
ASBCS,  June 13, 2016         Page 1  

AGENDA ITEM: Request to Expand Charter School Operations – Maricopa County Community College 
District on behalf of Phoenix Preparatory Academy 
 
Issue 
Maricopa County Community College District on behalf of Phoenix Preparatory Academy (MCCCD) did 
not meet the Board’s academic performance expectations for FY 2014, and was required to submit 
internal benchmarking data for FY 2015 and FY 2016 with its expansion request. MCCCD submitted an 
Enrollment Cap Notification (ECAP) Request to increase the enrollment cap from 100 to 146.      

Summary of Narrative Provided  

Rationale for Expansion Request 

According to the narrative (presented in the Appendix: A. Notification Request Materials), MCCCD plans 
to expand its student population each year. The narrative also includes a timeline for implementation 
including the projected number of students served per grade for FY 2017. 

Supporting Information  

MCCCD submitted floor plans and a current Fire Marshall Inspection Report that support the requested 
increase. 

I. Background 

MCCCD was granted a charter in 1999, which is currently approved for grades 9-12. MCCCD operates 
one school. See table below. 
 

School Name 
Month/Year 

Open 
Location 

Grade Levels 
Served 

2016 100th 
Day ADM 

Instructional 
Days 

Phoenix College 
Preparatory Academy 

September 
1999 

Phoenix 9-12 104.126 180 

 
Mission Statement for Maricopa County Community College District on behalf of Phoenix Preparatory 
Academy: “Through a shared vision, Phoenix College Preparatory Academy is committed to creating and 
sustaining a community where all learners will pursue high standards to succeed in college and career.” 
 
The current enrollment cap for MCCCD is 100. The graph below shows average daily membership (ADM) 
for the charter based on 100th day ADM for fiscal years 2012-2016.  
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The demographic data for MCCCD from the 2014-2015 school year is represented in the chart below.1 

 
 

 
 

The percentage of students served by MCCCD in the 2014-2015 school year who are eligible for Free or 
Reduced Price Lunch (FRL), are classified as English Language Learners (ELL) or classified as students with 
disabilities is represented in the table below.2 
 

School Name FRL ELL Students with Disabilities 

 Phoenix College 
Preparatory Academy 

84% 2% 4% 

As stated in Board policy, prior to a request being considered by the Board, staff conducts a compliance 
check as part of the amendment and notification approval process. The Charter Holder is in compliance 
in all areas. 

II. Academic Performance  

A Charter Holder’s academic performance will be evaluated by the Board when considering expansion 
requests. The academic performance of Phoenix College Preparatory Academy for FY 2012-2014, as 
based on the Board’s academic framework, is represented in the table below.  

School Name Opened 
Current 
Grades 
Served 

2012 Overall 
Rating 

2013 Overall 
Rating 

2014 Overall 
Rating 

Phoenix College 
Preparatory 

Academy 

September  
1999 

9-12 57.50/D 67.50/B 60.00/B 

 

                                                 
1
 Information provided by the Research and Evaluation Division of the ADE. 

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. 
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III. Additional School Choices 

Phoenix College Preparatory Academy received a letter grade of B and an overall rating of Does Not 
Meet the Board’s academic performance standard for FY 2014.The school site is located in Phoenix near 
the intersection of 7th Ave and W. Osborn Rd. The following information identifies additional schools 
within a five mile radius of the school and the academic performance of those schools. 

There are 19 schools serving grades 9-12 within a five mile radius of Phoenix College Preparatory 
Academy that received an A-F letter grade. The table below provides a breakdown of those schools. 
Schools are grouped by the A-F letter grade assigned by the ADE. For each letter grade, the table 
identifies the number of schools assigned that letter grade, the number of schools that scored above the 
state average on AzMERIT in English Language Arts and Math in FY 2015, the number of schools with 
AzMERIT scores comparable to those of Phoenix College Preparatory Academy, the number of those 
schools that are charter schools, and the number of the charter schools that are meeting the Board’s 
academic performance standard for FY 2014.  

