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Mountain Oak School, Inc. - Entity ID 78873
School: Mountain Oak Charter School

Renewal Executive Summary

Background

Mountain Oak School, Inc. failed to submit an application for renewal of its charter by May 24, 2013. On
May 30, 2013, Mountain Oak School, Inc. submitted a renewal application after the deadline date on
which the application was due to the Board. At the Board meeting on June 10, 2013, Mountain Oak
School, Inc. requested that the Board accept the renewal application submitted untimely so that
Mountain Oak School, Inc. may be considered at a subsequent Board meeting. The Board accepted the
late submission on the condition that Mountain Oak School, Inc. agree to waive the Board’s timeframe
for written notice of its decision on Mountain Oak School, Inc.’s application and acknowledge that
Arizona law does not allow for the charter holder to operate its school beyond the charter expiration
date if Mountain Oak School, Inc.’s request for renewal of its charter is denied. Board staff received
Mountain Oak School, Inc.’s acknowledgement of these conditions on June 14, 2013 (presented in the
charter holder’s renewal portfolio: g. Acknowledgement).

\ Performance Summary

At the time of the renewal notification, Mountain Oak School, Inc. met the Board’s academic
performance expectations and was waived from submitting the Academic Performance Section of the
renewal application. When the 2013 academic data became available, Mountain Oak School, Inc. did
not meet the Board’s academic performance expectations as set forth in the Performance Framework
adopted by the Board and was required to submit a Demonstration of Sufficient Progress to be
considered as part of the renewal application package. The charter holder was also required to submit
the Financial Sustainability portion of the Detailed Business Plan Section of the renewal application. The
charter holder’s submission addressed those measures where the charter holder received a “Does Not
Meet Standard” rating for fiscal year 2012. The charter holder did have compliance matters. The charter
holder’s organizational membership on file with the Board is consistent with the information on file with
the Arizona Corporation Commission.

\ Profile

Mountain Oak School, Inc. operates one school, Mountain Oak Charter School, serving grades K-8 in
Prescott. The graph below shows the charter holder’s actual 100" day average daily membership (ADM)
for fiscal years 2010-2013, and 40" day ADM for fiscal year 2014.
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MOUNTAIN OAK SCHOOL, INC.:
Historical ADM for FY 2010 - 2014
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A dashboard representation of Mountain Oak Charter School’s academic outcomes, based upon the
indicators and measures adopted by the Board, is provided below.

Academic Performance

Edit this section.

Mountain Oak Charter School

2012 2013
Traditional Traditional
Elementary School (K-8) Elementary School (K-8)
1. Growth Measure A:;‘;:: o | Weight | Measure A::?gr:‘t: 4 | Weight
Math 52 75 12.5 42 50 12.5
1a. SGP .
Reading 53 75 12.5 I 59 5 12.5
1b. SGP Bottom 25% &
’ ’ Reading | 51
2. Proficiency Measure A:ggr:wt: o | Weight | Measure A:;'g':: o | Weignt
Math 38/ 64.1 50 7.5 |46/ 63.8 50 75

2a. Percent Passing

Reading |79/ 77.5 73 7.8 76 1 79 50 7.9
2b. Composite School @ T -14.7 50 7.5

Comparison Reading 3.2 75 7.5 -0.1 50 7.5
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup ELL =
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0
Math 3 3.75 5 3.75
3¢ Subgroup FRL al : 43 / 55.2 50 41 / 54.5 50
Reading |79 / 69.9 75 3.75 [eEs 75 3.73
Math 23/ 248 50 3.75 Sz 50 373
2c. Sub SPED
SURHABE R Reading |62/377 75 | 3.75 |54/388 75 | 3.75
3. State Accountability Measure | PO | Weight | Measure | PN | Weight
3a. State Accountability B 75 5 € 50 5
Overall Rat‘ing Overall Rating Overall Rating

Scoring for Overall Rating

89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard 73.75 100 55 100
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard
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I. Success of the Academic Program

The FY 2013 overall rating for the school on the Board’s academic performance measures was 55
including points received for the FY 2013 letter grade of C as reported by the Arizona Department of
Education. The FY 2012 overall rating for the school on the Board’s academic performance measures
was 73.75 including points received for the FY 2012 letter grade of B as reported by the Arizona
Department of Education.

The following is a timeline of activities that have occurred related to the academic performance of
Mountain Oak School, Inc.:

February 21, 2013: Board staff provided the charter holder, through its authorized representative, Ms.
Anna Carnegie Marx, 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 (February 24,
2013), the deadline date on which the application would be due to the Board (May 24, 2013), and
information on the availability of the charter holder’s renewal application as well as instruction on how
to access the application.

May 24, 2013: Mountain Oak School, Inc.’s renewal application was due. Mountain Oak failed to submit
an application for renewal.

May 29, 2013: Board staff notified Anna Carnegie Marx, authorized representative for Mountain Oak
School, Inc., that, because no renewal application was submitted by the charter holder, the charter of
Mountain Oak School, Inc. to operate Mountain Oak Charter School would expire on August 24, 2014.

May 30, 2013: Mountain Oak School, Inc. submitted a renewal application through the online database
to the Board.

June 10, 2013: Mountain Oak School, Inc. requested that the Board accept the renewal application
submitted untimely so that Mountain Oak School, Inc. may be considered at a subsequent Board
meeting. The Board accepted the late submission.

July, 2013: Mountain Oak School, Inc.’s organizational membership on file with the Board was
inconsistent with the information on file with the Arizona Corporation Commission. Therefore, due to
non-compliance, the charter holder’s renewal application could not be considered the Board at its July
or August meeting.

September, 2013: The Board released 2013 Academic Dashboards; Mountain Oak Charter School did
not meet the Board’s academic expectations and was assigned a Demonstration of Sufficient Progress
(DSP).

November 12, 2013: Mountain Oak School, Inc. timely submitted the DSP.

