison

The school’s programs and activities to improve school achievement are detailed in previous
sections la, 1b and 2a.

2¢ Subgroup ELL

The school saw a significant drop in scores for both Reading and Math although Reading
remains above the state average. The school is in the process of analyzing our LEP program to
determine weaknesses in the educational program. The school received Title I11 funding this year
and will have 4 teachers attend an ADE sponsored training specifically for ELL students.
Additionally, funds have been used to purchase a large variety of leveled reading books and
other materials to be used for ELL students. As part of their ILLP, ELL students will work in the
computer lab on high interest programs especially Math programs. Another area of concern is the
absences that are prevalent with ELL students as parents move back and forth between Arizona
and their “home” country. It is common for this subgroup of student to be absent for extended
periods during the school year which causes huge learning gaps as well as retention of learning.
The school is looking for options in the community that may be of influence in helping with
teaching families the importance of attendance at school.

2c¢ Subgroup FRL

With 65% of the student population qualified for free and reduced lunch the school is very aware
that there may be factors outside of the school day that affect their ability to learn. The school
provides assistance when possible. We have considered offering NSLP breakfast but there was
not sufficient interest by the parents for it. We refer to community groups for assistance when
possible. Many of our students are being raised in multi-generation family groups and many with
grandparents as the primary care giver. The school offers support to these families as needed.

We have multiple activities to involve parents and families in the school, such as Math
Night, International Night, performance groups, festivals and other activities.

It is the conclusion of our analysis that using the strategies outlined previously, this
subgroup will benefit with a resulting increase in academic performance.

3a State Accountability and Overall Rating

Over that past 12 years, Legacy has demonstrated strong academic achievement scores. With
renewed commitment to our Core Knowledge curriculum, implementing RTI with fidelity and
monitory compliance with the common core state standards, Legacy will show improvement and
success. In fact, we are on track to do just that this year. By focusing on individual growth and
identifying student gaps in learning, the school can meet Arizona’s accountability requirements.

In looking forward, DIBELS and AIMS Web scores for K-2 grades demonstrate
significant learning gains. This will provide a foundation of prepared students as they move up in
grade. We are confident that we will meet our achievement goals this year.






Attachment AA

Legacy 2013 AIMS Mathematics Data Analysis
3" Grade Math Results

Five of the 15 Composite 3" grade 2013 AIMS Strand and Concept areas are at or within one-tenth of a
point of state averages. The most critical area for grade three students is Strand | Number and Operations.
At 56% correct, that is the lowest area for Legacy 3" grade students in 2013. SI Concept 1 Number
Sense (58%) is slightly higher than S1 Concept 2 Numerical Operations (56%) and S1 Concept 3
Estimation (55%). This should be considered the focus area for both Tier 1 instruction as well as Tier 2
and 3 interventions. A solid grounding in Number Sense and Operations in 3" grade will increase scores
in other areas at every grade level.

Strand 2 Data Analyses, Probability, and Discrete Math displays a variance in results for the concepts
tested. S2 Concept 1Data Analyses (Statistics) (70%) is significantly higher than S2 Concept 3/4
Systemic Listing and Counting/Vertex Edge Graphs (48%). Although neither area will be a focus area for
new Math standards in 3 grade, both will be tested on SY 2014 3™ grade AIMS and should be addressed.
Grade 7" and 8" teachers have higher results in this area than other grade levels and may be a resource for
teacher training.

Strand 3 Patterns, Algebra, and Functions (65%) is a strong area in 2013 3™ grade scores with S3 Concept
I Patterns and S3 Concept 2/3 reflecting similar results (65% and 64%). At 69% mastery, Strand 4
Geometry and Measurement reflects the highest results for 3™ grade students in both 2012 and 2013. S4
Concept 1/2 Geometric Properties/Transformation of Shapes (80%) is significantly stronger than S4
Concept 4 Measurement (57%). For primary students it is critical that concrete materials are presented
prior to abstract concepts being introduced so a review of resources could have a positive impact on
future results.

Strand 5 Structure and Logic (57%) is a low area in both 2013 and 2012 3% grade results. Thisisa
school-wide concern at all grade levels except 7" grade.

Third grade focus concept areas for improvement: S1 Concept 1 Number Sense, S1 Concept 2 Numerical
Operations, S2 Concept 3/4 Systemic Listing and Counting/Vertex Edge Graphs, S4 Concept 4
Measurement, and Strand 5 Structure and Logic.

4™ Grade Math Results

Fourth grade 2013 AIMS Strands and Concepts are below 2013 state averages. All 2013 4™ grade results
for Strand 1 Number and Operations reflect increases over 2012 4™ grade scores. Growth in this strand at
this grade level is important because by 4™ grade students should be expected to have a firm grounding in
both Number Sense and Numerical Operations. The lowest area in this strand is S1 Concept 2 Numerical
Operations (58%). Review of individual assessment data can easily identify specific areas in need of
remediation for each student in this area. Whole class interventions such as “Rocket Math” will build
fluency with minimum impact on class instructional time.

Results for Strand 2 Data Analyses, Probability, and Discrete Math (51%) must be disaggregated because
of the discrepancy in the two strands tested. S2 Concept 1 Data Analyses (Statistics) is strong at 65%
correct. S2 Concept 2/3/4 Probability/Counting/Vertex Edge Graphs is one of the lowest areas overall at





38% mastery. It is also an area that will not be a focus for the new math standards. The area does need to
be addressed, however; because it will be tested on 4™ grade AIMS in SY 2014 and results reflect a drop
in both 2012 3" and 4™ grade scores. Strand 3 Patterns, Algebra, and Functions is the highest overall area
at 66% correct. S3 Concept 1 Patterns (76%) is the highest concept area in fourth grade and 8 points
above 2012 4" grade results.

Strand 4 Geometry and Measurement reflect the lowest overall scores for 4" grade 2013 students with S4
Concept 1 Geometric Properties and S4 Concept 2 Coordinate Geometry the lowest at 38% correct. A
significantly higher score in S4 Concept 4 Measurement (63%) is significant because of the emphasis in
the new math standards on measurement for 4" grade students.

Strand 5 Structure and Logic (51%) is above 2012 4" grade results (46%) and below 2012 3™ grade
results as well as 2013 state results.

Fourth grade focus concept areas for improvement: S1 Concept 2 Numerical Operations, S2 Concept
2/3/4 Probability/Counting/Vertex Edge Graphs, S4Concept 1 Geometric Properties, S4 Concept 2
Coordinate Geometry and Strand 5 Structure and Logic.

5™ Grade Math Results

Fifth grade 2013 AIMS Strands and Concepts are below state averages. Strand 1 Number and Operations
(48% overall) is very low and a critical area for students entering middle school where this is not typically
a focus. Strand 1 Concept 1 Number Sense was the lowest area at 43% correct. Both S1 Concept 2
Numerical Operations (51%) and Concept 2 Estimation (50%) are higher and similar to 2012 4™ grade
results in those areas (52% and 50%).

At 50% correct, Strand 2 Data Analyses, Probability, and Discrete Math show the highest overall results.
Within that strand, Concept 2 Probability is the highest (55%) although that is 15 points below 2012 5™
grade results (70%). Strand 2 Concept 3/4 Systemic Listing and Counting/Vertex Edge Graphs is the
lowest area (45%). This concept was also one of the lowest overall areas for 5" grade math in both 2013
(63%) and for 2012 4™ grade students (50%).

Strand 3 Patterns, Algebra, and Functions display the lowest overall results at 40% correct. Those results
are significantly below last year’s 5" grade results (65%) and 2012 4" grade results (68%). That strand
must be reviewed by concept because of the divergence between results. Strand 3 Concept 1Patterns is
the lowest of all concepts at 33% correct and 37 points below last year’s 5™ grade results (70%). Strand 3
Concept 3/4 Algebraic Representations/Analyses of Change is the highest concept at 78% correct. This
concept is 17 points above last year’s 5™ grade results (61%) and above 2012 4% grade results (66%).
Analyses of changes in teaching models or curriculum could be used to generate further increases in that
concept for SY 2014.

Strand 4 Geometry and Measurement and Strand 5 Structure and Logic are both low at 49% correct. Both
S4 Concept 1 Geometric Properties (52%) and S4 Concept 4 Measurement (46%) are significantly below
2012 5" grade results (64%). Strand 5 Structure and Logic (49%) reflects low scores for both 2012 4™
and 5" grades (46% and 44%). Review of curriculum at both grades may be required to address this.





Fifth grade focus concept areas for improvement: Strand 1 Concept 1 Numerical operations, Strand 2
Concept 3/4 Systemic Listing and Counting/Vertex Edge Graphs, Strand 3 Concept 1 Patterns, Strand 4
Concept 4 Measurement, and Strand 5 Structure and Logic. In addition, Strand 1 Concept 3 Estimation
should also be addressed because it was one of the lowest areas in 2012 for both 5" and 4™ grade students
and showed little change for 2013 5™ grade students.

6" Grade Math Results

Five of the 17 Composite 6™ grade 2013 AIMS Strand and Concept areas are at, above or within one-
tenth of a point of state averages. Strand 1 Numbers and Operations is the lowest overall area at 50%
correct. That strand must be reviewed by concept because of the divergence between concept results. S1
Concept 1 Number Sense is the highest area (62%) and S| Concept 3 Estimation is close at 58%. S|
Concept 2 Numerical Operations is significantly lower at 35% correct. This concept was also one of the
lowest areas for 2013 6" grade State results (50%). Because S1 Concept 2 was one of the lowest areas for
Legacy 6™ grade students (55%) in SY 2012 as well and results were low in both classrooms, it is an area
that should be reviewed for potential changes in curriculum. Assessments should be utilized that identify
specific skills that require remediation prior to introducing new applications in this area.

Strand 2 Data Analyses, Probability, and Discrete Math (54%) and Strand 4 Geometry and Measurement
(51%) have one concept that significantly lowered the results of the entire strand. S2 Concept 2
Probability (43%) is 15-22 points below Concepts 1 and 3/4. S2 Concept 2 was also the lowest area for
6" grade students in SY 2012 (53%) making it a focus area for curriculum review. Strand 4 Concept 1/2
Geometric Properties/Transformation of Shapes (30%) reflects the lowest results for 6™ grade students in
2013. It is 22-40 points below the other two concepts and results are equal in both classrooms and also
low in SY 2013 results (58%) making it a potential area for curriculum review. Strand 4 Concept 3
Coordinate Geometry (70%) is one of the highest areas and 15 points above 6" grade 2012 results.

Strand 3 Patterns, Algebra, and Functions (72%) is the strongest area with both Concepts 1/2
Patterns/Functions and Relationships (80%) and Concept 3/4 Algebraic Representations and Analyses of
Change (67%) showing high mastery. This strand is an increase over both 2012 5 and 6™ grade results
and equals 2013 state results. Although Strand 5 Structure and Logic (52%) is below last year’s 6" grade
results (63%) and the state results for 2013 (57%), it is 8 points above 2012 5™ grade results (44%) which
reflects growth.

Note: 2013 6" grade Math results reflect the efforts of two teachers. One teacher had results in 9 out of
17 areas that were above the state 2013 results of percent correct. One teacher had no results that were
above the state results. Due to the small n-count in both rooms (17 and 14), the analysis was completed
on the combination of all 6™ grade students. Because of the large disparity, it is recommended that
administrative staff members review results on an individual classroom bases with teachers to determine
areas of strengths and weaknesses and that suggestions for individual professional development activities
be based on that analyses as well as composite results.

Sixth grade focus concept areas for improvement: S| Concept 2 Numerical Operations, S2 Concept 2
Probability, and Strand 4 Concept 1/2 Geometric Properties/Transformation of Shapes. Specific concern
is the low overall results in Strand 1 Number and Operations.





7" Grade Math Results

Four of 17 2013 7™ grade AIMS Strand and Concept areas were within one or two-tenths of a point of
state averages. Strand 1 Number and Operations is the lowest area at 53% correct and was also one of the
lowest areas for both 2012 7" and 6" grade students. S1 concept results are within four points so there is
no single area of focus. Because Number Sense and mastery of Numerical Operations is key to success in
other areas and not typically the focus of middle school curriculum, deficiencies in these areas need to be
identified and remediated through intervention programs.

At 55% overall correct, Strand 2 Data Analyses, Probability, and Discrete Math results require review.
S2 Concept 1 Data Analyses (Statistics) is strongest at 60% correct although it is below both 2012 6™ and
7" grade results (73%). S2 Concept 2 Probability (48%) is one of the lowest concepts overall for 7"
grade 2013 math scores. This was also the lowest concept overall for 2012 6" grade students (53%).