Phoenix College Preparatory Academy ELA 32% Math 31%  

Letter 
Grade 

Within 
5 

miles 

Above State 
Average 

ELA (35%) 

Above State 
Average 

Math (35%) 

Comparable 
ELA (± 5%) 

Comparable  
Math (± 5%) 

Charter 
Schools 

Meets 
Board’s 

Standard 

A 6 3 3 2 2 3 2 

B 5 0 0 2 4 4 3 

C 7 0 0 3 4 4 0 

F 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 

The table below presents the number of schools, sorted by FY 2014 letter grades, within a five mile 
radius of Phoenix College Preparatory serving a comparable percentage of students (± 5%) in the 
identified subgroups.3 

Phoenix College Preparatory Academy 84% 2% 4% 

Letter Grade 
Comparable FRL 

(± 5%) 
Comparable ELL 

(± 5%) 
Comparable SPED 

(± 5%) 

A 1 2 5 

B 0 1 1 

C 4 5 2 

F 0 0 0 

 

IV. Demonstration of Sufficient Progress – FY 2015 and FY 2016 Internal Benchmarking Data 

 
MCCCD submitted internal benchmarking data for FY 2015 and FY 2016 with the ECAP request because 
the school operated by the Charter Holder did not meet the academic standards set forth by the Board. 

Staff conducted a desk audit to review the internal benchmarking data submitted with the ECAP 
request. 

 
 

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

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

Area 
DSP Evaluation 

Meets Does Not Meet Falls Far Below 

Data ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
After considering information from the internal benchmarking data provided for the desk audit, the 
Charter Holder failed to show improvement year-over-year for the two most recent school years, and 
demonstrated declines in academic performance in 3 out of the 10 measures required by the Board.  

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

V. Board Options 

Option 1:  The Board may approve the Enrollment Cap Notification Request. The following language is 
provided for consideration:  

I move, based on the information contained in the Board materials and presented today, to approve the 
request to increase the enrollment cap of the charter contract of Maricopa County Community College 
District on behalf of Phoenix Preparatory Academy from 100 to 146. 

Option 2: The Board may deny the Enrollment Cap Notification Request. The following language is 
provided for consideration:  

I move, based on the information contained in the Board materials and presented today, to deny the 
request to increase the enrollment cap of the charter contract of Maricopa County Community College 
District on behalf of Phoenix Preparatory Academy, for the reasons that: (Board member must specify 
reasons the Board found during its consideration.) 
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APPENDIX B 

ACADEMIC DASHBOARD 

  



Phoenix College Preparatory Academy

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/schools/information/740/phoenix-college-preparatory-academy#academic-performance-tab[6/1/2016 8:10:07 AM]

Phoenix College Preparatory Academy CTDS: 07-87-43-201 | Entity ID: 81175

Academic Performance

General Site Contact Inspections Grades Governing Body FY Data Site Visits Member Campuses Amendments

Academic Performance

Edit this section.

Phoenix College Preparatory Academy

2012
Small

High School (9 to 12)

2013
Small

High School (9 to 12)

2014
Small

High School (9 to 12)

1. Growth Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

1a. SGP
Math 25 25 15 37.5 50 7.5 46 50 15
Reading 33 25 15 40.5 50 7.5 40 50 15

1b. SGP Bottom 25%
Math NR 0 0 46 50 7.5 NR 0 0
Reading NR 0 0 41 50 7.5 NR 0 0

2. Proficiency Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

2a. Percent Passing
Math 38 /

31.8 75 10 40.5 /
32.2 75 10 47.2 /

34.6 75 10

Reading 69 /
60.8 75 10 67.9 /

66.8 75 10 70.7 /
68.5 75 10

2b. Composite School
Comparison

Math 5.3 75 7.5 7.8 75 7.5 12.2 75 7.5
Reading 6.6 75 7.5 0.7 75 7.5 1.5 75 7.5

2c. Subgroup ELL
Math 43 /

29.6 75 7.5 45.8 / 28 75 7.5 57.9 /
31.5 75 3.75

Reading 81 /
56.7 75 7.5 80 / 60.1 75 7.5 78.6 /

64.8 75 3.75

2c. Subgroup FRL
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0 61.5 /

35.6 75 3.75

Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0 92.9 /
62.3 75 3.75

2c. Subgroup SPED
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0 NR 0 0
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0 NR 0 0

3. State Accountability Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

3a. State Accountability D 25 5 B 75 5 B 75 5

4. Graduation Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points

Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight

4a. Graduation 78 75 15 78 75 15 65 25 15

Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating

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

57.5 100 67.5 100 60 100

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/schools/edit/performance/740/phoenix-college-preparatory-academy


 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C 

DATA SUBMISSION SPREADSHEET 

  



Directions for Growth Measures (SGP and Bottom 25%): 

1. Move to the SGP tab below. Type in the number of students Meeting the School's 
Expected Growth Target at the Baseline, Mid-Point/Semester, and Post-Test/End of 
year. Next, type in the total of number of students enrolled at each of those points in 
the school year. Complete this process for both Math and Reading. At this point, cells 
D2-7 and E2-7 should be complete. 