Following a preliminary evaluation on December 6, 2013 of the DSP, staff conducted a site visit on
December 18, 2013 to meet with Anna Marx, Board President, ElizaBeth Wildemaan, Director, Robert
Ernst, Board Member/Parent, Martha Jensen, Business Manager, and Gena Hahn, Kindergarten Teacher
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to confirm the documentation presented in the DSP and review additional information to be considered
in the final evaluation (presented in the charter holder’s renewal portfolio: c. DSP Evaluation
Instrument) of the charter holder’s Demonstration of Sufficient Progress submission.

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress

The DSP submitted by Mountain Oak School, Inc. was required to address the areas (curriculum,
monitoring instruction, assessment, and professional development) for the measures for which the
charter holder was required to provide a response. The charter holder was provided a copy of the initial
evaluation prior to the site visit and informed that areas initially evaluated as not acceptable could be
addressed with additional evidence and documentation at the time of the visit. The charter holder also
had 48 hours following the site visit to submit relevant documentation.

After considering information in the DSP, evidence and documentation provided at the time of the site
visit, and additional documentation submitted following the site visit, the charter holder failed to
provide evidence of a curriculum aligned to the standards, failed to provide a systematic process for
monitoring and recording the implementation of the standards in instruction, failed to provide a
comprehensive assessment system based upon clearly defined performance measures aligned with the
curriculum, and failed to provide a comprehensive professional development plan that was aligned to
teacher needs. A summary of findings for each required area as evaluated is provided below:

Curriculum:

Mountain Oak School, Inc. did not successfully demonstrate a system to create, implement, evaluate,
and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum aligned with Arizona’s College and Career
Ready Standards and supported by data and analysis. Lesson plans aligned to the standards and
documentation to demonstrate the beginning stages of curriculum alignment was provided at the site
visit. However, there was no evidence of curriculum maps, pacing guides, committee work, or data
review teams to show evidence of a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school
curriculum.

Monitoring Instruction:

Mountain Oak School, Inc. did not successfully demonstrate a system to monitor the integration of
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and the evaluation of instructional
practices of the teachers supported by data, data analysis and feedback to further develop the system.
A piloted teacher evaluation from last school year, a single teacher evaluation from the current school
year, assessment result reports, and an observation schedule for 2014 was provided at the site visit. No
evidence of standards checklists, data review teams, or lesson plan reviews were provided. The
evidence provided did not demonstrate a system to monitor the integration of standards into
instruction or a system to evaluate the instructional practices of teachers.

Assessment:

Mountain Oak School, Inc. did not successfully demonstrate a comprehensive assessment system based
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology
that includes data collection and analysis from multiple assessments. At the site visit, EasyCBM
assessment results were provided, however no data analysis or description of how the results were used
to inform instruction or professional development was provided.
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Professional Development:

Mountain Oak School, Inc. did not successfully demonstrate a comprehensive professional development
plan that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow up and monitoring strategies, and is
supported by data and analysis. Certificates and receipts of professional development on Common Core
from the current and previous school year were provided at the site visit. Additionally, forms completed
by staff to identify plans for follow up were provided for the current school year. However, no
documentation of how professional development was determined or monitored was provided.

Following the site visit, staff determined, through an evaluation of the submission, including information
and documentation collected that the charter holder did not demonstrate sufficient progress towards
the Board’s academic performance expectations.

Il. Viability of the Organization

The charter holder did not meet the Board’s financial performance expectations because the charter
holder received two or more “Does Not Meet Standard” in fiscal year 2012. Since the charter holder was
notified of its eligibility to apply for renewal, the Board has received the fiscal year 2013 audit. The
following table includes the charter holder’s financial data and financial performance for the last three
audited fiscal years.
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Mountain Oak School, Inc.

Financial Data

2013 2012

2011

Statement of Financial Position

Cash $114,530 $82,969 $251,249
Unrestricted Cash $98,148 $78,447 $205,011

Other Liquidity $30,000

Total Assets $1,744,267 $1,358,689 $1,445,192

Total Liabilities $1,624,227 $1,275,126 | $12,184,091

Current Portion of Long-Term Debt &

Capital Leases $20,875 $17,072 $13,692

Net Assets $120,040 $83,563 $161,101

Statement of Activities
Revenue $1,183,692 $1,057,141 $1,018,188
Expenses $1,147,215 $1,134,679 $986,465
Net Income $36,477 ($77,538) $31,723
Change in Net Assets $36,477 ($77,538) $31,723

Financial Statements or Notes
Depreciation & Amortization Expense $40,504 $39,235 $1,157
Interest Expense $103,550 $69,351 -

Lease Expense $5,346 $112,557 $114,866

Financial Performance

| o 202 | 2011 |3yrcumulative

Going Concern No No No N/A
Unrestricted Days Liquidity* 40.77 25.23 75.86 N/A
Default No No No N/A
Net Income $36,477 ($77,538) $31,723 N/A
Cash Flow $31,561 (5168,280) $127,677 ($9,042)
Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio 1.43 0.72 1.15 N/A

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

Based on the fiscal year 2012 audit, the charter holder was required to submit additional information
regarding the charter holder’s financial situation (presented in the charter holder’s renewal portfolio: f.
Financial Sustainability). The charter holder’s submission addressed those measures where the charter
holder received a “Does Not Meet Standard” rating in fiscal year 2012.
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\ lll. Adherence to the Terms of the Charter

A. Compliance Matters Requiring Board or Other Agency Action

Over the past five years, there were no items to report.

B. Other Compliance Matters

The fiscal year 2013 audit indicated that a fingerprint clearance card was not renewed timely.
Specifically, for 1 of 21 instructional employees, a fingerprint clearance card was not renewed as of the
testing date of April 22, 2013. The employee’s card had expired on February 21, 2013 and an application
for the fingerprint clearance card was submitted on April 18, 2013. Clearance was obtained on May 8,
2013. Similar issues were also identified in the fiscal year 2012 and 2010 audits. In fiscal year 2012, for 1
of 21 instructional employees, the employee’s card had expired on January 30, 2012 and clearance was
obtained on July 19, 2012 and for 1 of 5 non-instructional employees, the employee’s card had expired
on May 6, 2012 and clearance was obtained on June 12, 2012. In fiscal year 2010, for 1 of 31 employees
tested for fingerprint clearance, the clearance card expired on February 25, 2010 and the charter holder
had not received an updated card as of April 27, 2010. The fingerprint clearance card was obtained on
May 25, 2010. Since the three audits indicated that all staff were now properly fingerprinted, corrective
action plans (CAP) were not required.