Strand 3 Patterns, Algebra, and Functions (60%) are within 4 points of 2012 7" grade results. Strand 3
Concepts 1/2 Patterns/ Functions and Relationships (65%) and S3 Concepts 3/4 Algebraic
Representations and Analyses of Change (58%) are both below 2012 6" grade results.

Strand 4 Geometry and Measurement contain both the lowest and the highest results for 7" grade
students. S4 Concept 1/2 Geometric Properties/Transformation of Shapes was the highest at 69% correct
and S4 Concept 4 Measurement was the lowest at 45% correct. S4 Concept 4 was also the lowest for 7"
grade 2012 results. Both were below 2012 6™ grade results which would recommend a review of both 7"
grade curriculum in this area and teaching strategies.

Strand 5 Structure and Logic 2013 6™ grade results reflect the strongest result overall (63%) and mirror
2012 6" grade (63%) and 7™ grade (60%) results.

Seventh grade focus concept areas for improvement: S4 Concept 4 Measurement, S2 Concept 2
Probability, and SI Concept 3 Estimation. Additional concerns are the low overall results in Strand |
Number and Operations.

8" Grade Results

For 2013, eight 8" grade strand and concept areas are equal to or within one-tenth of a point away from
2013 state results as compared to 2012 8" grade results which reflected only two areas. In addition, nine
areas are above 2012 8" grade results. At 59% correct, Strand 1 Number and Operations is within one-
tenth of a point within overall 2013 state 8" grade results. The strongest area is S1 Concept 3 Estimation
(65%). S1 Concept 1 Number Sense (55%) is slightly above both 2012 7™ (53%) and 6" grade (54%)
results. The strongest overall area is Strand 2 Data Analyses, Probability, and Discrete Math (63%) with
S2 Concept 1Data Analyses (Statistics) and S2 Concept 2 Probability both at 68% correct.

Strand 3 Patterns, Algebra, and Functions (58%) are the same as 2012 8" grade overall Strand 3 results.
At 72% correct, S3 Concepts 1/2 Patterns/Functions and Relationships are 19-22 points higher than
Concept 3 Algebraic Representations (53%) and S3 Concept 4 Analyses of Change (50%).

Strand 4 Geometry and Measurement is (46%) is significantly lower than other areas. This was also the
lowest overall area in 2012 8" grade results. S4 Concept 3 Coordinate Geometry is the highest in that area





(53%) and reflects the greatest increase over 2012 8" grade results (38%). Curriculum should be reviewed
and supplemental materials considered, if appropriate, since scores for two years are low and reflect two
different teachers. Strand 5 Structure and Logic is low at 55% correct. This should be a focus area
because it reflects skills that are emphasized in the new math standards and high school standards.

Eighth grade focus concept areas for improvement: S3 Concept 3 Algebraic Representations, S4 Concept
1 Geometric Properties, S4 Concept 2 Transformation of Shapes, S4 Concept 3 Coordinate Geometry, S4
Concept 4 Measurement and S% Concept 1/2 Algorithms/Logic, Reasoning, Problem Solving, Proof.
Although not the lowest area, S1 Concept 1 Number Sense should also be addressed because that skill
area is foundational and is the lowest area in Strand 1.

It should be noted that 2013 AIMS Math results there is an increase in the number of areas that are closer
to state results for the higher grades. This could indicate that students who are in the program the longest
time are experiencing higher results.

Overall Professional Development Recommendations:

e Implementation of fidelity check-lists at tier one instruction.

¢ Implementation of fidelity check-lists for all interventions.

e Math fact fluency activities for all 1-6™ grade students that build operational fluency. This is
equally important at both primary and intermediate grade levels and should be offered to Middle
School students who require this intervention.

e Concrete activities at all grade levels that provide a firm grounding in number sense. (Marci
Cook has affordable materials that work well for intermediate grades.) A firm grounding in
Number Sense is as critical to Math instruction at all grade levels as Phonemic Awareness and
Phonics are to Reading and Literacy.

e Consider establishing Math Learning Community Meetings to increase math content knowledge
of teachers in identified areas. Some teachers will be more “expert” in a content area and can
provide activities for that particular meeting. This can also be done on a grade band level (K-2,
3-5, and 6-8™) to reflect content in the new Math standards. As a whole staff activity these
meetings can help lower grade teachers understand the required content in lower grades for
success in upper grades.

* Implementation of a three-tiered system of intervention with fidelity. This includes appropriate
progress monitoring of students at each tier and benchmark assessment for all students. Monthly
data meetings to review the progress of students in tier 2 and 3 are integral to this process.

e Consider adopting a school-wide Professional Development initiative that increases classroom
engagement and the effectiveness of tier 1 instruction. This must include activities that regularly
assess the implementation of learned strategies. (Kagan is a research based program that focuses
on engagement strategies.)





Encore Arts Academy

A Hadament A

Reading Tier 1 (core program) all students

DIBELS K-6
August
December
May

Galileo K-6
August
November
February

Benchmark (low risk) students

Begin progress monitoring first

week of September.

Progress monitor Monthly

Enrichment
students
pulled during Tier 1
instruction

Phonemic Awareness / Phonics Screener
{ARMM) is given for all students’ who fall
within the “at risk” or “some risk” category.
These students are placed in Tier 2.

Phonemic
Awareness
4x aweek 30

min each session

Phonics
4x a week 30
min each session

Reading Tier 2 (intervention program small groups)

|

Student has 4 data points below
aimline and is not responding to core
Program.

Tier 2 is assigned

Comprehension
and Vocabulary
4x a week 30
min each session

Begin Progress monitoring first week of September.
Progress monitor biweekly.

If progress is not made
after 6 weeks, modify
tier 2 by
increasing time, smaller
group or changing
intervention.

If continuous progress is
made, the student’s
intervention has been
successful and
Intervention may be
ended

If the student fails to respond to several changes to
tier 2 interventions tier 3 is
assigned.

Fluency
4x a week 30
min each session

Reading Tier 3 (intervention program in addition to Tier 2)

Begin Progress monitoring fist week of September.
Progress Monitor weekly

respond to several changes to tier 3 interventions reconvene team.

Specific skills are targeted using research-based programs. If the student fails to

The team reconvenes to discuss SPED referral
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Encore Arts Academy

Math Tier 1 (core program) all students

I ll
AlMSweb K-6 Galileo K-6 Benchmark (low risk] students Enrichment
b TR s T Begin progress monitoring first
August August week of September. MLS ,
December November Rulies ductng Tiey 1
M5y — Progress monitor Monthly instruction

1 ] |
All students’ scores who fall within the “at risk” or “some risk” cate-
gory from Galileo are correlated with AIMSweb scores to determine if

Student has 4 data points below

additional computation practice is needed to improve concepts and aimline and is not responding to core
application skills. Program.
These students are placed in Tier 2. Tier 2 is assigned

Math Tier 2 (intervention program small groups)

Conceptual
Kowledge/
Number Sense
4x a week 30 min
each session

Arthimetic
Skills/ Fluency
4x a week 30 min
each session

Problem Solving
4x a week 30 min
each session

Begin Progress monitoring first week of September.
Progress monitor biweekly.

If progress is not made If continuous progress is
after 6 weeks, modify made, the student’s
tier 2 by intervention has been
increasing time, smaller successful and
group or changing Intervention may be
intervention. ended

If the student fails to respond to several changes to
tier 2 interventions tier 3 is
assigned.

Math Tier 3 (intervention program in addition to Tier 2)

Reasoning
Ability
4x a week 30 min

each session

Begin Progress monitoring fist week of September.
Progress Monitor weekly

Specific skills are targeted using research-based programs. If the student fails to
respond to several changes to tier 3 interventions reconvene team.

The team reconvenes to discuss SPED referral






A+Lachm ent C

Classroom Instructional Observation Protocol

School: Date: Observer:
Grade Room Start Time: End Time Content: Reading/Mathematics
O | NO | Direct, explicit, and systematic teacher-led instruction

Appropriate to grade level concept/s and/or performance objectives.

Materials are from comprehensive core program.

Daily objective/s communicated to all students.

Connects previous learning to new learning.

Provides explicit modeling.

Provides guided/independent practice as appropriate.

Directs and supports student use of academic language.

Key vocabulary emphasized and used throughout lesson.

Interactions and discussions are related to the learning along with ideas originating from students.

Specific and immediate feedback to students on their output.

Provides effective instructional pacing throughout the learning.

NO | Student engagement —teacher must do all three simultaneously in order to achieve 85% or more of students engaged

Directs students to be engaged in the academic learning.

Directs 85% or more of the students to participate in academic learning at the same time at least once during lesson.

Makes engagement mandatory.

NO | Practices for assessing student learning

Summative and/or formative to determine mastery of learning and instructional needs of students.

Monitors and makes class or individual adjustments as needed.

NO | Teacher techniques

Whole and/or small group setting.

Student seatwork and/or workstations related to SBR with teacher engaged.

Teacher engaged with students at least 90% of the time.

NO | Learning Environment

Climate of fairness, caring, and respect is maintained

Standards for behavior, routines, and transitions are maintained

Reinforces effort and provides recognition

Rich reading/mathematics environment

Cognitive level of questions and activities

. . Synthesize, Eval
Remember/Knowledge Understand/Comprehension Application ATiplyzes 5 greife: TS
| | Focus Area of Instruction
Reading y Mathematics R
Phonemic Awareness Number & Operations
Phonics Data Analysis, Probability, & Discrete Mathematics
Fluency Patterns, Algebra, & Functions
Vocabulary Geometry & Measurement
Comprehension Structure & Logic
0O | NO 8] NO

Students seek and explore alternative modes of investigation or of
problem solving.

Students use a variety of means (models, drawings, graphs,
concrete materials, manipulatives, etc.) to represent phenomena.

Students make predictions, estimations, and/or hypotheses and
devise means for testing them.

Students encouraged to generate conjectures, use alternative
solution strategies, and find ways of interpreting evidence.

On the back write a description of classroom visit to help in documenting the Instructional Observation Protocol.

Key: O/Observable and NO/Not observable

Content Area: Reading/Math






A+tuchment D

Data Meeting Protocol and Sign In

Norms

Cell phones on vibrate
Start/Stop on time

Informal atmosphere

Let others finish their thought
Laughter is a must

Data Meeting Grade: Date

Data team finds student aimline or trendline: Data team makes one of the seven different

instructional decisions.

Student is not responding to Core program and will be placed into interventions.

The student’s intervention has been successful, no longer needing intervention.

The intervention appears to be working for the student and should continue as is.

The intervention is not working for the student (progress has not been made for 6

weeks) and should be refined or revised (changes includes time, group size and

curriculum).

5. The student is not making gains, therefore a more individualized approach is
needed calling for significant changes is support (eg: time, smaller group size and
program/ curriculum change). This usually occurs after two unsuccessful
interventions. Students who fail to respond to change in these modifications then
move from tier 2 to tier 3.

6. The student has failed to respond to several changes in Tier 2 as well as Tier 3, the
student is referred to a child study team for SPED evaluation.

7. The student finished intervention program and will begin a new one.

al ol
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Class Progress Summary - DIBELS Next

District: Legacy Elem Charter Sch : :
School: Legacy School Center o Teaching & Learning
Grade: Third Grade U0 DIBELS Data System
Year: 2013-2014

Class: Armold

Need for Support: Former Goals

Legend: DORF Score: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Words Correct, DORF Accuracy: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Accuracy, Retell: DIBELS Oral
Reading Fluency - Retell, Retell Quality: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Retell Quality of Response, Daze Adjusted: Daze - Adjusted Score, Composite: DIBELS
Composite Score
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Students not making benchmark? Visit Big Ideas in Beginning Reading to learn more about each literacy skill assessed by DIBELS.