2. Move to the Bottom 25% tab and complete the same directions for the Bottom 
25% of students.

*A Charter Holder must complete a Data Submission Spreadsheet for each school 
that has received a rating of "Does Not Meet", "Falls Far Below", or "No Rating".



Student Median Growth Percentile

Number 
of 

Students 
Meeting 
Expected 
Growth 
Target

Total 
Number 

of 
Students

% of 
Students 
Meeting 

the 
Growth 
Target

Math Baseline 59 102 58%
Mid-Point/ Semester 68 99 69%

Post-Test/ End of Year 58 77 75%
Reading Baseline 60 102 59%

Mid-Point/ Semester 62 97 64%

Post-Test/ End of Year 43 77 56%

Math Change S1 10.84%
Math Change S2 6.64%
Reading Change 

S1 5.09%
Reading Change 

S2 -8.07%
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Student Median Growth Percentile
Bottom 25%

Number 
of 

Students 
Meeting 
Expected 
Growth 
Target

Total 
Number 

of 
Students

% of 
Students 
Meeting 

the 
Growth 
Target

Math Baseline 21 31 68%
Mid-Point/ Semester 31 31 100%

Post-Test/ End of Year 30 31 97%
Reading Baseline 18 31 58%

Mid-Point/ Semester 23 28 82%

Post-Test/ End of Year 21 28 75%

Math Change S1 32.26%
Math Change S2 -3.23%

Reading Change S1 24.08%

Reading Change S2 -7.14%
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Directions for Proficiency (School-wide, FRL, ELL, and Students with Disabilities): 

1. Move to the "School" tab. Type in the number of students in each category 
(Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard, Approaches Standard, and Falls Far Below 
Standard) into the Baseline, Mid-Point/Semester, and Post-Test/End of Year cells for 
both Math and Reading (Cells D2-7, E2-7, F2-7, and G2-7). 

2. Move to each of the subsequent sheets, and fill in the appropriate cells. Sheets are 
divided by subgroup.. 

3. Save the entire spreadsheet as directed in the DSP Guide for Charter Holders 
located on the ASBCS website under the Academic Interventions Tab.  



School Wide Math and Reading Proficiency

FFB AS MS ES Total % Passing
K-12 Math Baseline 11 18 69 4 102 72%

Mid-Point/Semester 5 16 70 5 96 78%
Post-Test/ End of 

Year 2 16 69 5 92 80%
Reading Baseline 3 11 83 5 102 86%

Mid-Point/ Semester 0 1 87 8 96 99%
Post-Test/ End of 

Year 0 4 81 6 91 96%

Math % Passing 
Change-S1 7%

Math % Passing 
Change-S2 2%

Reading % Passing 
Change-S1 13%

Reading % Passing 
Change-S2 -3%
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FRL Students' Math and Reading Proficiency

FFB AS MS ES Total % Passing
FRL Math Baseline 8 27 56 3 94 63%

Mid-Point/ Semester 6 24 61 3 94 68%

Post-Test/ End of Year 3 16 54 2 75 75%
Reading Baseline 2 9 79 4 94 88%

Mid-Point/ Semester 0 1 88 5 94 99%

Post-Test/ End of Year 0 2 67 6 75 97%

Math % Passing 
Change-S1 5%

Math % Passing 
Change-S2 7%

Reading % Passing 
Change-S1 11%

Reading % Passing 
Change-S2 -2%
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ELL Students' Math and Reading Proficiency

FFB AS MS ES Total % Passing
ELL Math Baseline 1 1 1 0 3 33%

Mid-Point/ Semester 0 2 1 0 3 33%
Post-Test/ End of 

Year 0 0 3 0 3 100%
Reading Baseline 0 1 2 0 3 67%

Mid-Point/ Semester 0 0 3 0 3 100%
Post-Test/ End of 

Year 0 0 3 0 3 100%

Math % Passing 
Change-S1 0%

Math % Passing 
Change-S2 67%

Reading % Passing 
Change-S1 33%

Reading % Passing 
Change-S2 0%
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 Students with Disabilities' Math and Reading Proficiency