The fiscal year 2010 audit identified an issue that required a CAP. Specifically, the audit indicated that
duties related to cash receipts were not properly segregated as the same person has the ability to
collect cash, issue pre-numbered receipts, and has access to cash prior to deposits. The charter holder
submitted a satisfactory CAP.

C. Charter Holder’s Organizational Membership

At the time the charter holder became eligible for renewal, the organizational membership on file with
the Board was consistent with the information on file with the Arizona Corporation Commission;
therefore, the charter holder was not required to submit the Organizational Membership portion of the
Detailed Business Plan Section. Subsequently, the charter holder became out of alighment with the
organizational membership on file with the Board and the corporation commission. Currently, the
charter holder’s organizational membership on file with the Board is in alignment with the membership
on file with the Arizona Corporation Commission.

| Board Options

Option 1: The Board may approve the renewal. The following language is provided for consideration:
Renewal is based on consideration of academic, fiscal and contractual compliance of the charter holder.
In this case, the charter holder does not meet the academic performance expectations set forth in the
Board’s performance framework. There is a record of past contractual noncompliance which has been
reviewed. With that taken into consideration as well as all information provided to the Board for
consideration of this renewal application package and during its discussion with representatives of the
charter holder, | move to approve the request for charter renewal and grant a renewal contract to
Mountain Oak School, Inc.
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Option 2: The Board may deny the renewal. Staff recommends the following language for consideration:
Based upon a review of the information provided by the representatives of the charter holder and the
contents of the application package which includes the academic performance, the fiscal compliance,
and legal and contractual compliance of the charter holder over the charter term, | move to deny the
request for charter renewal and to not grant a renewal contract for Mountain Oak School, Inc.
Specifically, the charter holder, during the term of the contract, failed to meet the obligations of the
contract or failed to comply with state law when it failed to meet or demonstrate sufficient progress
toward the Board’s academic performance expectations as set forth in the Academic Performance
Framework.

Option 3: The Board may deny the renewal unless certain provisions are included. The following
language is provided for consideration: Based upon a review of the information provided by the
representatives of the charter holder and the contents of the application package which includes the
academic performance, the fiscal compliance, and legal and contractual compliance of the charter
holder over the charter term, | move to deny the request for charter renewal and to not grant a renewal
contract for Mountain Oak School, Inc. Specifically, the charter holder, during the term of the contract,
failed to meet the obligations of the contract or failed to comply with state law when it failed to meet or
demonstrate sufficient progress toward the Board’s academic performance expectations as set forth in
the Academic Performance Framework.

All that taken into consideration, the Board will grant a renewal contract that includes a Performance
Management Plan that, when reviewed by staff using the approved evaluation instrument,
demonstrates a well described plan with a timeline that includes implementation beginning in February
of the 2013-2014 school year.

If Mountain Oak School, Inc. is unwilling to agree to these provisions and a performance management
plan as described is not received within 20 business days of today’s date, then it is the Board’s decision
that Mountain Oak School, Inc.’s request for renewal of its charter be denied for the reasons already
specified.
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2012 2013
Traditional Traditional
Elementary School (K-8) Elementary School (K-8)

Points Points

1. Growth Measure |\ ioned Weight | Measure FestGmes Weight
Math 572 75 12.5 42 50 12.5
la. SGP -
Reading 58 75 12.5 59 75 12.5
Math 12.5 12.5
1b. SGP Bottom 25% _ B -
Reading I s 51 75 | 125
2. Proficiency Measure AESilgnr;(;d Weight | Measure AS:?ilgnntgd Weight
. Math 387/ 64.1 50 7.5 |46/ 63.8 50 7.5
2a. Percent Passing =
Reading |79/ 77.5 75 7.5 76 / 79 50 7.5
2b. composite School  Math NN 5 | 147 50 75
Comparison Reading 3.2 75 7.5 -0.1 50 7.5
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup ELL =
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0
Math 43 / 55.2 50 3.75 |41/ 54.5 50 3.75
2c. Subgroup FRL =
Reading |79 /7 69.9 75 3.75 |76 / 72.5 75 3875
Math 23/ 24.8 50 3.75 |15/ 21.7 50 3.75
2c. Subgroup SPED :
Reading |62 / 37.7 7% 3.75 |54 / 38.8 75 3.75
- Point ] Point i
3. State Accountability Measure Assc’ig“ng 4 | Weight | Measure Asg’i'g”ng 4 | Weight
3a. State Accountability B 7 5 © 50 5
Overall Rat”‘]g Overall Rating Overall Rating

Scoring for Overall Rating

89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard 73 75 100 55 100
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard

Charter/Legal Compliance Hide Section
Charter Corporate Name: Mountain Oak School, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 13-87-68-000 Charter Entity ID: 78873
Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 08/25/1999
Timely Submission of AFR  Hi ion Timely Submission of Budget Hi ion
Year Timely Year Timely
2013 Yes 2014 Yes
2012 Yes 2013 Yes
2011 Yes 2012 Yes
2010 Yes 2011 Yes
2009 Yes 2010 Yes
Audit and Fiscal Compliance Hi
Charter Corporate Name: Mountain Oak School, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 13-87-68-000 Charter Entity ID: 78873
Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 08/25/1999