Confidential. © University of Oregon Center on Teaching and Learning. All rights reserved. 1/8/2014, 1





Class Progress Summary - DIBELS Next

District: Legacy Elem Charter Sch i i
School: Legacy School n .—.. Center on Teaching & Leamning
Grade: Third Grade U0 DIBELS Data System

Year: 2013-2014

Class: Arnold

Need for Support: Former Goals

Legend: DORF Score: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Words Correct, DORF Accuracy: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Accuracy, Retell: DIBELS Oral
Reading Fluency - Retell, Retell Quality: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Retell Quality of Response, Daze Adjusted: Daze - Adjusted Score, Composite: DIBELS
Composite Score
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Icon Legend: B Well Below Benchmark / Likely to Need Intensive Support | Below Benchmark / Likely to Need Strategic Support 8 At or Above Benchmark / Likely to Need Core Support

Students not making benchmark? Visit Big Ideas in Beginning Reading to learn more about cach literacy skill assessed by DIBELS.
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Class Progress Summary - DIBELS Next

District: Legacy Elem Charter Sch ; .
Qolioals hmmgw School Center o Teaching & Leaming
Grade: Fourth Grade U0 DIBELS Data System
Year: 2013-2014

Class: Brenner

Need for Support: Former Goals

Legend: DORF Score: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Words Correct, DORF Accuracy: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Accuracy, Retell: DIBELS Oral
Reading Fluency - Retell, Retell Quality: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Retell Quality of Response, Daze Adjusted: Daze - Adjusted Score, Composite: DIBELS
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enchmark / Likely to Need Strategic Support ¥ At or Above Benchmark / Likely to Need Core Support

Students not making benchmark? Visit Big Ideas in Beginning Reading to learn more about each literacy skill assessed by DIBELS.
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Class Progress Summary - DIBELS Next

District: Legacy Elem Charter Sch
School: Legacy School

Grade: Fourth Grade

Year: - 2013-2014

Class: Brenner

Need for Support: Former Goals

Atachment F (cont)

ﬂ ._. Center m Teaching & Learning
UO DIBELS Data System

Legend: DORF Score: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Words Correct, DORF Accuracy: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Accuracy, Retell: DIBELS Oral
Reading Fluency - Retell, Retell Quality: DTBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Retell Quality of Response, Daze Adjusted: Daze - Adjusted Score, Composite: DIBELS

Composite Score
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Icon Legend: B Well Below Benchmark / Likely to Need B At or Above Benchmark / Likely to Need Core Support

Students not making benchmark? Visit Big Ideas in Beginning Reading to learn more about each literacy skill assessed by DIBELS.
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Class Progress Summary - DIBELS Next
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Grade: Fifth Grade U DIBELS Data System
Year: 2013-2014
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Need for Support: Former Goals

Legend: DORF Score: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Words Correct, DORF Accuracy: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Accuracy, Retell: DIBELS Oral
Reading Fluency - Retell, Retell Quality: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Retell Quality of Response, Daze Adjusted: Daze - Adjusted Score, Composite: DIBELS
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Icon Legend: B Well Below Benchmark / Likely to Need Intensive Support | | Below Benchmark / Likely to Need Strategic Support 8 At or Above Benchmark / Likely to Need Core Support

Students not making benchmark? Visit Big Ideas in Beginning Reading to learn more about each literacy skill assessed by DIBELS.
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Class Progress Summary - DIBELS Next

wmwmwﬂ Hmmmmw m%ﬂ%:ﬁﬁ, seh n .._. Center o Teaching & Learning
Grade: Sixth Grade UO DIBELS Data System
Year; 2013-2014

Class: Whalen

Need for Support: Former Goals

Legend: DORF Score: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Words Correct, DORF Accuracy: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Accuracy, Retell: DIBELS Oral
Reading Fluency - Retell, Retell Quality: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency - Retell Quality of Response, Daze Adjusted: Daze - Adjusted Score, Composite: DIBELS
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Students not making benchmark? Visit Big [deas in Beginning Reading to learn more about each literacy skill assessed by DIBELS.
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School(s):

Class(es):

Aggregate Multi-Test Report

Legacy Schools

Legacy Elementary

[All Classes]

:
:
:
i

Test

2013-14 ATI AZ Math 03 Gr.
CBAS #1 (25)

AS: 618 MS: 681 ES: 807
2013-14 ATI AZ Math 03 Gr.
CBAS #2 (25)

AS: 665 MS: 728 ES: 854

2013-14 ATI AZ Reading 03 Gr.

CBAS #1 (25)
AS: 625 MS: 687 ES: 970

2013-14 ATI AZ Reading 03 Gr.

CBAS #2 (25)
AS: 656 MS: 718 ES; 1001

Falls Far Below

Benchmark
Goals

0.00 % (0)

36.00 % (9)

8.00 % (2)

20.00 % (5)

Approaches
Benchmark
Goals

28.00 % (7)

28.00 % (7)

16.00 % (4)

12.00 % (3)

Meets
Benchmark
. Goals

48.00 % (12)

24.00 % (6)

64.00 % (16)

68.00 % (17)

A Hachment L

 2013-14 ATI AZ Math 03 Gr.

E g CBAS#1
* score range: 487 - 1092

E g 2913-14 ATl AZ Math 03 Gr.
score ranga 490 - 1075

2013-14 ATI AZ Reading 03
g i G ceasH
score range: 528 - 1088

E g 2013—14ATIA7_ Reading 03
som’e mnge. 503 1074

% Exceeds Benchmark Goals

® 'ﬂeeca-ﬁenchna-k'ﬁoals

Exceeds
Benchmark
Goals

24.00 % (6)

12.00 % (3)

12.00 % (3)

0.00 % (0)

Copyright © 2014 Assessment Technology, Incorporated. All rights reserved.
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" School(s):

Class(es):

Aggregate Multi-Test Report

Legacy Schools

Legacy Elementary

[All Classes]

E
=
£
E
:
&
o

Test

2013-14 ATI AZ Math 04 Gr.
CBAS #1 (22)

AS: 738 MS: 803 ES: 867
2013-14 ATI AZ Math 04 Gr.
CBAS #2 (22)

AS: 775 MS: 840 ES: 904
2013-14 ATI AZ Reading 04 Gr.
CBAS #1 (22)

AS: 692 MS: 782 ES: 1039
2013-14 ATI AZ Reading 04 Gr.
CBAS #2 (22)

AS: 713 MS: 803 ES: 1060

Falls Far Below

Benchmark
Goals

27.27 %% (6)

36.36 % (8)

4.55 % (1)

4.55 % (1)

Approaches
Benchmark
Goals

18.18 % (4)

13.64 % (3)

18.18 % (4)

22.73 % (5)

Meets
Benchmark
Goals

27.27 % (6)

0.00 % (0)

72.73 % (16)

72.73 % (16)

A Hacheent J

E gzommrmzmmerf
score range: 533- 1186

: E gzowummzmmer;- i

score range: 576 1‘!65

I ] 2013-14 ATMZF{aaﬁng 04 |

scnrerange,ﬁ?d 177
E 32013-144&‘!‘!:!\23&611904..,
score:mge,ﬁ%& 1183

*x E:weedsBendmathoa!s

Exceeds
Benchmark
Goals

27.27 % (6)

50.00 % (11)

4.55 % (1)

0.00 % (0)

Copyright © 2014 Assessment Technology, Incorporated. All rights reserved.
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Attacihment K

e Aggregate Multi-Test Report
‘@, District: Legacy Schools

o School(s): Legacy Elementary
Class(es): [All Classes]

2013-14 ATMZMat!'lOSGr
E g CBAS#1

score range: 633 1271
E g 2013—14 ATl AZ Math 05 Gr.

soore;ange'?m 1265
l I 2013—14 ATl AZ Reading 05-

Gr. CBAS #1
sowermge:?ﬂs-la?s&

Gr. CBAS 52

‘ g?ﬁ13-14AT|AZReﬁng|15
someramge.883 1295 :

°
5
=1
=
=
1]
E
a
2
[
]
=

* ExcwdsBendmk Gdals

e MeetsBelﬁnmkGoals

! .‘ Gnals

 Approaches Benchmark

Falls Far Below Approaches Meets Exceeds
Test Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark
Goals Goals Goals Goals
2013-14 ATI AZ Math 05 Gr. 50.00 % (6) 16.67 % (2) 16.67 % (2) 16.67 % (2)

CBAS #1 (12)

AS: 893 MS; 943 ES: 992

2013-14 ATI AZ Math 05 Gr. 33.33 % (4) 33.33 % (4) 16.67 % (2) 16.57 % (2)
CBAS #2 (12)

AS: 928 MS: 978 ES: 1027

2013-14 ATI AZ Reading 05 Gr. 16.67 % (2) 25.00 % (3) 50.00 % (6) 8.33 % (1)
CBAS #1 (12)

AS: 943 MS: 1003 ES: 1118

2013-14 ATI AZ Reading 05 Gr. 16.67 % (2) 16.67 % (2) 58.33 % (7) 8.33 % (1)
CBAS #2 (12)

AS: 965 MS: 1025 ES: 1140

Copyright © 2014 Assessment Technology, Incorporated. All rights reserved.

Friday, January 10, 2014





A++achment L

Aggregate Multi-Test Report

‘@, District: Legacy Schools

- School(s):
Class(es):

Legacy Elementary
[All Classes]

o
g
—F
=
=
o
E
0
HO:
o
3
=]

Test

2013-14 ATI AZ Math 06 Gr.
CBAS #1 (17)

AS: 950 MS: 990 ES: 1045
2013-14 ATI AZ Math 06 Gr.
CBAS #2 (17)

AS: 981 MS: 1021 ES: 1076

2013-14 ATI AZ Reading 06 Gr.

CBAS #1 (17)
AS: 903 MS: 952 ES: 1200

2013-14 ATI AZ Reading 06 Gr.

CBAS #2 (17)
AS: 923 MS: 972 ES: 1220

Falls Far Below

Benchmark
Goals

11.76 % (2)

47.06 % (8)

5.88 % (1)

11.76 % (2)

Approaches
Benchmark
Goals

35.29 % (6)

11.76 % (2)

23.53 % (4)

23.53 % (4)

Meets
Benchmark
Goals

41.18 % (7)

35.29 % (6)

64.71 % (11)

58.82 % (10)

E i 2013-14ATI AZ Math 06 Gr.
smranga&ii 1432
l % 2013-14 ATl AZ Math 06 Gr.
smrange 833- 1401
2013-14 AT IAZ Re.azingﬂﬁ
! g Gr. CBAS #
score range ?93 1375
E g?ﬂ'lB-‘idATIAZF{mtingDG

Gr. CBAS
score range. ?B? 1393

* EmeedsBenchnathoals

Exceeds
Benchmark
Goals

11.76 % (2)

5.88 % (1)

5.88 % (1)

5.88 % (1)

Copyright © 2014 Assessment Technology, Incorporated. All rights reserved.
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e

Developmental Level

Test

, District:

School(s):
Class(es):

Aggregate Multi-Test Report

Legacy Schools

Legacy Elementary

[All Classes]

2013-14 ATI AZ Reading 07 Gr.

CBAS #1 (27)

AS: 991 MS: 1077 ES: 1361
2013-14 ATI AZ Reading 07 Gr.

CBAS #2 (27)

AS: 1000 MS: 1086 ES: 1370
2013-14 ATI AZ Math 07 Gr.

CBAS #1 (27)

AS: 1071 MS: 1111 ES: 1177
2013-14 ATI AZ Math 07 Gr.

CBAS #2 (27)

AS: 1090 MS: 1130 ES: 1196

Falls Far Below

Benchmark
Goals

0.00 % (0)

0.00 % (0)

14.81 % (4)

37.04 % (10)

Approaches
Benchmark
Goals

11.11 % (3)

14.81 % (4)

14.81 % (4)

25.93 % (7)

Meets
Benchmark
Goals

85.19 % (23)

81.48 % (22)

48.15 % (13)

22.22 % (6)

A++achment M

Gr. CBAS #1
smerange.m 1482

] E 32013-14 ATIAZ R&a:ing 07

' E 52013—14AT1AZR&acingﬂ?

score range; 871 - 1474

' l izma-ummzmme;_

score range: 932 1517

s 3 2013—14ATIA2MaﬂtO?Gr'
som'emnge.SZS 1486

Exceeds
Benchmark
Goals

3.70 % (1)

3.70 % (1)

22.22 % (6)

14.81 % (4)

Copyright © 2014 Assessment Technology, Incorporated. All rights reserved.

Friday, January 10, 2014





School(s):

Class(es):

Aggregate Multi-Test Report

Legacy Schools

Legacy Elementary

[All Classes]

Developmental Level

Test

2013-14 ATI AZ Math 08 Gr.
CBAS #2 (24)

AS: 1185 MS: 1224 ES: 1339
2013-14 ATI AZ Math 08 Gr,
CBAS #1 (24)

AS: 1159 MS: 1198 ES: 1313
2013-14 ATI AZ Reading 08 Gr.
CBAS #2 (24)

AS: 1130 MS: 1248 ES: 1473
2013-14 ATI AZ Reading 08 Gr.
CBAS #1 (24)

AS: 1119 MS: 1237 ES: 1462

Falls Far Below
Benchmark

Goals
33.33 % (8)

25.00 % (6)

4.17 % (1)

8.33 % (2)

Approaches
Benchmark
Goals

0.00 % (0)

16.67 % (4)

20.83 % (5)

16.67 % (4)

Meets
Benchmark
Goals

58.33 % (14)

50.00 % (12)

70.83 % (17)

70.83 % (17)

Ad+ach ment N

2013-14 AT| AZ Math 08 Gr.
E gsmmﬂge‘ 1025- 361}8

201314 ATI AZ Math GB Gr.
E Eaaotamr.lange 1021- 1615

Gr. CBAS #2

! i 2013-14 ATI AZ Reading 08
score range: 979 1578

2013-14 AT| AZ Reading 08

_Egﬁr CBAS#1

SCore range: 1004 1609 -

* ExoeedsBendmk Goals

Exceeds
Benchmark
Goals

8.33 % (2)

8.33 % (2)

4.17 % (1)

4.17 % (1)

Copyright © 2014 Assessment Technology, Incorporated. All rights reserved.