FFB AS MS ES Total % Passing
Students 

with 
Disabilities Math Baseline 2 3 2 0 7 29%

Mid-Point/ 
Semester 1 3 4 0 8 50%

Post-Test/ End of 
Year 1 2 5 0 8 63%

Reading Baseline 1 2 5 0 8 63%
Mid-Point/ 
Semester 0 0 8 0 8 100%

Post-Test/ End of 
Year 0 1 7 0 8 88%

Math % Passing 
Change-S1 21%

Math % Passing 
Change-S2 13%

Reading % Passing 
Change-S1 38%

Reading % Passing 
Change-S2 -13%
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Directions for Growth Measures (SGP and Bottom 25%): 

1. Move to the SGP tab below. Type in the number of students Meeting the School's 
Expected Growth Target at the Baseline, Mid-Point/Semester, and Post-Test/End of 
year. Next, type in the total of number of students enrolled at each of those points in 
the school year. Complete this process for both Math and Reading. At this point, cells 
D2-7 and E2-7 should be complete. 

2. Move to the Bottom 25% tab and complete the same directions for the Bottom 
25% of students.

*A Charter Holder must complete a Data Submission Spreadsheet for each school 
that has received a rating of "Does Not Meet", "Falls Far Below", or "No Rating".



Student Median Growth Percentile

Number 
of 

Students 
Meeting 
Expected 
Growth 
Target

Total 
Number 

of 
Students

% of 
Students 
Meeting 

the 
Growth 
Target

Math Baseline 8 98 8%
Mid-Point/ Semester 51 97 53%

Post-Test/ End of Year #DIV/0!
Reading Baseline 36 93 39%

Mid-Point/ Semester 41 92 45%

Post-Test/ End of Year #DIV/0!

Math Change S1 44.41%
Math Change S2 #DIV/0!
Reading Change 

S1 5.86%
Reading Change 

S2 #DIV/0!
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Student Median Growth Percentile
Bottom 25%

Number 
of 

Students 
Meeting 
Expected 
Growth 
Target

Total 
Number 

of 
Students

% of 
Students 
Meeting 

the 
Growth 
Target

Math Baseline 0 35 0%
Mid-Point/ Semester 19 35 54%

Post-Test/ End of Year #DIV/0!
Reading Baseline 0 35 0%

Mid-Point/ Semester 14 35 40%

Post-Test/ End of Year #DIV/0!

Math Change S1 54.29%
Math Change S2 #DIV/0!

Reading Change S1 40.00%

Reading Change S2 #DIV/0!
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Directions for Proficiency (School-wide, FRL, ELL, and Students with Disabilities): 

1. Move to the "School" tab. Type in the number of students in each category 
(Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard, Approaches Standard, and Falls Far Below 
Standard) into the Baseline, Mid-Point/Semester, and Post-Test/End of Year cells for 
both Math and Reading (Cells D2-7, E2-7, F2-7, and G2-7). 

2. Move to each of the subsequent sheets, and fill in the appropriate cells. Sheets are 
divided by subgroup.. 

3. Save the entire spreadsheet as directed in the DSP Guide for Charter Holders 
located on the ASBCS website under the Academic Interventions Tab.  



School Wide Math and Reading Proficiency

FFB AS MS ES Total % Passing
K-12 Math Baseline 48 40 7 2 97 9%

Mid-Point/Semester 39 33 15 7 94 23%
Post-Test/ End of 

Year 0 #DIV/0!
Reading Baseline 31 55 7 0 93 8%

Mid-Point/ Semester 51 37 4 0 92 4%
Post-Test/ End of 

Year 0 #DIV/0!

Math % Passing 
Change-S1 14%

Math % Passing 
Change-S2 #DIV/0!

Reading % Passing 
Change-S1 -3%

Reading % Passing 
Change-S2 #DIV/0!
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FRL Students' Math and Reading Proficiency

FFB AS MS ES Total % Passing
FRL Math Baseline 47 37 6 2 92 9%

Mid-Point/ Semester 38 30 14 7 89 24%

Post-Test/ End of Year 0 #DIV/0!
Reading Baseline 30 52 6 0 88 7%

Mid-Point/ Semester 50 34 3 87 3%

Post-Test/ End of Year 0 #DIV/0!