Year Timely
2013 Yes
2012 Yes
2011 Yes
2010 Yes
2009 Yes

FY

2013
2012
2011
2010
2009

Issue #1

No CAP Repeat Fingerprinting
No CAP Repeat Fingerprinting

No CAP Fingerprinting
Internal Controls

FY

2013
2012
2011
2010
2009

Issue #1

Repeat GAAP Financial Statements Repeat Open Meeting Law

Repeat GAAP Financial Statements
Repeat GAAP Financial Statements

Repeat GAAP Financial Statements Repeat Federal Grants

Issue #2
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evaluation Instrument

Charter Holder Name: Mountain Oak School, Inc. Required for: Renewal
School Name: Mountain Oak School
Date Submitted: 11/12/13 Evaluation Completed: 12/6/13; 12/23/13

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

Measure Not Comments

Acceptable |Acceptable
1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create,
Math implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona College and Career

Ready Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school
implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth in Math. At the site
visit, a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, evaluate, and revise
school curriculum aligned with Arizona College and Career Ready Standards was confirmed.
Lesson plans aligned to the standards and documentation to demonstrate the beginning
stages of curriculum alignment was provided. No evidence of curriculum maps, pacing
guides, committee work, or data review teams was provided.

Instruction: The narrative describes an approach to monitor the integration of Arizona College
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the
teachers. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a
plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction. At the site visit, lesson plans, a piloted teacher evaluation from last school year,
I/s a single teacher evaluation from the current school year, assessment result reports, and an
observation schedule for 2014 were provided. No evidence of standards checklists, data
review teams, or lesson plan review was provided.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach this is not comprehensive nor
aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and documenting increases
in student growth in Math. At the site visit, EasyCBM assessment results were provided. No
data analysis or description of how the results were used to inform instruction or
professional development was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes the beginning stage of developing a
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. Professional
development is usually external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. The
narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional
development plan that contributed to increased student growth in Math. At the site visit,
certificates and receipts were provided for Singapore Math and Common Core professional
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

development training from the previous and current school year. Professional development
follow up forms were provided for the current school year. No documentation of how
professional development is determined or monitored was provided.

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

1/s

Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create,
implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona College and Career
Ready Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school
implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth for students with
growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Math. At the site visit, a fragmented approach that
the school uses to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum aligned with
Arizona College and Career Ready Standards was confirmed. While lesson plans aligned to
the standards were provided there was no evidence of differentiation for the bottom 25%.
Documentation to demonstrate the beginning stages of curriculum alignment was provided.
No evidence of curriculum maps, pacing guides, committee work, or data review teams was
provided.

Instruction: The narrative describes an approach to monitor the integration of Arizona College
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the
teachers. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a
plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction. At the site visit, lesson plans, a piloted teacher evaluation from last school year, a
single teacher evaluation from the current school year, assessment result reports, and an
observation schedule for 2014 were provided. No evidence of standards checklists, data
review teams, or lesson plan review was provided.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach this is not comprehensive nor
aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting increases in
student growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Math. At the site
visit, EasyCBM assessment results were provided. No data analysis or description of how the
results were used to inform instruction or professional development was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes the beginning stage of developing a
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and
data provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development
plan that contributed to increased student growth for students with growth percentiles in the
lowest 25% in Math. At the site visit, certificates and receipts were provided for Singapore
Math and Common Core professional development training from the previous and current
school year. Professional development follow up forms were provided for the current school
year. No documentation of how professional development is determined or monitored was
provided.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

Limited data provided. Data provided did not demonstrate growth-.

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

1/s

Curriculum: The narrative describes disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum.
The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a
curriculum that contributes to increased student growth for students with growth percentiles
in the lowest 25% in Reading. At the site visit, a fragmented approach that the school uses to
create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona College and
Career Ready Standards was confirmed. While lesson plans aligned to the standards were
provided there was no evidence of differentiation for students in the bottom 25%.
Documentation to demonstrate the beginning stages of curriculum alignment was provided.
No evidence of curriculum maps, pacing guides, committee work, or data review teams was
provided.

Instruction: The narrative describes an approach to monitor the integration of Arizona College
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the
teachers. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a
plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction. At the site visit, lesson plans, a piloted teacher evaluation from last school year, a
single teacher evaluation from the current school year, assessment result reports, and an
observation schedule for 2014 were provided. No evidence of standards checklists, data
review teams, or lesson plan review was provided.

Assessment: The narrative does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on
clearly defined performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student growth.
The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for
monitoring and documenting increases in student growth for students with growth percentiles
in the lowest 25% in Reading. At the site visit, EasyCBM assessment results and Dibels results
for grades 2 and 3 were provided. No analysis of how the results were used to inform
instruction or professional development was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative does not describe a professional development plan
based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Reading.
At the site visit, certificates and receipts were provided for professional development
training from the previous and current school year. Professional development follow up
forms were provided for the current school year. No documentation of how professional
development is determined or monitored was provided.

Limited data provided. Data provided did not demonstrate growth.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

2a. Percent Passing
Math

1/S

Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create,
implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona College and Career
Ready Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school
implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency in Math. At the
site visit, a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, evaluate, and
revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona College and Career Ready Standards was
confirmed. Lesson plans aligned to the standards and documentation to demonstrate the
beginning stages of curriculum alignment was provided. No evidence of curriculum maps,
pacing guides, committee work, or data review teams was provided.

Instruction: The narrative describes an approach to monitor the integration of Arizona College
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the
teachers. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a
plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction. At the site visit, lesson plans, a piloted teacher evaluation from last school year, a
single teacher evaluation from the current school year, assessment result reports, and an
observation schedule for 2014 were provided. No evidence of standards checklists, data
review teams, or lesson plan review was provided.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach this is not comprehensive nor
aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did
not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency in Math. At the site visit, EasyCBM assessment results were provided. No analysis
of how the results were used to inform instruction or professional development was
provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes the beginning stage of developing a
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. Professional
development is usually external and determined without regard to an overall school plan. The
narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for
professional development that contributed to increased student proficiency in Math. At the
site visit, certificates and receipts were provided for Singapore Math and Common Core
professional development training from the previous and current school year. Professional
development follow up forms were provided for the current school year. No documentation
of how professional development is determined or monitored was provided.