Friday, January 10, 2014






PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PLAN TEMPLATE

Legacy Elementary School

INDICATOR:? X Math __ Reading DURATION OF THE PLAN? Begins July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2013
MEASURE* METRIC* CURRENT End Target For This Plan*®
STATUS*

State standardized
assessment

Percent (%) of students who score
proficient on the State standardized
assessment

and

Student growth percentile (SGP)

Meet or demonstrate sufficient progress toward the
level of adequate academic performance as set and
modified periodically by the Board.

STRATEGY I: Provide and implement a curriculum that improves student achievement.

Action Steps * Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget
1. Legacy Charter School will Beginning of Site Administrator is a Math Team meeting minutes and Part of
create a Math Team that will 2012 - 2013 member of the Math sign in sheets will be kept on file by | Teachers/Site
assist and monitor the school year. Team as well as the Site Administrator. Administrator
implementation of math teachers from various expected
curriculum grade levels. duties.
2. Legacy Charter School will Currently in Teachers will be Reports to track student level of Part of
provide standards-based place and responsible for proficiency will be generated by Teachers
supplemental instruction along ongoing. implementation of Teachers and Administration. expected
with formative assessments to instruction and duties.
improve student achievement. assessments.
3. Legacy Charter School will FY 2013: Math Team will make the | Instructional materials inventory
purchase instructional materials Implementation | instructional materials will be kept on file. $5,000
to implement Common Core will begin in recommendation to the
Standards. grades K-3 Governing Board. Invoices will be kept on file in the
Business Office.

FY2013: Business Office will be

Implementation | responsible for the

will begin in purchase and payment

grades 4-5 of the math instructional

materials.






FY2014:
Implementation
of grades 6-8

4. Legacy Charter School will

require that below level students | will begin the
receive supplemental math third week of
instruction in a small group 2012-2013

setting.

Implementation

school years.

Highly Qualified Para-
Professional/Instructional
Aides will provide the
additional math support.

Time and effort logs will be kept by
Paraprofessional/lnstructional
Aides.

Part of
Instructional
Aides
expected
duties.

STRATEGY II: Develop and implement a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic Standards into

instruction.
Action Steps * Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget
1. Legacy Charter School will monitor Site Administrator Site Administrator will keep file of Part of
the integration of the Arizona will be responsible Teacher observations, weekly Teacher's/Site
Academic Standards by the utilization for Teachers lesson plans and instructional Administrator’s
of: observations and calendars. expected
review of weekly duties.
Teacher observations. Currently in lesson plans. Will Math assessment data will be
place and also provide checked and kept on file by Site
Instructional Calendars. ongoing. feedback to Administrator.
Teachers.
Bi-weekly grade level assessments.
Teachers will be
responsible for
identifying math
Teacher’s weekly lesson plans will FY 2012: standards on lesson
identify Common Core math Kindergarten is | plans, instructional
standards in their weekly lesson being calendar and the
plans. implemented. implementation of
grade level
FY2013: assessments.
1%t and 2™
grade will be Teachers will also
implemented. provide assessment
data to Site
FY2014: Administrator.

3" through 8"






grade will be

implemented.
2. Legacy Charter School will utilize Beginning Teacher/Grade level | K-8 curriculum maps will be on file | Part of
math curriculum maps in grades K-8. | FY2013 teams will be with the Site Administrator/Math Teacher’s/Site
responsible for Team and will be made available Director’'s
updating curriculum | to teachers. expected
maps. duties.
Site
Administrator/Math
Team will be
responsible for
reviewing the
content of the math
curriculum maps.
3. Legacy Charter School will Currently in Math Team/Site Reports and assessment results
administer three benchmark place and will Administrator will be | will be kept on file by the Site $5,100
assessments throughout the school be ongoing. responsible for test | Administrator.
year in grades K-8. scheduling.
1% Benchmark
will be given Test Coordinator is
within the first | responsible for
three weeks of | administration of
school year. assessments and
reports.
2" Benchmark
is given Business office will
midway be responsible for
through the the purchase and
school year. payment of the data
3" Benchmark | base.
is given three
weeks before
the end of the
term.
4. Legacy Charter School will Implementation | Site Predictive assessment results and | $2,600

administer three predictive
assessments throughout the school
year for grades 3-8.

began in FY
2011 — 2012.

Administrator/Math
Team is responsible
for scheduling times

related reports will be kept on file
by the Site Administrator.






1% predictive
assessment
given in third
week of
school.

2nd
assessment is
given in
November.

3" assessment
is given in
March.

for assessments.

Test Coordinator is
responsible for
providing test
materials for
individual classes.

Teachers are
responsible for
administration of
assessment.

Site
Administrator/Test
Coordinator is
responsible for
collection and scan
of documents.

Business Office will
be responsible for
the purchase and
payment of the
benchmark
assessment data
base.

Business Office will keep invoices
for the purchase of predictive
assessment data base.

STRATEGY lll: Develop and implement a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency.

Action Steps * Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Budget
Steps
1. Legacy Charter School will use Beginning FY | Test Coordinator All Benchmark assessment Part of Test

Predictive, Benchmark and
Formative assessments to
document and monitor student
proficiency in math.

2012: will be responsible results and other related reports | Coordinator’s/Site

for creating will be kept on file by the Site Administrators
Results of assessment reports. | Administrator. expected duties.
assessment

will be made | Site
available Administrator/Math
within two Team will be






weeks of

responsible for

each test disseminating
date. benchmark
assessment reports.
Three times
per year for
grades K-2.
Six times per
year for 3-8.
2. Legacy Charter School will Beginning FY | Site Administrator Copies of said reports will be Part of Site
provide AIMS and Stanford 10 math | 2013: and Math Team will | kept on file by the Site Administrator’'s/Math

data to Teachers so that a baseline

proficiency level may be established

for each student.

Student data
will be
provided to
teachers one
week before
the start of

be responsible for
the creation and
dissemination of the
AIMS/Stanford 10
reports.

Administrator.

A log book will be kept of
Teachers signatures
acknowledging receipt of the
data. Log book to be kept on file
by the Site Administrator.

Team’s expected
duties.

the school

year.
3. Legacy Charter School will Continuing Teachers will be Copies of student grades will be | Part of Teacher’'s
continue to use a web-based and ongoing. | responsible for kept on file in the Student expected duties.
grading system that has the ability entering grades. Cumulative File.
to record student grades and
generate standards based report
cards and to serve as a
communication of academic
progress between school staff and
parents.
4. Legacy Charter School Beginning Site Administrator School Board Agendas. Part of Site
Administration will present school FY2013 will be responsible Administrator’s
level benchmark reports to the for creating and School Board Meeting Minutes. | expected duties.
school board to show student Reports will presenting the
proficiency. be presented | academic reports. Report copies will be kept on file

following all with the Site Administrator.

benchmark

assessments.






STRATEGY IV: Develop and implement a professional development plan that supports effective implementation of the

curriculum.
Action Steps * Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Budget
Steps
1. Legacy Charter School Beginning Site Administrator and or Professional development sign-in | $1,500
will support the math FY2013. Math Team will be sheets will be kept on file by the
curriculum by scheduling responsible for scheduling Site Administrator.
professional development professional development.
for Teachers. Participation certificates will be
The Business Office will be given to Teachers and a copy
responsible for purchase of kept on file.
all professional development.
Professional development
invoices will be kept on file in the
Business Office.
2. Legacy Charter School Beginning FY The opportunity will be given | Math Team meeting minutes will | Part of Math
Math Team will review 2013: to Teachers to request be kept on file by the Site Team’s/Site
requests made for all math professional development. Administrator. Administrator’s
professional development. | The Math Team expected
will make initial Math Team will submit The Business Office will keep duties.
recommendations | professional development invoice/s for professional
to the Business proposals to the Business development on file.
Office by mid- Office.
September.
3. Legacy Charter School On-going Paraprofessional/lnstructional | Sign-in sheets for $600

will require
Paraprofessionals and or
Instructional Aides to
attend math professional
development.

professional
development will
occur during
scheduled
meetings.

Aides are responsible for
attending professional
development approved by the
Math Team.

Math Team will provide
professional development
proposals to the Business
Office.

Business Office will be

Paraprofessionals/Instructional
Aides attending professional
development will be kept on file
by Site Administrator.

Copies of participation
certificates will be kept on file
with Site Administrator.

Invoice/s for professional
development will be kept on file






responsible for the purchase | in the Business Office.
of professional development.
4. Legacy Charter School Beginning 2013: | Site Administrator will assign | Sign-in sheets for mentoring Part of
will provide a Mentoring a Mentor Teacher to new meetings will be kept on file by Teacher’s/Site
Program for new Math Teacher math Teacher/s. the Site Administrator. Administrator’'s
Teacher/s. mentoring will be expected
conducted Mentor teacher/s will be Participating Teachers will fill out | duties.
monthly. responsible for meeting with | a yearly survey to evaluate the
new math Teacher/s. Mentoring Program.

Using the information entered in the “Budget” columns above, please provide a budget total that incorporates all strategies and action
steps for each year of the performance management plan’s implementation. For “Year 1", please specify the fiscal year (e.g., 2011).
The charter holder may add years, as necessatry.

Year 1: Budget Total $ 14,800 Fiscal Year 2012
Year 2: Budget Total $ 14,800 2013
Year 3 Budget Total $ 14,800 2014

Notes:

* Provided by ASBCS staff

1 Academic area to be addressed for improvement

2 Duration of the plan must align with the timeline presented in the Action Steps

3 Refer to the Board'’s level of adequate academic performance

4 Repeat these action steps as necessary to include the appropriate number of steps to accomplish the strategy







PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PLAN TEMPLATE

Legacy Elementary School

INDICATOR:* __ Math _ X Reading DURATION OF THE PLAN? Begins July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2013
MEASURE* METRIC* CURRENT End Target For This Plan*®
STATUS*

State standardized
assessment

Percent (%) of students who score
proficient on the State standardized
assessment

and

Student growth percentile (SGP)

Meet or demonstrate sufficient progress toward the
level of adequate academic performance as set and
modified periodically by the Board.

STRATEGY I: Provide and implement a curriculum that improves student achievement.

Action Steps * Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Budget
Steps

1. Legacy Charter School will Beginning of Site Administrator is a Attendance sign in sheets as Part of
create a Reading Team that will 2012 - 2013 member of the Reading | well as the minutes from the Teachers/Site
strategize and monitor the school year. Team as well as Reading Team meeting will be | Administrators
implementation of reading teachers from various kept on file by the Site expected duties.
curriculum. grade levels. Administrator..
2. Legacy Charter School will Currently in Site Director/s Copies of employee Part of Reading
provide a certified Reading place and responsible for the hiring | qualifications will be kept in Specialist's
Specialist who will monitor and ongoing. and verification of files by Human Resources/Site | expected duties.
assist the implementation of Reading Specialist's Director/s.
reading curriculum so that certification.
student achievement improves. Classroom observation logs

and professional development

sign in sheets will be kept on

file by the Reading

Specialist/Site Administrator
3. Legacy Charter School will Currently in Teachers will be Reports to track student level | $7,700
provide standards-based place and responsible for the of proficiency of standards will
supplemental instruction as well ongoing. implementation of be generated by Teachers and

as formative assessments.

instruction and

Administration.






assessments.

4. Legacy Charter School will
require that below level students
receive research-based
supplemental reading instruction
in a small group setting.

Implementation
will begin the
third week of
FY 2012 —
2013.

Highly Qualified Para-
Professional/Instructional

Aide will provide the
additional reading
support under the

direction of the Reading

Specialist.

Intervention schedules
provided by Reading
Specialist.

Logs of the implementation of
weekly lesson plans will be
kept.

Part of Reading
Specialist’s and
Paraprofessional’s
expected duties.

STRATEGY II: Develop and implement a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic Standards into

instruction.

Action Steps * Timeline Responsible Party | Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget
1. Legacy Charter School will FY 2012: Reading Specialist/ | Site Administrator/Reading Part of
monitor the integration of common Kindergarten is | Site Administrator Specialist will keep file of Teacher | Teacher's/Site
core reading standards by the being will be responsible | observations, weekly lesson plans | Administrator's
utilization of: Teacher observations, | implemented. for Teachers and instructional calendars. expected duties.
Instructional calendars and bi- observations and
weekly grade level assessments. FY 2013: 1* review of weekly Reading assessment data will be

Common core reading standards
will be identified by K-8 Teachers in
their weekly lesson plans.

and 2nd grade
will be
implemented.