Math % Passing 
Change-S1 15%

Math % Passing 
Change-S2 #DIV/0!

Reading % Passing 
Change-S1 -3%

Reading % Passing 
Change-S2 #DIV/0!
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ELL Students' Math and Reading Proficiency

FFB AS MS ES Total % Passing
ELL Math Baseline 3 0 0 0 3 0%

Mid-Point/ Semester 2 1 0 0 3 0%
Post-Test/ End of 

Year 0 #DIV/0!
Reading Baseline 3 0 0 0 3 0%

Mid-Point/ Semester 3 0 0 0 3 0%
Post-Test/ End of 

Year 0 #DIV/0!

Math % Passing 
Change-S1 0%

Math % Passing 
Change-S2 #DIV/0!

Reading % Passing 
Change-S1 0%

Reading % Passing 
Change-S2 #DIV/0!
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 Students with Disabilities' Math and Reading Proficiency

FFB AS MS ES Total % Passing
Students 

with 
Disabilities Math Baseline 5 1 6 0%

Mid-Point/ 
Semester 5 1 6 0%

Post-Test/ End of 
Year 0 #DIV/0!

Reading Baseline 4 2 6 0%
Mid-Point/ 
Semester 4 2 6 0%

Post-Test/ End of 
Year 0 #DIV/0!

Math % Passing 
Change-S1 0%

Math % Passing 
Change-S2 #DIV/0!

Reading % Passing 
Change-S1 0%

Reading % Passing 
Change-S2 #DIV/0!
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Data Inventory 
Charter Holder Name: Maricopa County Community College District on 
behalf of Phoenix Preparatory Academy                       
School Name:  Phoenix College Preparatory Academy 

Evaluation Date:  May 25, 2016 
Required for:  Expansion - Enrollment Cap 
Evaluation Criteria Area: Data  

 
Document Name/Identification Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome 
[D.1] 
 
 

Charter Holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) - Math 
 
The documents provided DO NOT demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Student Median 
Growth Percentile (SGP) – Math.  
 
Comparison of students achieving expected growth from Galileo pre-test to post-test assessments for FY 2015 and FY 
2016 indicate that student performance has declined by eight percentage points. In FY 2015, 75% of students (58 out of 
77) met the growth standard, but in FY 2016, this declined to 68% of students (55 out of 81). 
 
Final Evaluation: 
☐ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

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

[D.2] 
 
 

Charter Holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) - Reading 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) – Reading. 
 
Comparison of students achieving expected growth from Galileo pre-test to post-test assessments for FY 2015 and FY 
2016 indicate that student performance has improved by three percentage points. In FY 2015, 43% of students (32 out 
of 75) met the growth standard, and in FY 2016, this improved to 46% of students (36 out of 79). 
 
 
Final Evaluation: 
☒Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

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

[D.3] 
 
 

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.  
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Comparison of students in the bottom 25% achieving expected growth from Galileo pre-test to post-test assessments 
for FY 2015 and FY 2016 indicate that student performance has declined by two percentage points. In FY 2015, 78% of 
students (18 out of 23) met the growth standard, but in FY 2016, this declined to 76% of students (26 out of 34). 

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

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

[D.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.  
 
Comparison of students in the bottom 25% achieving expected growth from Galileo pre-test to post-test assessments 
for FY 2015 and FY 2016 indicate that student performance has declined by 21 percentage points. In FY 2015, 95% of 
students (18 out of 19) met the growth standard, but in FY 2016, this declined to 64% of students (14 out of 22). 
 
Final Evaluation: 
☐ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

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

[D.5] Charter Holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing – Math  
 
Not Applicable 
 
The Charter Holder met in this measure for two consecutive years on the Dashboard. 
 
 

[D.6] Charter Holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing – Reading 
 
Not Applicable 
 
The Charter Holder met in this measure for two consecutive years on the Dashboard. 
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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 
 
Not Applicable 
 
The Charter Holder met in this measure for two consecutive years on the Dashboard. 

 
[D.8] Charter Holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 

performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, ELL – Reading 
 
Not Applicable 
 
The Charter Holder met in this measure for two consecutive years on the Dashboard. 
 

[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 demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, FRL 
– Math.  
 