Limited data provided. Data provided did not demonstrate proficiency.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

2a. Percent Passing
Reading

1/s

Curriculum: The narrative describes disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum.
The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that
contributes to increased student proficiency in Reading. At the site visit, a fragmented
approach that the school uses to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum
aligned with Arizona College and Career Ready Standards was confirmed. Lesson plans
aligned to the standards and documentation to demonstrate the beginning stages of
curriculum alignment was provided. No evidence of curriculum maps, pacing guides,
committee work, or data review teams was provided.

Instruction: The narrative describes an approach to monitor the integration of Arizona College
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the
teachers. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for
monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. At
the site visit, lesson plans, a piloted teacher evaluation from last school year, a single teacher
evaluation from the current school year, assessment result reports, and an observation
schedule for 2014 were provided. No evidence of standards checklists, data review teams, or
lesson plan review was provided.

Assessment: The narrative does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on
clearly defined performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student growth.
The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring
and documenting student proficiency in Reading.

At the site visit, EasyCBM assessment results and Dibels results for grades 2 and 3 were
provided. No analysis of how the results were used to inform instruction or professional
development was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative does not describe a professional development plan
based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that
the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased
student proficiency in Reading. At the site visit, certificates and receipts were provided for
Common Core professional development training from the previous and current school year.
Professional development follow up forms were provided for the current school year. No
documentation of how professional development is determined or monitored was provided.

No data provided. Data provided did not demonstrate proficiency.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

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

1/s

Curriculum: The narrative describes disjointed efforts to address school curriculum aligned with
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing student
proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities. At the site
visit, a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, evaluate, and revise
school curriculum aligned with Arizona College and Career Ready Standards was confirmed.
Lesson plans aligned to the standards and documentation to demonstrate the beginning
stages of curriculum alignment was provided. No evidence of curriculum maps, pacing
guides, committee work, or data review teams was provided.

Instruction: The narrative does not describe a system for monitoring and evaluating standards
and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career
Ready Standards into instruction. At the site visit, lesson plans, a piloted teacher evaluation
from last school year, a single teacher evaluation from the current school year, assessment
result reports, and an observation schedule for 2014 were provided. No evidence of
standards checklists, data review teams, or lesson plan review was provided.

Assessment: The narrative describes the beginning stages of an assessment system based on
clearly defined performance measures. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in
Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities. At the site visit, EasyCBM
assessment results for grades 2 and 3 were provided. No analysis of how the results were
used to inform instruction or professional development was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative does not describe a professional development plan
based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students with
disabilities. At the site visit, certificates and receipts were provided for professional
development training from the previous and current school year. Professional development
follow up forms were provided for the current school year. No documentation of how
professional development is determined or monitored was provided.

Limited data is provided. Data provided did not demonstrate proficiency.
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Measure Not Comments
Acceptable |Acceptable
2b. Composite School Comparison (Traditional Curriculum: The narrative describes disjointed efforts to address school curriculum aligned with
and Small Schools only) Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. The narrative and data provided did not
Reading demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing student
proficiency in Reading for ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities. At the site
visit, a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, evaluate, and revise
school curriculum aligned with Arizona College and Career Ready Standards was confirmed.
Lesson plans aligned to the standards and documentation to demonstrate the beginning
stages of curriculum alignment was provided. No evidence of curriculum maps, pacing
guides, committee work, or data review teams was provided.
Instruction: The narrative does not describe a system for monitoring and evaluating standards
and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career
Ready Standards into instruction. At the site visit, lesson plans, a piloted teacher evaluation
from last school year, a single teacher evaluation from the current school year, assessment
result reports, and an observation schedule for 2014 were provided. No evidence of
standards checklists, data review teams, or lesson plan review was provided.
1/S

Assessment: The narrative describes the beginning stages of an assessment system based on
clearly defined performance measures. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in
Reading for ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities. At the site visit,
EasyCBM assessment results and Dibels results for grades 2 and 3 were provided. No analysis
of how the results were used to inform instruction or professional development was
provided.

Professional Development: The narrative does not describe a professional development plan
based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Reading for ELL students, FRL students, and students with
disabilities. At the site visit, certificates and receipts were provided for professional
development training from the previous and current school year. Professional development
follow up forms were provided for the current school year. No documentation of how
professional development is determined or monitored was provided.

Limited data is provided. Data provided did not demonstrate proficiency.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

2c. Subgroup Comparison
(2b. for Alternative)
ELL

Math

1/S

Curriculum: The narrative describes disjointed efforts to address school curriculum aligned with
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing student
proficiency in Math for ELL students. At the site visit, a fragmented approach that the school
uses to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona
College and Career Ready Standards was confirmed. Lesson plans aligned to the standards
and documentation to demonstrate the beginning stages of curriculum alignment was
provided. No evidence of curriculum maps, pacing guides, committee work, or data review
teams was provided.

Instruction: The narrative does not describe a system for monitoring and evaluating standards
and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career
Ready Standards into instruction. At the site visit, lesson plans, a piloted teacher evaluation
from last school year, a single teacher evaluation from the current school year, assessment
result reports, and an observation schedule for 2014 were provided. No evidence of
standards checklists, data review teams, or lesson plan review was provided.

Assessment: The narrative describes the beginning stages of an assessment system based on
clearly defined performance measures. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in
Math for ELL students. At the site visit, EasyCBM assessment results were provided. No
analysis of how the results were used to inform instruction or professional development was
provided.

Professional Development: The narrative does not describe a professional development plan
based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Math for ELL students. At the site visit, certificates and
receipts were provided for professional development training from the previous and current
school year. Professional development follow up forms were provided for the current school
year. No documentation of how professional development is determined or monitored was
provided.