FY 2014: 3"
through 8"
grade will be
implemented.
Ongoing and
continuing.

lesson plans. Will
also provide
feedback to
Teachers

Teachers will be
responsible for

standards on
lesson plans,
instructional
calendar and the
implementation of
grade level
assessments.

Teachers will also
provide

identifying reading

assessment data to

checked and kept on file by
Reading Specialist/Site
Administrator.






Reading
Specialist/Site
Administrator.

2. Legacy Charter School will utilize | Curriculum Teacher/Grade K-8 curriculum maps will be on file | Part of
reading curriculum maps in grades | implementation | level teams will be | with the Site Teacher’s/Site
K-8. began in FY responsible for Administrator/Reading Team and | Administrator’s
2011 and will updating curriculum | will be available to teachers. expected duties.
be ongoing. maps.
Site Administrator/
Reading Team will
be responsible for
reviewing the
content of the
reading curriculum
maps.
3. Legacy Charter School will Currently in Reading Specialist | Reports and assessment results Part of Reading
administer three benchmark place and will is responsible for are kept on file by Site Specialist's/Test
assessments during the school year | be ongoing. scheduling of Administrator and or Reading Coordinator’s
for grades K-8. assessments. Specialist. expected duties.
First
Benchmark is | Test Coordinator is
given within responsible for
the first three administration of
weeks of assessments and
school year. reports.
Second

Benchmark is
given midway
through the
school year.

Third
Benchmark is
given three
weeks before
the end of the
term.






4. Legacy Charter School will
administer three predictive
assessments throughout the school
year for grades 3 through 8.

Implementation
began in FY
2010 — 2011.

1% predictive
assessment
given in third
week of
school.

2nd
assessment is
given in
November.

3" assessment
is given in
March.

Reading Specialist
is responsible for
scheduling times
for assessment.

Test Coordinator is
responsible for
providing test
materials for
individual classes.

Teachers are
responsible for
administration of
assessment.

Reading
Specialist/Site
Administrator is
responsible for
collection and scan
of documents.

Business Office will
be responsible for
the purchase and
payment of the
benchmark
assessment data
base.

Predictive assessment results and
related reports will be kept on file
by the Reading Specialist and /or
Site Administrator.

Business Office will keep invoices
for the purchase of predictive
assessment data base.

Part of Reading
Specialist's/Test
Coordinator’s/Site
Administrator’'s
expected duties.

STRATEGY lll.: Develop and implement a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency.

Action Steps * Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Budget
Steps
1. Legacy Charter School will use | Beginning FY | Test Coordinator All Benchmark assessment $7,700
Predictive, Benchmark and 2012: will be responsible | results and other related reports






Formative assessments to

for creating

are to be kept on file by the Site

document and monitor student Results of assessment Administrator/ and or Reading
proficiency in reading. Assessment | reports. Specialist. Part of Test
will be made Coordinator’s/Reading
available Reading Specialist Specialist’s/Business
within two and/or Site Office’s expected duties
weeks of Administrator will
each test be responsible for
date. disseminating
benchmark
Three times | assessment
per year for reports.
grades K-2.
Six times per
year for 3-8.
2. Legacy Charter School will Beginning FY | Site Administrator | Copies of said reports will be Part of Site
provide AIMS and Stanford 10 2013: and Reading kept on file by the Site Administrator’s

reading data to Teachers so that a
baseline proficiency level may be
established for each student.

Student data
will be
provided to
teachers one
week before
the start of

Specialist will be
responsible for the
creation and
dissemination of
the AIMS/Stanford
10 reports.

Administrator/and or Reading
Specialist.

A log book will be kept of
Teachers signatures
acknowledging receipt of the
data. Log book to be kept on file

expected duties.

the school by the Site Administrator.
year.
3. Legacy Charter School will Continuing Teacher’s will be Copies of grade reports will be Part of Teacher's
continue using a web-based and ongoing. | responsible for kept in the Student Cumulative | expected duties.
grading system that has the ability entering grades File.
to record student grades, generate
standards based report cards and
serve as communication of
academic progress between
school staff and parents.
4. Legacy Charter Schools Beginning Reading School Board Agendas. Part of Site
Administration will present FY203: Specialist/Site Administrator's/Reading






benchmark school level reports to

Administrator will

School Board Meeting Minutes.

Report copies will be kept on file
with the Site Administrator.

Specialist’s expected
duties.

the School Board to show student | Reports will be responsible for

proficiency. be presented | creating and
following all presenting the
benchmark academic reports.
and

standardized
assessments.

STRATEGY IV: Develop and implement a professional development plan that supports effective implementation of the

curriculum.
Action Steps * Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Budget
Steps
1. Legacy Charter Beginning FY Site Director and or Professional development sign- | Part of Site
School will support 2013. Reading Specialist in sheets will be kept on file by | Administrator’s/Business
the reading will be responsible for | the Site Director/and or Office’s expected duties.
curriculum by scheduling Reading Specialist.
scheduling professional
professional development Participation certificates will be
development for given to Teachers as well as
Teachers. The Business Office | kept on file.
will be responsible for
purchase of all Professional development
professional invoices will be kept on file in
development. the Business Office.
2. Legacy Charter Beginning FY The opportunity will Reading Team meeting Part of Reading
School Reading 2013: be given to Teacher/s | minutes will be kept on file by Team’s/Business Office’s
Team will review to request the Site Administrator/and or expected duties.
requests made for The Reading professional Reading Specialist.
all reading Team will make development.
professional initial
development. recommendations | Reading Team will The Business Office will keep
to the Business submit professional invoice/s for professional
Office by mid- development development on file.
September. proposals to the

Business Office.






The Business Office
will be responsible for
the purchase of
professional
development

3. Legacy Charter
School will require
Paraprofessionals
and or Instructional
Aides to attend
reading professional
development.

On-going
professional
development will
occur during
scheduled
meetings.

Paraprofessional/
Instructional Aides are
responsible for
attending professional
development
approved by the
Reading Team.

Reading Team will
provide professional
development
proposals to the
Business Office.

Business Office will
be responsible for the
purchase of
professional
development.

Sign-in sheets for
Paraprofessionals/Instructional
Aides attending professional
development will be kept on file
by Site Administrator.

Participation certificates will be
kept on file with Site
Administrator.

Invoice/s for professional
development will be kept on file
in the Business Office.

Part of
Paraprofessional’s/Instructional
Aide’s/Reading Team/Business
Office’s expected duties.

4. Legacy Charter
School will provide a
Mentoring Program
for new reading
Teachers.

Beginning 2013:

Teacher
mentoring will be
conducted
monthly.

Site
Administrator/Reading
Specialist will assign
a Mentor Teacher to
new reading
Teacher/s.

Mentor Teacher/s will
be responsible for
meeting with new

Sign-in sheets for mentoring
meetings will be kept on file by
the Site Administrator.

Participating Teachers will fill
out a yearly survey to evaluate
the Mentoring Program.

Part of Teacher’s/Site
Administrator’s expected
duties.






| | reading Teacher/s. | |

Using the information entered in the “Budget” columns above, please provide a budget total that incorporates all strategies and action
steps for each year of the performance management plan’s implementation. For “Year 1", please specify the fiscal year (e.g., 2011).
The charter holder may add years, as necessary.

Year 1. Budget Total$ 7,700 Fiscal Year 2012
Year 2. Budget Total $ 7,700 2013
Year 3: Budget Total $ 7,700 2014

Notes:

* Provided by ASBCS staff

1 Academic area to be addressed for improvement

2 Duration of the plan must align with the timeline presented in the Action Steps

3 Refer to the Board'’s level of adequate academic performance

4 Repeat these action steps as necessary to include the appropriate number of steps to accomplish the strategy
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Legacy Schools 7618 E. University Drive Mesa, AZ 85207 480-981-1500

To improve student achievement at Legacy Elementary School, we took on the
following initiatives. To assist in guiding us with our focus over the last five years, we
developed a performance management plan for reading and mathematics. This plan is
designed to demonstrate current progress as well as items we plan to implement in the
near future. By analyzing the plan from quarter to quarter, we are able to determine
what strategies were effective and what intended strategies proved to be ineffective.
Any strategy that was proven to be ineffective, we noted in our performance
management plan that the strategy did not work and that we were going to attempt a
new method for the following quarter. If the strategy was proven to be effective, we
made effort to continue working on enhancing the program in order to meet desired
outcomes. Below, you will notice an array of strategies we developed and implemented

in efforts of improving student achievement.

Strategies applied to improve student achievement

1. Curriculum Purchases

We purchased curriculum materials for both reading and mathematics. Due to
the house bill regarding Kindergarten students being on grade level, in reading
by the year 2014, and common core coming soon, we decided to purchase

materials in phonics for kindergarten and first grade students as well as materials





to assist students with comprehension skills. Also, for grades three through
eight, we adopted Voyager, as a supplemental, to assist students receiving

Response to Intervention (RTI).

In mathematics, we purchased Saxon math for grades kindergarten through
fourth grade. Other grade levels used McGraw Hill for their mathematics

curriculum.

2. Team Planning Time:

Teachers were given a copy of the standards, in a binder, at the beginning of the
year and they were given team planning times to discuss and plan as a grade level.
During this time, teachers would review data and use that information to plan their

assessments and prepare their lessons.

3. Teacher Observation:

Teachers were also observed to ensure they were using best practice during
instructional time and the all students were engaged in the lesson. Observations
would take place on a weekly basis in which teachers would receive immediate
feedback on their performance. Based on the outcome of the observation would
determine if further action is needed. For the observation, we use the states
protocol which includes a narrative and checklist. Teachers are asked to review the
comments and make an appointment to speak with administration if there are any

concerns regarding the feedback left.

4. Discipline Policy:





In an effort to improve student performance, in the classroom as well as the
school, we realized we needed to visit our Discipline Policy. Based off the
number of referrals received along with suspensions, and possible expulsions,
we determined that a new policy was needed. Therefore, we had professional
development on classroom management, at the beginning of the year and
throughout the school year. During those PD sessions, we focused on scenarios
that should be handled in the classroom as oppose to students being sent to the
office for a more harsh punishment. The researchers that we used to discuss
classroom management were; Dr. Robert Marzano, Fred Jones, and Harry
Wong. As a staff, we were able to determine what should constitute someone
being sent to the office and what items should be handled in house. Once this
list, shall we say, was developed, each teacher was given a copy and held
accountable for following the procedures that were developed. In analyzing the
data at the end of the year, we discovered that there were less than half the
amount of referrals being turned in, by the end of the quarter, and an enormous
reduction in the suspensions that were given out. This new policy increased the

parent teacher communication and the teacher student dialogue.

Response to Intervention

This was a major key to our increase in student achievement. By providing
additional assistance through our RTI program to the students who did not
master the standards being taught in the classroom, we discovered an overall

increase in student performance on benchmark assessments and AIMS.





6. Curriculum Alignment:

To ensure that we were instructing students on what they needed to know, we
took a good look at our curriculum and how it was aligned to the standards.
Based on the data we gathered from that, we developed instructional calendars
outlining the priority standards, the estimated length of time needed for teaching
those standards, and the amount of estimated time needed to teach each
standard. This information served as our pacing guide for the year. We also
compared this to the blueprint the state has for the standards and felt we were on

track with what was needed for the students to know per grade level.

7. School/Parent Communication:

With hopes of getting the maximum effort out of the students, we needed to

increase our communication with parents. Getting the parents on board with the
goal we had in mind would determine how successful we could actually become.
To achieve our efforts with getting parental buy in, we held several meetings with
parents, throughout the school year, explain what things were needed from them
at home. For the most part, this went better than we expected. We were able to

increase our homework ratio, after school tutoring, and assessment participation.

Provide a description process used for conducting an analysis of relevant pupil

achievement data;

In order for us to review our data on a ongoing basis, we developed a data wall
that would provide teachers with a constant visual of how well their students are

performing on benchmark assessments. However, we did not stop there, we also





posted in the data room by weekly grade level assessments, team meeting minutes,

and instructional calendars.

The grade level assessments identified how well students were progressing with
the standards being taught as a grade level. Students would take the same
assessment depending on the grade level and teachers would mark how well they
performed as a grade level. Now since we had an academic bar established that was
used to determine mastery, we were able to demonstrate the number of standards that
should be re-taught because the grade level did not meet the requirement set by the
academic bar. This information would also let us know how much time we needed to

spend on certain standards for next year.

The team meetings minutes that were posted assisted other teachers in seeing what
strategies may have been successful for some teachers or grade levels in teaching a
particular standard. This element of the data room was used simply to share ideas with

other teachers on what may be working for some.

The instructional calendars serve as a guide for the current year and years to follow
until the standards changed. It was a great tool to use as a scope and sequence for

teaching materials that have already been taught.