A year-over-year comparison of end of year Galileo assessments showing the number of FRL students at or above the 
50th percentile demonstrated an increase in proficiency. In FY 2015, 57% of students (42 out of 74) were proficient, but 
in FY 2016, this increased to 58% of students (66 out of 113), demonstrating an increase of one percentage point. 
 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

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

[D.10] 
 
 

Charter Holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, FRL – Reading 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, FRL 
– Reading. 
 
A year-over-year comparison of end of year Galileo assessments showing the number of FRL students at or above the 
50th percentile demonstrated an increase in proficiency. In FY 2015, 61% of students (39 out of 64) were proficient, but 
in FY 2016, this increased to 73% of students (57 out of 78), demonstrating an increase of 12 percentage points. 
 
Final Evaluation: 
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☒ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

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

[D.11] 
 
 

Charter Holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, Students with disabilities – Math 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, 
Students with disabilities – Math.  
 
A year-over-year comparison of end of year Galileo assessments showing the number of students with disabilities at or 
above the 50th percentile demonstrated an increase in proficiency. In FY 2015, 0% of students (0 out of 9) were 
proficient, and in FY 2016, this increased to 50% of students (3 out of 6), demonstrating an increase of 50 percentage 
points. 
 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

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

[D.12] 
 

Charter Holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved academic 
performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, Students with disabilities – Reading 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved academic performance in Percent Passing Subgroup, 
Students with disabilities – Reading.  
 
A year-over-year comparison of end of year Galileo assessments showing the number of students with disabilities at or 
above the 50th percentile demonstrated an increase in proficiency. In FY 2015, 33% of students (2 out of 6) were 
proficient, and in FY 2016, this increased to 80% of students (4 out of 5), demonstrating an increase of 47 percentage 
points. 
 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

☐ Data presented does not serve as evidence of 
improved academic performance, and thus is evaluated 
as insufficient. 
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[D.13] 
 
 

Charter Holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved performance in High 
School Graduation Rate 
 
The documents provided demonstrate evidence of improved performance in High School Graduation Rate. 
 
According to ADE Graduation Rate Summary Reports, a year-over-year comparison of graduation rate demonstrates 
that in FY 2015, the graduation rate was 89%, and in FY 2016 the graduation rate increased to 94%. This demonstrates a 
five percent increase in graduation rate. 
 
Final Evaluation: 
☒ Data presented serve as evidence of improved 
academic performance, and thus is evaluated as 
sufficient.  

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

 DATA EVALUATION 

CHARTER INFORMATION 

Charter Holder Name Maricopa County Community 
College District on behalf of 
Phoenix Preparatory Academy 

Schools Phoenix College Preparatory Academy 

Charter Holder Entity ID          81174 Dashboard Year FY14 

Submission Date February 8, 2016 Purpose of Data 
Submission 

Expansion Request  

Evaluation Date May 25, 2016 Additional Steps Required None 

 

AREA I: DATA  
 

DATA TABLE 2 

Assessment Measure Data Required Comparative Data 
Provided 

Data Shows 
Improvement 

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

Yes Yes No 

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

Yes Yes Yes 

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

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

2a. Percent Passing – Math No Not applicable Not applicable 

2a. Percent Passing – Reading No Not applicable Not applicable 

2c. Subgroup, ELL – Math No Not applicable Not applicable 

2c. Subgroup, ELL – Reading No Not applicable Not applicable 

2c. Subgroup, FRL – Math Yes Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, FRL – Reading Yes Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, students with disabilities – 
Math 

Yes Yes Yes 

2c. Subgroup, students with disabilities – 
Reading 

Yes Yes Yes 
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4a. High School Graduation Rate Yes Yes Yes 

 

DATA OVERALL RATING 

☐ MEETS – The Charter Holder has, for each required measure, provided data and analysis generated 
from valid and reliable assessment sources that demonstrates comparative improvement year-over-year 
for at least the two most recent school years.   
☐ DOES NOT MEET – The Charter Holder has, for each required measure, provided data and analysis 
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources that demonstrates comparative improvement 
year-over-year for at least the two most recent school years for some required measures and 
maintained performance for others. 
☒ FALLS FAR BELOW – The Charter Holder failed to provide data and analysis generated from valid and 
reliable assessment sources AND/OR sufficient comparative data and analysis for one or more required 
measures and/or 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. 
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