No data is provided. Data provided did not differentiate for ELL students.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

2c. Subgroup Comparison
(2b. for Alternative)
ELL

Reading

1/S

Curriculum: The narrative describes disjointed efforts to address school curriculum aligned with
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing student
proficiency in Reading for ELL students. At the site visit, a fragmented approach that the
school uses to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum aligned with
Arizona College and Career Ready Standards was confirmed. Lesson plans aligned to the
standards and documentation to demonstrate the beginning stages of curriculum alignhment
was provided. No evidence of curriculum maps, pacing guides, committee work, or data
review teams was provided.

Instruction: The narrative does not describe a system for monitoring and evaluating standards
and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career
Ready Standards into instruction. At the site visit, lesson plans, a piloted teacher evaluation
from last school year, a single teacher evaluation from the current school year, assessment
result reports, and an observation schedule for 2014 were provided. No evidence of
standards checklists, data review teams, or lesson plan review was provided.

Assessment: The narrative describes the beginning stages of an assessment system based on
clearly defined performance measures. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in
Reading for ELL students. At the site visit, EasyCBM assessment results and Dibels results for
grades 2 and 3 were provided. No analysis of how the results were used to inform instruction
or professional development was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative does not describe a professional development plan
based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Reading for ELL students. At the site visit, certificates and
receipts were provided for professional development training from the previous and current
school year. Professional development follow up forms were provided for the current school
year. No documentation of how professional development is determined or monitored was
provided.

No data is provided. Data provided did not differentiate for ELL students.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

2c. Subgroup Comparison
(2b. for Alternative)
FRL

Math

1/S

Curriculum: The narrative describes disjointed efforts to address school curriculum aligned with
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing student
proficiency in Math for FRL students. At the site visit, a fragmented approach that the school
uses to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona
College and Career Ready Standards was confirmed. Lesson plans aligned to the standards
and documentation to demonstrate the beginning stages of curriculum alignment was
provided. No evidence of curriculum maps, pacing guides, committee work, or data review
teams was provided.

Instruction: The narrative does not describe a system for monitoring and evaluating standards
and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career
Ready Standards into instruction. At the site visit, lesson plans, a piloted teacher evaluation
from last school year, a single teacher evaluation from the current school year, assessment
result reports, and an observation schedule for 2014 were provided. No evidence of
standards checklists, data review teams, or lesson plan review was provided.

Assessment: The narrative describes the beginning stages of an assessment system based on
clearly defined performance measures. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in
Math for FRL students. At the site visit, EasyCBM assessment results were provided. No
analysis of how the results were used to inform instruction or professional development was
provided.

Professional Development: The narrative does not describe a professional development plan
based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Math for FRL students. At the site visit, certificates and
receipts were provided for professional development training from the previous and current
school year. Professional development follow up forms were provided for the current school
year. No documentation of how professional development is determined or monitored was
provided.

Limited data is provided. Data provided did not demonstrate growth or proficiency.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

2c. Subgroup Comparison

(2b. for Alternative)

Students with disabilities
Math

1/S

Curriculum: The narrative describes disjointed efforts to address school curriculum aligned with
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing student
proficiency in Math for students with disabilities. At the site visit, a fragmented approach that
the school uses to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum aligned with
Arizona College and Career Ready Standards was confirmed. Lesson plans aligned to the
standards and documentation to demonstrate the beginning stages of curriculum alignment
was provided. No evidence of curriculum maps, pacing guides, committee work, or data
review teams was provided.

Instruction: The narrative does not describe a system for monitoring and evaluating standards
and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career
Ready Standards into instruction. At the site visit, lesson plans, a piloted teacher evaluation
from last school year, a single teacher evaluation from the current school year, assessment
result reports, and an observation schedule for 2014 were provided. No evidence of
standards checklists, data review teams, or lesson plan review was provided.

Assessment: The narrative describes the beginning stages of an assessment system based on
clearly defined performance measures. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in
Math for students with disabilities. At the site visit, EasyCBM assessment results were
provided. No analysis of how the results were used to inform instruction or professional
development was provided.

Professional Development: The narrative does not describe a professional development plan
based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities. At the site visit,
certificates and receipts were provided for professional development training from the
previous and current school year. Professional development follow up forms were provided
for the current school year. No documentation of how professional development is
determined or monitored was provided.

Limited data is provided. Data provided did not demonstrate growth or proficiency.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

3a. A-F Letter Grade State Accountability
System

1/S

Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create,
implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona Academic Standards.
The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school is increasing student
growth and proficiency or meeting targets as described in the A-F Letter Grade Model. At the
site visit, a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, evaluate, and
revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona College and Career Ready Standards was
confirmed. Lesson plans aligned to the standards and documentation to demonstrate the
beginning stages of curriculum alignment was provided. No evidence of curriculum maps,
pacing guides, committee work, or data review teams was provided.

Instruction: The narrative describes an approach to monitor the integration of Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of
the teachers. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school is
increasing student growth and proficiency or meeting targets as described in the A-F Letter
Grade Model. At the site visit, lesson plans, a piloted teacher evaluation from last school
year, a single teacher evaluation from the current school year, assessment result reports, and
an observation schedule for 2014 were provided. No evidence of standards checklists, data
review teams, or lesson plan review was provided.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach that is not comprehensive nor
aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. Little data is collected. The narrative
and data provided did not demonstrate that the school is increasing student growth and
proficiency or meeting targets as described in the A-F Letter Grade Model. At the site visit,
EasyCBM assessment results and Dibels results for grades 2 and 3 were provided. No analysis
of how the results were used to inform instruction or professional development was
provided.

Professional Development: The narrative describes an approach to professional development
that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. The
narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school is increasing student growth
and proficiency or meeting targets as described in the A-F Letter Grade Model. At the site visit,
certificates and receipts were provided for professional development training from the
previous and current school year. Professional development follow up forms were provided
for the current school year. No documentation of how professional development is
determined or monitored was provided.