The benchmark data displayed for reading and math was a powerful visual for teachers
to refer to while having their planning times. This unique procedure gave teachers a
quick visual of how well students were performing on the standards taught for the
guarter. Certain colors were used to identify the students’ first assessment and the

cards were moved by the teachers for assessments to follow. This data was displayed





for us to analyze on a weekly basis. It was reviewed during staff meetings as well as

grade level team meetings.

The Findings from the data analysis;

The findings demonstrated information for the teacher as well as administration. For the
most part, the findings seemed to be very indicative of what we discovered on our AIMS
scores. Although we did not perform as well on our last AIMS as we did on the Aims
Assessment prior, we were not far from meeting Charter and State requirements per

grade level.

In closing, the plan that is presented now is directly linked to the data because
everything mentioned in the plan are items that we have tried and continue to work on
enhancing. We believe we have the correct plan for what is needed because it brought
us success before. The important attribute for us as a staff is that we continue to
implement the plan with fidelity and continue to provide ongoing professional

development for our teachers.
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2 ‘@ Site Visit Inventory List Receipt Attestation

Instructions: The Charter Holder will check the box to indicate receipt of digital documents and then sign at the bottom.
A copy of the signed attestation form will be provided to the Charter Holder and Board staff.

Charter Holder Information

Name of Charter Holder Legacy Schools

Schools operated under charter Encore Arts Academy

Charter Representative name Kathy Tolman

Date of Site Visit May 12, 2015

Board staff present Johanna Medina, Steve Sarmento

Check box below to indicate receipt of documents by the Charter Holder

[1 | tunderstand that the following Site Visit Inventory documents have been completed by the Board staff present at the Site
Visit on May 12, 2015 for Legacy Schools and include the following:
e  DSP Site Visit Inventory 1 Data
e  DSP Site Visit Inventory 2 Curriculum
o  DSP Site Visit Inventory 3 Assessment
e  DSP Site Visit Inventory 4 Monltorlng Instruction
«  DbsP SiTE fv T ﬁw&»fo 5 Professional )evelopraaMy
Electronic copies of the comp!eted inventory documents were prowded to a charter representative for Legacy Schools
after the completion of the site visit conducted by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools.
Signature

I, Kathy Tolman, acting on behalf of Legacy Schools, have received electronic copies of the completed Site Visit
Inventory Documents listed above.

Signed: f/b%_}/yﬁ-/ JT’A‘&/*W\/ Date: 5 - [2-/5"

March 6, 2015 Attestation Form Pagelof1l






Legacy Schools - Entity ID 79660
School: Encore Arts Academy

Renewal Executive Summary

I. Performance Summary

Area Acceptable Not Acceptable
Academic Framework O
Financial Framework O
Operational Framework Not Yet Rated Not Yet Rated
P See Section VII See Section VII

In the fall of 2009, the school operated by Legacy Schools was designated as an underperforming school
for a third consecutive year and was subsequently classified as failing to meet academic standards. A
Consent Agreement for Restoration of the Charter was approved by the Board at its May 10, 2010
meeting. The Consent Agreement included the submission of a Performance Management Plan. During
the five-year interval review of the charter, Legacy Schools was required to submit a Performance
Management Plan as an intervention because the school operated by the Charter Holder, did not meet
the academic expectations set forth by the Board. At the time Legacy Schools became eligible to apply
for renewal, the Charter Holder did not meet the Academic Performance Expectations of the Board as
set forth in the Performance Framework and was required to submit a Demonstration of Sufficient
Progress as part of the renewal application package. The Charter Holder was unable to demonstrate the
school is making sufficient progress toward the Board’s expectations through the submission of the
required information or evidence reviewed during an on-site visit. In the most recent fiscal year for
which there is State assessment data available, Encore Arts Academy received an overall rating of “Does
Not Meet” the Board’s academic standards.

The Charter Holder did not meet the Financial Performance Expectations of the Board as set forth in the
Performance Framework and was required to submit a Financial Performance Response.

The Charter Holder does have compliance matters, which are described in the “Adherence to the Terms
of the Charter” section of this report.

\ Il. Profile

Legacy Schools operates one school, Encore Arts Academy, serving grades K-8 in Mesa. The graph below
shows the Charter Holder’s actual 100" day average daily membership (ADM) for fiscal years 2011-2015.

ASBCS, June 15, 2015 Page 1
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The academic performance of Encore Arts Academy is represented in the table below. The Academic

Dashboard for the school can be seen in the portfolio: c. Academic Dashboard.

School Name Ovened Current 2012 Overall | 2013 Overall | 2014 Overall
P Grades Served Rating Rating Rating
Encore Arts Academy 08/18/2003 K-8 69.38/B 50.62/C 56.25/C

The demographic data for Encore Arts Academy from the 2014-2015 school year is represented in the

chart below.!

Encore Arts Academy
2014-2015 Demographic Breakdown

3% 1%

5%

m White

m Hispanic

37% ® Multi Racial

= African American

American Indian

The percentage of students who were eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch, classified as English
Language Learners, and classified as students with disabilities in the 2013-2014 school year is
represented in the table below.?

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

ASBCS, June 15, 2015
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Category Encore Arts Academy
Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) 81%
English Language Learners (ELLs) 1%
Special Education 14%

The Charter Holder was last before the Board on August 11, 2014 for compliance matters regarding the
Charter Holder’s failure to comply with federal payroll tax requirements and state financial record
retention requirements. The Board has entered into a Consent Agreement with Legacy Schools which
outlines the terms the Charter Holder must meet for fiscal year 2015 through fiscal year 2019.

\ lll. Additional School Choices

Encore Arts Academy is located in Mesa near East University Drive and North Sossaman Road. The
following information identifies additional schools within a five mile radius of the school and the
academic performance of those schools.

There are 42 schools serving grades K-8 within a five mile radius of Encore Arts Academy. The table
below provides a breakdown of those schools. Schools are grouped by the A - F letter grade assigned by
the ADE. For each letter grade, the table identifies the number of schools assigned that letter grade, the
number of those schools that are charter schools, the number of the charter schools that are meeting
the Board’s academic performance standard for FY14, and the number of schools serving a comparable
percentage of students (+ 5%) in the identified subgroups.’

Encore Arts Academy 81% 4% 14%
Letter Within Charter Meets Board’s | Comparable | Comparable | Comparable
Grade 5 miles Schools Standard FRL (£ 5%) ELL (£ 5%) SPED (£ 5%)
A 22 4 4 0 16 11
B 16 4 2 0 10 11
C 4 2 0 2 2 4

IV. Success of the Academic Program

For the past two years Encore Arts Academy has not met the Board’s academic performance standards.
The Overall Rating points have decreased by 13.13 points from FY2012 to FY2014 and the school has
been evaluated as “Does Not Meet” the Board’s academic performance standards for FY2013 and
FY2014. From FY2013 to FY2014 the school has shown improvement. The Overall Rating points for
Encore Arts Academy increased by 5.63 points from FY2013 to FY2014. 1 of 10 measures that were
evaluated as Does Not Meet for FY2013 improved to Meets in FY2014, however, one measure declined
to Falls Far Below.

The following is a timeline of activities that have occurred related to the academic performance of
Legacy Schools:

2 Information provided by the Research and Evaluation Division of the ADE. If the percentage of students in a non-ethnicity-
based demographic group is not reported to ADE, or is 0% or 100%, the percentage for that demographic group is redacted.

? Information provided by the Research and Evaluation Division of the ADE. If the percentage of students in a non-ethnicity-
based demographic group is not reported to ADE, or is 0% or 100%, the percentage for that demographic group is redacted.
ASBCS, June 15, 2015 Page 3






Fall, 2009: The school operated by Legacy Schools, Encore Arts Academy, was designated as an
underperforming school for a third consecutive year and was classified as failing to meet academic
standards. ADE and Board staff conducted a joint evaluation of the school.

April, 2010: The Board directed staff to work with Legacy Schools to create a Consent Agreement for the
purpose of restoring the charter to acceptable performance that would minimally include a Performance
Management Plan , evidence of Highly Qualified staff throughout the year, site leadership plan, budget
that supports the PMP and all consent agreement terms, and quarterly progress reports.

May, 2010: The Board accepted the terms of the Consent Agreement for Legacy Schools.

February, 2012 Legacy Schools was notified that the Charter Holder was required to submit a
Performance Management Plan for the five-year interval review because Encore Arts Academy, a school
operated by the Charter Holder, did not meet the Academic Expectations set forth by the Board.

June, 2012: Legacy Schools submitted a Performance Management Plan (portfolio: g. Prior Academic
Intervention Submissions and Evaluations —i. Performance Management Plan).

February, 2013: The Board released FY2012 Academic Dashboards; Legacy Elementary School received
an overall rating of “Meets” the Board’s academic standards. In accordance with the Board’s academic
framework intervention schedule at that time, the Charter Holder was waived from any specific
monitoring requirements.

September, 2013: The Board released FY2013 Academic Dashboards; Encore Arts Academy received an
overall rating of “Does Not Meet” the Board’s academic standards. Therefore, Legacy Schools did not
meet the Board’s Academic Performance Expectations. The Charter Holder was assigned a DSP as part of
an annual reporting requirement.

December, 2013: The Charter Holder did not timely submit a DSP. Board staff notified the Charter
Representative that at the January 2014 meeting the Board would be addressing possible
noncompliance of the Legacy Schools.

January, 2014: Legacy Schools submitted a DSP prior to the January 2014 meeting. Board staff evaluated
the DSP and provided the Charter Holder with the DSP evaluation (portfolio: g. Prior Academic

Intervention Submissions and Evaluations —: ii. FY2013 DSP Evaluation) and additional technical guidance
(portfolio: g. Prior Academic Intervention Submissions and Evaluations —iii. FY2013 DSP Technical
Guidance).

September, 2014: The Board released FY2014 Academic Dashboards; Encore Arts Academy received an
overall rating of “Does Not Meet” the Board’s academic standards. Therefore, Legacy Schools did not
meet the Board’s Academic Performance Expectations. The Charter Holder was not assigned a DSP as
part of an annual reporting requirement because the Charter Holder would become eligible for renewal
within the fiscal year.

January, 2015: Board staff provided the Charter Holder, through its authorized representative, Kathy
Tolman, with Renewal Notification Information, which included notification of the renewal process, the
date on which the Charter Holder would become eligible to apply for renewal (January 11, 2015), the
deadline date on which the renewal application package would be due to the Board (April 11, 2015),
information on the availability of the Charter Holder’s renewal application as well as instruction on how
to access the renewal application, and notification of the requirement to submit a DSP as a component
of its renewal application package because the Charter Holder did not meet the Academic Performance
Expectations set forth by the Board.

ASBCS, June 15, 2015 Page 4






\ V. Demonstration of Sufficient Progress

A renewal application package with a Renewal DSP for Encore Arts Academy (portfolio: f. Renewal DSP
Submission) was timely submitted by the Charter Representative on April 8, 2015. The Charter Holder
was provided a copy of the initial evaluation of the DSP Report prior to the site visit and informed that
areas initially evaluated as not acceptable must be addressed with additional evidence and
documentation at the time of the visit.

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

Name Role
Kathy Tolman Director/ Charter Representative
Sheri Skousen RTI Department Head

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

Evaluation Summary
Area DSP Evaluation
Meets Does Not Meet | Falls Far Below

Data O O]
Curriculum O] O]
Assessment L] L]
Monitoring Instruction O] L]
Professional Development O L]

After considering information in the DSP Report and evidence provided at the time of the site visit, the
Charter Holder did demonstrate evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a comprehensive curriculum system, a comprehensive assessment system, a
comprehensive instructional monitoring system, and a comprehensive professional development
system. However, the data provided by the Charter Holder failed to show improvement year-over-year
for the two most recent school years, and demonstrated declines in academic performance, in 8 out of
the 9 measures required by the Board.

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.

Data

The area of Data is evaluated as Falls Far Below. As evidenced at the DSP site visit, the data provided by
the Charter Holder failed to show improvement year-over-year for the two most recent school years,
and demonstrated declines in academic performance, in 8 out of the 9 measures required by the Board.
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For more detailed analysis see Data Inventory (portfolio: e. Renewal DSP Site Visit Inventory Forms, i.

Site Visit Inventory — Data).

Comparative

Comparative

Valid and Data Data Document
Question Reliable provided for Inventory
Demonstrates
Data Current Item
. Growth
Fiscal Year
Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) - Yes Yes Yes b1
Math
Studgnt Median Growth Percentile (SGP) - Yes Yes No D2
Reading
Student Median Growth Percentile Bottom
25% - Math Yes No No D3
Student Median Growth Percentile Bottom
25% - Reading Yes No No D4
Percent Passing - Math Yes Yes No D5
Percent Passing - Reading Yes No D6
Subgroup, ELL - Math Yes No No D7
Subgroup, FRL - Math Yes No No D9
Subgroup, FRL - Reading Yes No No D10
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Curriculum

The area of Curriculum is evaluated as Meets. As demonstrated by the evidence provided at the DSP site
visit, the Charter Holder has consistently implemented a comprehensive curriculum system that
addresses each of the required elements. For more detailed analysis see Curriculum Inventory (portfolio:
e. Renewal DSP Site Visit Inventory Forms, ii. Site Visit Inventory — Curriculum).

. Sufficient Document
Question .
Evidence Inventory Item
Evaluating Curriculum
What is the Charter Holder’s process for evaluating curriculum?
How does the Charter Holder evaluate how effectively the Yes Cc1
curriculum enables students to meet the standards?
How does the Charter Holder identify gaps in the curriculum? Yes C2
Adopting/Revising Curriculum

What is the Charter Holder’s process for adopting or revising Yes c3
curriculum based on its evaluation processes?
Who is involved in the process for adopting or revising

. Yes Cc4
curriculum?
When adopting curriculum, how does the Charter Holder evaluate Yes s

curriculum options to determine which curriculum to adopt?

Implementing Curriculum

What is the Charter Holder’s process for ensuring consistent
implementation of the curriculum across the school(s) operated Yes c6
by the Charter Holder?

What tools exist that identify what must be taught and when it
must be delivered? How does the Charter Holder ensure that all Yes c7
grade-level standards are covered within the academic year?

What is the expectation for consistent use of these tools? How

are these expectations communicated? ves c8
What evidence is there to demonstrate usage of these tools in the Yes 9
classroom and alignment with instruction?

Alignment of Curriculum
How does the Charter Holder know the curriculum is aligned to

Yes C10
standards?
Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups

How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum
addresses the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom Yes C11
25%?
How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum Yes c12
addresses the needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)?
How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum N/A c13
addresses the needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students?
How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum N/A c14

addresses the needs of students with disabilities?
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Assessment

The area of Assessment is evaluated as Meets. As demonstrated by the evidence provided at the DSP
site visit, the Charter Holder has consistently implemented a comprehensive assessment system that
addresses each of the required elements. For more detailed analysis see Assessment Inventory
(portfolio: e. Renewal DSP Site Visit Inventory Formes, iii. Site Visit Inventory — Assessment).

. Sufficient Document
Question .
Evidence Inventory Item
Assessment System

What types of assessments does the Charter Holder use? Yes Al
What was the process for designing or selecting the assessment Ves A2
system?
How is the assessment system aligned to the curriculum and Ves A3
instructional methodology?
What intervals are used to assess student progress? How does the
assessment plan include data collection from multiple Yes A4
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments and
common/benchmark assessments?

Analyzing Assessment Data
How does the assessment system provide for analysis of
assessment data? What intervals are used to analyze assessment Yes A5
data?
How is the analysis used to evaluate instructional and curricular Yes AG

effectiveness?

How is the analysis used to adjust curriculum and instruction in a
timely manner? What intervals are used to adjust curriculum and Yes A7
instruction?

Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups

How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment

needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%? ves A8
How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment Ves A9
needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)?

How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment N/A A10
needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students?

How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment N/A ALl

needs of students with disabilities?
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Monitoring Instruction

The area of Monitoring Instruction is evaluated as Meets. As demonstrated by the evidence provided at
the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has consistently implemented a comprehensive instructional
monitoring system that addresses each of the following required elements. For more detailed analysis
see Monitoring Instruction Inventory (portfolio: e. Renewal DSP Site Visit Inventory Formes, iv. Site Visit
Inventory — Monitoring Instruction).

Sufficient Document

uestion .
Q Evidence Inventory Item

Monitoring the Integration of Standards

What is the Charter Holder’s process for monitoring the
integration of standards into classroom instruction? How does the

Charter Holder monitor whether or not instructional staff Yes M1
implements an ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity?
How does the Charter Holder monitor the effectiveness of Yes M2

standards-based instruction throughout the year?

Evaluating Instructional Practices

What is the Charter Holder’s process for evaluating the
instructional practices? How does this process evaluate the Yes M3
quality of instruction?

How does this process identify individual strengths, weaknesses,

and needs? Yes M4

Providing Analysis and Feedback to Further Develop Instructional Quality

How does the Charter Holder provide feedback on strengths,
weaknesses, and learning needs based on the evaluation of Yes M5
instructional practices?

How does this Charter Holder analyze this information? What
does the data about quality of instruction tell the Charter Holder? Yes M6
What has the Charter Holder done in response?

Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups

How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is
meeting the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom Yes M7
25%7?

How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is

. . Y M8
meeting the needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)? es
How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is N/A M9
meeting the needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students?
How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is N/A M10

meeting the needs of students with disabilities?
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Professional Development

The area of Professional Development is evaluated as Meets. As demonstrated by the evidence provided
at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has consistently implemented a comprehensive professional
development system that addresses each of the following required elements. For more detailed analysis
see Professional Development Inventory (portfolio: e. Renewal DSP Site Visit Inventory Forms, v. Site
Visit Inventory — Professional Development).

Question Sufficient Document
Evidence Inventory Item
Professional Development System
What is the Charter Holder’s professional development plan? Yes P1
How was the professional development plan developed? Yes P2
How is the professional development plan aligned with Ves p3

instructional staff learning needs?

How does this plan address areas of high importance? Yes P4

Supporting High Quality Implementation

How does the Charter Holder support high quality
implementation of the strategies learned in professional Yes P5
development sessions?

How does the Charter Holder provide the resources that are

. o . Yes P6
necessary for high quality implementation?
Monitoring Implementation
How does the Charter Holder monitor the implementation of the Yes p7

strategies learned in professional development sessions?

How does the Charter Holder monitor and follow-up with
instructional staff to support and develop implementation of the Yes P8
strategies learned in professional development?

Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups

How does the professional development plan ensure that
instructional staff receives the type of development required to
meet the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom
25%/non-proficient students?

Yes P9

How does the professional development plan ensure that
instructional staff receives the type of development required to Yes P10
meet the needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)?

How does the professional development plan ensure that
instructional staff receives the type of development required to N/A P11
meet the needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students?

How does the professional development plan ensure that
instructional staff receives the type of development required to N/A P12
meet the needs of students with disabilities?
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| VI. Viability of the Organization

The Charter Holder was required to submit a Financial Performance Response because it did not meet
the Board’s Financial Performance Expectations, as reflected in the tables below which include the
Charter Holder’s financial data and financial performance for the last three audited fiscal years. The
fiscal years 2013 and 2014 audits included prior period adjustments. Table 1 presents the financial data
and performance based on the audits as submitted for each fiscal year. Table 2 presents the financial
data and performance as modified by subsequent audit submissions.

Table 1 - Financial Data

Statement of Financial Position

Financial Performance

| s | o3 | 2012 [syrcumuative

Cash $99,732 $108,526 $43,368
Unrestricted Cash $99,732 $108,526 $43,368
Other Liquidity - -

Total Assets $672,698 $810,588 $702,784
Total Liabilities $1,035,796 $1,215,902 $646,386
Current Portion of Long-Term Debt &

Capital Leases $182,681 $146,296 $84,578
Net Assets ($363,098) ($405,314) $56,398
Statement of Activities

Revenue $1,933,375 $2,210,787 $2,115,326
Expenses $2,056,303 $2,473,490 $2,265,093
Net Income ($122,928) ($262,703) ($149,767)
Change in Net Assets ($122,928) ($262,703) ($149,767)
Financial Statements or Notes

Depreciation & Amortization Expense $43,378 $51,015 $62,898
Interest Expense $26,370 $30,941 $10,977
Lease Expense $480,984 $431,200 $506,990

Going Concern N/A
Unrestricted Days Liquidity* 17.70 16.01 N/A
Default No No m N/A
Net Income ($122,928) ($262,703) ($149,767) N/A
Cash Flow (58,794) $65,158 $8,042 $64,406
Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio 0.62 0.41 0.72 N/A

* For fiscal year 2012, the field reflects the charter holder's performance under the financial framework's

previous "Unrestricted Days Cash" measure.
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Statement of Financial Position

Table 2 - Financial Data

| s | oo | 2012 [syrcumuative

Financial Performance

Cash $99,732 $108,526 $43,368
Unrestricted Cash $99,732 $108,526 $43,368
Other Liquidity - -

Total Assets $672,698 $810,588 $549,238
Total Liabilities $1,035,796 $1,050,758 $691,849
Current Portion of Long-Term Debt &

Capital Leases $182,681 146,296 97,764
Net Assets ($363,098) ($240,170) ($142,611)
Statement of Activities

Revenue $1,933,375 $2,392,123 $2,115,326
Expenses $2,056,303 $2,462,050 $2,298,513
Net Income ($122,928) ($69,927) ($183,187)
Change in Net Assets ($122,928) ($69,927) ($183,187)
Financial Statements or Notes

Depreciation & Amortization Expense $43,378 $51,015 $50,855
Interest Expense $26,370 30,941 20,853
Lease Expense $480,984 $440,902 $506,990

Going Concern N/A
Unrestricted Days Liquidity* 17.70 N/A
Default No No m N/A
Net Income ($122,928) ($69,927) ($183,187) N/A
Cash Flow (58,794) $65,158 $8,042 $64,406
Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio 0.62 0.73 0.63 N/A

* For fiscal year 2012, the field reflects the charter holder's performance under the financial framework's

previous "Unrestricted Days Cash" measure.

The Charter Holder’s Financial Performance Response has been provided in the meeting materials
(portfolio: i. Supplemented Financial Response).* Staff’s final evaluation of the Financial Performance
Response resulted in two “Acceptable” and three “Not Acceptable” determinations (portfolio: h.
Financial Response Evaluation). An analysis of the Charter Holder’s financial performance, focusing on
those measures where the Charter Holder failed to meet the Board’s target and using information from
the Charter Holder’s Financial Performance Response and related documents, is provided below.

Going Concern
Based on the independent auditors’ report, the Charter Holder received a “Falls Far Below” on this

measure for 2014. According to the audit, the Charter Holder has suffered recurring losses from
operations and has a net deficiency in net assets. The Charter Holder indicated that the 2014 reduction
in expenses was not enough to offset the net loss in 2013 and decreased revenues in 2014.

*0On May 5, 2015, Board staff emailed a copy of staff’s initial evaluation and provided a deadline by which the Charter Holder
could supplement its Financial Performance Response to address areas evaluated as “Not Acceptable”. By the deadline, the

Charter Holder submitted supplemental information.
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Going forward, the Charter Holder stated it has a better understanding of how negative net income in
prior years affects subsequent years. The Charter Holder also recognizes that increases in revenue,
decreases in expenses, or both are necessary to address the going concern. It could not be determined
by the response, however, if the Charter Holder will be able to generate enough net income to improve
the Charter Holder’s rating on this measure in 2015 or subsequent years.

Unrestricted Days Liguidity

The Charter Holder indicated that net losses in 2013 and 2014 “put the school at a significant
disadvantage for obtaining the 30 Days Unrestricted Liquidity.” The Charter Holder explained that it
needed to reduce expenses or increase its cash balance in 2014 in order to meet the target for the
unrestricted days liquidity measure in the audited fiscal year.

The Charter Holder indicated “While completing the analysis for this response, the school gained a
better understanding of how to budget each fiscal year for not just positive Net Income, but also for a
minimum of 30 Unrestricted Days Liquidity.” Calculations made by staff using documents provided with
the response indicate the Charter Holder’s performance on this measure is likely to decline in 2015 by
approximately 4 days, changing the rating from “Does Not Meet” to “Falls Far Below.”

Net Income
The Charter Holder indicated that the same issues that impacted going concern also had an impact on
this measure.

The Charter Holder indicated that the net loss reported in 2014 will not occur in future periods “because
budgets will be created, monitored, and updated more thoroughly.” Calculations made by staff using
documents provided with the response indicate that the Charter Holder should meet the Board’s net
income target in 2015.

Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio (FCCR)

The Charter Holder explained that the net loss in 2014 contributed to its performance on the FCCR in the
audited fiscal year, and further clarified, “The Charter Holder is committed to meeting the Financial
Performance Standards and Measures and recognizes that significant expense reduction is required to
meet those goals.” Calculations made by staff using documents provided with the response indicate that
the Charter Holder’s performance on this measure is expected to improve in 2015, but will fall short of
Board’s FCCR target.