No data is provided. Data provided did not demonstrate growth or proficiency.
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evidence Confirmed at Site Visit

Mountain Oak

The table below reflects materials/items referenced in the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress that

were confirmed on site for Mountain Oak:

Evidence Requested

Confirmed at Site Visit

Brigance math inventory result

Provided for the low performing 7" grade class in math

EasyCBM assessment results

Provided for math 3-8

Professional development
documentation

provided faculty meeting agendas from 2012-2013; professional
development policy; certificates of completion; professional
development follow up forms completed by teachers

After school tutoring program
documentation

math tutoring documentation for 2013 and 2014

Pull-out instruction documentation

Dibels data and schedule for grades 2 and 3

Data evaluation/analysis documentation;
including monitoring data

Bottom 25% student tracking form; SPED tracking form; all
student tracking form

Curriculum alignment

provided faculty meeting agendas from 2012-2013 to provide
evidence that the staff was working on aligning the Waldorf
curriculum with the Common Core Standards during last school
year; 3™ grade example of Waldorf curriculum alignment with
common core; Alliance for Public Waldorf Education aligning the
Waldorf curriculum with the common core

Weekly area meetings documentation

schedules

Lesson plans for each grade level aligned
with the AZ College and Career Ready
Standards

Provided sample for each grade level; reviewed all lesson plans
on location; charter holder states they are considering providing
teachers with a standardized lesson plan format but has not at
this time

Instructional Leadership and Coaching
documentation

teacher observation; stated this happens during the weekly area
meetings but no documentation provided

Evaluations by outside evaluators

not currently running this school year

Evaluations by the principal

Observation schedule for 2014; one completed observation for
current school year; one completed observation for previous
school year

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

Progress.

Evidence Requested

Evidence Provided

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

SGP Math
SGP Math Bottom 25%

Singapore Math: chosen because its research based; previous
administration determined problem to be with implementation
of the program and not the program itself so professional
development provided to teachers with the lowest scores
Increase in math instructional time

math tutoring documentation for 2013 and 2014

provided faculty meeting agendas from 2012-2013 to provide
evidence that the staff was working on aligning the Waldorf
curriculum with the Common Core Standards during last school
year; 3™ grade example of Waldorf curriculum alignment with
common core; Alliance for Public Waldorf Education aligning the






Percent Passing Math

SGP Reading Bottom 25%
Percent Passing Reading

ELL Math and Reading
FRL Math and Reading
SPED Math and Reading

Waldorf curriculum with the common core

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

SGP Math
SGP Math Bottom 25%
Percent Passing Math

SGP Reading Bottom 25%
Percent Passing Reading

ELL Math and Reading
FRL Math and Reading
SPED Math and Reading

Charter holder stated lesson plans are submitted every couple
weeks; administration reads them but does not sign off on them
In the early stages of using bridge model for aligning Waldorf

curriculum with Common Core Standards

Single teacher evaluation performed in SY13-14; and collected

piloted evaluation from SY12-13
Observation schedule for 2014

Assessment: A system based on clearly
defined performance measures aligned
with the curriculum and instructional
methodology and includes data collection
from multiple assessments, such as
formative and summative assessment,
common /benchmark assessments and
data review teams.

SGP Math
SGP Math Bottom 25%
Percent Passing Math

SGP Reading Bottom 25%
Percent Passing Reading

ELL Math and Reading
FRL Math and Reading
SPED Math and Reading

EasyCBM for grades 3-8; math results; SPED, and bottom 25%

identified
Dibels data and schedule for grades 2 and 3

Professional Development: a

Common Core training and Singapore Math






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

SGP Math
SGP Math Bottom 25%
Percent Passing Math

SGP Reading Bottom 25%
Percent Passing Reading

ELL Math and Reading
FRL Math and Reading
SPED Math and Reading

provided faculty meeting agendas from 2012-2013; professional
development policy; certificates of completion; professional
development follow up forms completed by teachers

Data and analysis to demonstrate growth
and proficiency

Bottom 25% student tracking form; SPED tracking form; all
student tracking form

Subgroup data

Bottom 25% student tracking form; SPED tracking form

Notes:

Provided documentation of increase in administrative support







Mountain Oak

® 1455 Willow Creek Rd. Prescott, AZ 86301 ®

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress
Submitted November 12, 2013 by ElizaBeth Wildemaan, Director

Introduction
Mountain Oak School is a Waldorf-inspired charter school that has served the Prescott area
since 1999. Waldorf education is the fastest growing independent educational movement in
the world (from www.whywaldorf.works.org). Founded in 1919, with schools on every
continent with the exception of Antarctica, Waldorf education has proven to be an enduring
and effective way to educate young people. Waldorf education is a deep education: slow,
steady, and spiraling toward complexity and college and career readiness. The trajectory of
student learning anticipates strong early foundations in intellectual, social, emotional, and
physical capacity-building. Waldorf education focuses strongly on child development and on
introducing topics and skills at a time when children are developmentally ready to work with
them in a meaningful way.

Waldorf-inspired charter schools offer this rich form of education to a much more diverse body
of students than private Waldorf schools are able to. This comes with challenges, of course,
since the timeline of when skills are introduced in the Arizona College and Career Ready
Standards differs from the timeline found in traditional Waldorf education. The Alliance for
Public Waldorf education, after much research and study, recently issued a document
demonstrating that by the eighth grade, Waldorf students have covered all of the College and
Career Ready Standards, but on a timeline that differs from that mandated by the standards.

Waldorf education is based in classic education and is similar to the trajectory of schools in
Finland and other countries with high literacy rates. There is historical evidence for the success
of Waldorf education in facilitating the development of college and career ready adults.