Cash Flow

The Charter Holder reduced expenses in 2014, but the reduction did not completely offset the decrease
in revenue that year. This resulted in negative cash flow that impacted the Charter Holder’s
performance on this measure. The Charter Holder further explained “The school did not adequately
budget for all expenses FY13-14. In order to obtain positive cash flow, the school needed to reduce
expenses and increase revenue in FY13-14. The school now has a better understanding of how to budget
for not just positive Net Income, but also for Positive Cash Flow in each fiscal year.” Documents
provided with the response indicate that the Charter Holder projects negative cash flow in 2015.

| VII. Adherence to the Terms of the Charter

Does the delivery of the education program and operation reflect the essential terms of the educational
program as described in the charter contract?

Yes. Based on the available information in fiscal years 2013 and 2014 and the current fiscal year, the
Charter Holder’s education program, in operation, reflects the essential terms as described in the
charter contract.
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Does the Charter Holder adhere with applicable education requirements defined in state and federal
law?

Based on the available information in the current fiscal year, the Charter Holder adheres with applicable
education requirements defined in state and federal law.

Based on the available information in fiscal years 2014, the Charter Holder adheres with applicable
education requirements defined in state and federal law except that the Charter Holder failed to timely
complete compliance activities for the 2013-2014 Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
(ESEA) Cycle 2 Monitoring Instrument. Initial notification was sent on December 17, 2013. Reminder
notices were issued January 24, 2014; February 5, 2015; May 12, 2014; May 28, 2014. On June 19, 2014
ADE notified the charter holder that Title |, Title 1I-A and Title II-D funds would be placed on
programmatic hold within 15 days if compliance activities were not completed and submitted. On July
28, 2014 ADE notified the Charter Holder that it met compliance standards after follow-up procedures
were completed that included a review of activities that were completed in response to items initially
determined to be in noncompliance for the Cycle 2 Monitoring.

Based on the available information in fiscal years 2013, the Charter Holder adheres with applicable
education requirements defined in state and federal law.

Do the Charter Holder’s annual audit reporting packages reflect sound operations?

As reported in the current fiscal year, the Charter Holder complies with applicable laws, rules,
regulations and provisions of the charter contract relating to the fiscal year 2014 annual audit reporting
package (“audit”), except that:

The Charter Holder failed to timely submit the fiscal year 2014 audit.

The audit included a qualified auditors’ opinion on the financial statements for the second year
in a row, resulting in a repeat medium impact finding. Specifically, the auditors’ report stated
the Charter Holder did not have adequate controls to allocate the costs that are shared between
the Charter Holder and a related charter holder. In addition, the receivable balance recorded by
the Charter Holder does not match the payable balance recorded by the related entity as of
June 30, 2014. As part of a corrective action plan (CAP) submitted for the fiscal year 2013 audit,
the Charter Holder had provided its policy for the determination of shared costs. In
communications with the auditor subsequent to the audit’s submission, Board staff was told
that the Charter Holder did not implement this policy. This matter required the Charter Holder
to submit a CAP. The CAP process has not yet been completed.

As reported in fiscal year 2014, the Charter Holder complies with applicable laws, rules, regulations and
provisions of the charter contract relating to the fiscal year 2013 audit, except that:

The Charter Holder failed to timely submit the fiscal year 2013 audit (see below).

The audit included a qualified auditors’ opinion on the financial statements. Specifically, the
auditors’ report stated that auditors were unable to obtain complete records supporting the
Charter Holder’s accounts payable balance and the “receivable from other agencies balance” as
of June 30, 2013.

The audit included a serious impact finding resulting from the Charter Holder’s failure to retain
financial records (see below). Specifically, the audit found 21 of 30 non-payroll cash
disbursements tested did not have supporting documentation on file and 22 of 40 bank
statements sampled from the fiscal year were not on file. A similar issue involving failure to
retain supporting documentation was identified in the fiscal years 2010 and 2011 audits.
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The audit included a serious impact finding resulting from the Charter Holder’s failure to pay all
of its federal payroll taxes. In communications with the auditor subsequent to the audit’s
submission, Board staff was told that the Charter Holder owed approximately $447,000,
including approximately $90,000 in penalties and interest, to the Internal Revenue Service (IRS)
for the audited fiscal year and prior fiscal years. A similar issue involving failure to pay federal
payroll taxes was identified in the fiscal years 2010 and 2012 audits.

As reported in fiscal year 2013, the Charter Holder complies with applicable laws, rules, regulations and
provisions of the charter contract relating to the fiscal year 2012 audit, except that:

The audit included a repeat medium impact finding resulting from the Charter Holder’s failure to
pay all of its federal payroll taxes incurred in the audited fiscal year and also taxes incurred in
the first quarter of 2010. The audit further states that as of the fieldwork date, the Charter
Holder was not in compliance with a payment plan approved by the IRS.

The audit included a minimal impact finding that has been identified in three or more
consecutive audits. The minimal impact finding involved the Charter Holder not preparing
interim financial statements that are complete, including note disclosures in conformity with
Generally Accepted Accounting Principles.

Is the Charter Holder administering student admission and attendance appropriately?

Yes. Based on the available information and as reported in fiscal years 2013 and 2014 and the current
fiscal year, the Charter Holder complies with applicable laws, rules, regulations and provisions of the
charter contract relating to administering student admission and attendance.

Is the Charter Holder maintaining a safe environment consistent with state and local requirements?
Yes. Based on the available information in fiscal years 2013 and 2014 and the current fiscal year, the
Charter Holder complies with applicable laws, rules, regulations and provisions of the charter contract
relating to maintaining a safe environment.

Is the Charter Holder transparent in its operations?

Yes. Based on the available information in fiscal years 2013 and 2014 and the current fiscal year, the
Charter Holder complies with applicable laws, rules, regulations and provisions of the charter contract
relating to transparency of operations.

Is the Charter Holder complying with its obligations to the Board?

Based on the available information in the current fiscal year, the Charter Holder complies with
applicable laws, rules, regulations and provisions of the charter contract relating to its obligations to the
Board, except that on August 11, 2014, the Board considered the Charter Holder’s failure to comply
with: a) federal payroll tax requirements and b) state financial record retention requirements, which
contributed to the Charter Holder’s fiscal year 2013 audit including a qualified opinion on the financial
statements, and approved the terms and provisions of a consent agreement in lieu of issuing a Notice of
Intent to Revoke the charter contract and withholding 10% of the Charter Holder’s monthly state aid
apportionment. The Charter Holder approved the consent agreement and, to date, has complied with its
terms and provisions.

Based on the available information in fiscal year 2014, the Charter Holder complies with applicable laws,
rules, regulations and provisions of the charter contract relating to its obligations to the Board, except
that on November 21, 2013, the Board voted to withhold 10% of the Charter Holder’s monthly state aid
apportionment because of the Charter Holder’s failure to timely submit the fiscal year 2013 audit. The
withholding occurred for one month.

ASBCS, June 15, 2015 Page 15






Based on the available information in fiscal year 2013, the Charter Holder complies with applicable laws,
rules, regulations and provisions of the charter contract relating to its obligations to the Board.

Is the Charter Holder complying with reporting requirements of other entities to which the Charter
Holder is accountable?

Based on available information and as reported in the current fiscal year, the Charter Holder complies
with applicable laws, rules, regulations and provisions of the charter contract relating to the reporting
requirements of other entities to which the Charter Holder is accountable, except that the fiscal year
2014 audit identified noncompliance with federal payroll tax requirements for prior fiscal years. The
fiscal year 2014 audit also shows the Charter Holder has remitted the required payments under its
installment plan with the IRS.

Based on the available information and as reported in fiscal year 2014, the Charter Holder complies with
applicable laws, rules, regulations and provisions of the charter contract relating to the reporting
requirements of other entities to which the Charter Holder is accountable, except that:

The fiscal year 2013 audit identified that the Charter Holder had not remitted all payroll taxes to
the IRS for the audited fiscal year and prior fiscal years, resulting in a serious impact finding (see
above).

The fiscal year 2013 audit identified that the Charter Holder had not made all required payments
under its payment plan with the Arizona Department of Economic Security (ADES). In
communications with the audit firm that occurred subsequent to the audit’s submission, Board
staff was told that as of June 30, 2013, the Charter Holder owed approximately $9,400 in
unemployment contributions to ADES.

The fiscal year 2013 audit identified that the Charter Holder had not paid all state payroll taxes
to the Arizona Department of Revenue (ADOR) for the audited fiscal year and prior fiscal years.
In communications with the audit firm that occurred subsequent to the audit’s submission,
Board staff was told that as of June 30, 2013, the Charter Holder owed approximately $42,000
to the ADOR. The audit also indicated that the Charter Holder paid the balance in full on October
3,2013.

Based on the available information and as reported in fiscal year 2013, the Charter Holder complies with
applicable laws, rules, regulations and provisions of the charter contract relating to the reporting
requirements of other entities to which the Charter Holder is accountable, except that:

The fiscal year 2012 audit identified that the Charter Holder had not remitted all payroll taxes to
the IRS for the audited fiscal year and also taxes incurred in the first quarter of 2010, resulting in
a repeat medium impact finding (see above).

The fiscal year 2012 audit identified that the Charter Holder had not paid all state payroll taxes
to the Arizona Department of Revenue (ADOR) for the audited fiscal year.

The Charter Holder failed to timely submit its fiscal year 2013 Budget to the Arizona Department
of Education.

Is the Charter Holder complying with all other obligations?

Yes. Based on the available information in fiscal years 2013 and 2014 and the current fiscal year, the
Charter Holder complies with applicable laws, rules, regulations and provisions of the charter contract
relating to all other obligations.
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VIII. Board Options

Option 1: The Board may deny the renewal. Staff recommends the following language provided for
consideration: Having considered the statements of the Charter Holder today and the contents of the
renewal portfolio which includes the academic performance, the fiscal compliance, and legal and
contractual compliance of the Charter Holder provided to the Board for consideration of this request for
charter renewal, | move to deny the request for charter renewal and to not grant a renewal contract to
Legacy Schools on the basis that the Charter Holder failed to meet or make sufficient progress toward
the academic performance expectations set forth in the Performance Framework as reflected in the
Renewal Executive Summary, the Inventory Documents, and the DSP Final Evaluation and currently
operates a school that has received an overall rating of “Does Not Meet Standard” in the most recent
fiscal year for which there is State assessment data available and “Does Not Meet Standard” in the prior
fiscal year. In addition, the Charter Holder has a history of poor academic performance and it does not
meet the Board’s financial performance expectations.

Option 2: The Board may deny the renewal unless the Charter Holder agrees to specific monitoring and
reporting requirements. The following language is provided for consideration: Having considered the
statements of the representatives of the Charter Holder today and the contents of the renewal portfolio
which includes the academic performance, the fiscal compliance, and legal and contractual compliance
of the Charter Holder provided to the Board for consideration of this request for charter renewal, | move
to deny the request for charter renewal and to not grant a renewal contract to Legacy Schools on the
grounds that the Charter Holder failed to meet or make sufficient progress toward the Academic
Performance Expectations set forth in the Performance Framework as reflected in the Renewal
Executive Summary, the Inventory Documents, and the DSP final evaluation. In addition, the Charter
Holder has a history of poor academic performance and it does not meet the Board’s financial
performance expectations. The Charter Holder does, however, operate a school that has been
designated with a letter grade of C in the current year and an average school (C by definition in statute)
has the potential to improve its academic operations with the appropriate systemic changes and
additional accountability. The Board, therefore, will grant a renewal contract to Legacy Schools for the
continuation of Encore Arts Academy on the conditions that the Charter Holder agrees to: (1) be subject
to specific monitoring and reporting requirements to ensure the Charter Holder immediately creates
and implements a Performance Management Plan to make systemic changes that will align the
Performance Management Plan evaluation criteria and that these changes result in improved academic
performance in FY2016 and FY2017; and (2) operation under the renewal contract contingent on
meeting the terms of the monitoring and reporting requirements for FY2016 and FY2017. The terms of
the monitoring and reporting requirement must be reached within 60 days of today’s date or it is the
Board’s decision that Legacy School’s request for renewal of its charter is denied for the reasons already
specified.

Option 3: The Board may determine that there is a basis to approve the renewal. The following language
is provided for consideration: Renewal is based on consideration of academic, fiscal, and contractual
compliance of the Charter Holder. 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 it provided evidence that (1) it
has implemented an improvement plan that includes a comprehensive curriculum system,
comprehensive assessment system, comprehensive instructional monitoring system, and
comprehensive professional development system, and (2): [provide specific findings related to valid and
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reliable data that demonstrates improved academic performance]. Additionally, the Board has adopted
an academic Performance Framework that allows for additional consideration of the Charter Holder
throughout the next contract period. 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 renewal
portfolio which includes the academic performance, the fiscal compliance, and legal and contractual
compliance of the Charter Holder provided to the Board for consideration of this request for charter
renewal, | move to approve the request for charter renewal and grant a renewal contract to Legacy
Schools.
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