Purpose

The purpose of this document is to address performance issues at Mountain Oak School as identified by
the Academic Dashboard provided by the Arizona State Charter Board. The Mountain Oak Academic
Performance Rating for 2013 as broken down by the Academic Dashboard indicates the following items
are to be addressed:

1. Growth —1a - SGP - Math — does not meet
Growth — 1a — SGP bottom 25% - Math — falls far below
Growth — 1a — SGP bottom 25% - Reading — lower scores than 2012
Proficiency — 2a Percent passing — Math — does not meet
Proficiency — 2a Percent Passing Reading — does not meet
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Proficiency — 2b Composite School Comparison — Math — does not meet
Proficiency — 2b Composite School Comparison — Reading — does not meet
Proficiency — 2c Subgroup ELL — Math - no rating

Proficiency — 2c Subgroup ELL — Reading — no rating

Proficiency — 2c Subgroup FRL — Math — did not meet

Proficiency — 2c Subgroup FRL — Reading — lower scores than 2012
Proficiency — 2c Subgroup SPED — Math — does not meet

Proficiency — 2c — Subgroup SPED — Reading — lower scores than 2012

3 State Accountability — does not meet

Each of these items is addressed separately with a chart, graph, or table of data and no more than two
pages of data. Categories for improvement planning include Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment,
Professional Development, and Accountability.

Growth
For the 2013 school year, Mountain Oak School showed insufficient growth in math both
among its general population and in the bottom 25% of students. Several measures have been
implemented to remediate this situation, as outlined below.

1a. SGP - Math

Mountain Oak School has been concerned about student math proficiency for a number of
years. Several years ago, the school researched various programs and implemented a rolling
adoption of the Singapore Math program. The Singapore Math program was selected because
it aligns with the Common Core standards and because a great deal of independent research
has shown it to be effective.

Grades 1, 2, and 3 implemented the Singapore program in the 2011 school year, grades 4 and 5
began the program in the 2012 school year, and in the 2013 school year, the middle school was
added. It should be noted that “increased duration of student participation in Singapore Math
classes increases students’ tests scores” (from the iSingaporemath.com website). Since the
program has only been fully implemented for one year, gains are not what we anticipate they
will be when students have experienced multiple years of Singapore math instruction. The
percent of Mountain Oak students passing math increased from 38% in the 2012 school year to
46% in the 2013 school year, which is a substantial gain. Sustained growth at this level will
result in the school’s passing at the same rate as the state average in two to three years.

When Mountain Oak School received the 2013 AIMS scores it was immediately apparent that
the sixth grade needed to be carefully looked at. Only 10% of the class had passed the AIMS,
with 33% approaching and 57% falling far below. School leadership made the decision to hire a
different math teacher for the 2014 school year. The 2013 teacher was sent to a summer
Singapore Math conference and has been assisting the new math teacher in order to build skills
in effective math instruction. The teacher that was hired has a good deal of experience in
teaching math and has been able to build skills in the seventh grade as evidenced by the
following graph. The Brigance Math Inventory was administered to the students twice in the
fall and the students made gains in both categories: computation and story problems.
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Another class that performed poorly on the 2013 AIMS was the fourth grade, passing at a rate
of only 25%, with 50% approaching and 25% falling far below. However, if one compares the
2013 AIMS scores to the 2012 scores for this class, one will see that the majority of the
students did improve, as shown in the graph below. It should also be noted that the two
students who made the highest gains, students F and R, are SPED students.
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As shown below, this same class continues to make progress this year as assessed by the
easyCBM assessments that have been administered.
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Grade Five easyCBM Assessments Fall 2013

The Singapore Math Program does come with assessments, but deciphering what those
assessment scores mean in terms of modifying instruction to strengthen areas of student
weakness was difficult. As a consequence, Mountain Oak School researched various types of
formative assessments. The school was constrained in which assessments would work for our
school by the fact that we do not have student computers available for testing. The school
selected a program of ongoing assessment, easyCBM, that offers helpful data to pinpoint areas
in which the students are weak and need additional instruction.

The school has set up a district account with easyCBM, a company that offers Common Core-
aligned assessments in Reading and Math. Prior to setting up an account, teachers used free
tests available on the easyCBM website to assess students. Testing using the easyCBM system
began the second week in October. Teachers have given feedback about the usefulness of this
assessment system which provides easily decipherable data about what skills students are
lacking, thus allowing teachers to target identified areas of need. Being able to pinpoint areas
of student deficits has led to rapid growth, as evidenced by the following graph of the 2013
third grade class.
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Many staff have received Singapore Math training. The decision about which teachers to
provide with training is based on class test scores, the experience level of the teacher, and
teachers’ requests. It is the goal of Mountain Oak School that all teachers receive professional
development related to effectively implementing the Singapore Math program. Currently all
class teachers have attended at least one informational session regarding the goals and
implementation of the program.

After the 2013 AIMS scores were received, school leadership made the decision to send the
sixth grade teacher to the summer Singapore conference. The 2014 first grade teacher also
attended the summer conference. The 2013 fourth grade teacher attended Singapore training
in Scottsdale October 23 — 25, also as a response to her class’ 2013 AIMS scores. The second
and third grade teachers, who joined Mountain Oak during the summer of 2013 and are new to
the Singapore math program, were also sent to the October Singapore trainings.

1b. SGP Bottom 25% - Math

The high scores for the bottom 25% in the 2012 school year seem to reflect that Mountain Oak
School ran an after school tutoring program that year for children who rode the bus, many of
whom were children in the bottom 25%. There was an hour between the time that school was
finished and the time the bus arrived, so the school had a captive audience for tutoring efforts.
After-school tutoring was offered during the 2013 school year but since parents had to pick
their children up from school late, it was not well attended.

Mountain Oak School will be implementing a tutoring program in math this year for our bottom
25%. The administrator is currently seeking Highly Qualified math tutors to work with children
both individually and in small groups. The school is examining when the tutoring will be
provided so as to get optimal participation.





Having access to student performance data as provided by the easyCBM assessment system is
also proving beneficial to teachers in instructing students falling in the bottom 25%. When
scores from the first two administrations of the easy CBM assessments are looked at for those
students identified on the Arizona Department of Education website as being the bottom 25%
for the 2013 school year, one can see an improvement in scores, as evidenced by the graph
below.
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Average Scores for Bottom 25% on easyCBM assessments 1 and 2 (Fall 2013)

1b. SGP Bottom 25% - Reading

In the 2013 school year, Title | eligible students received help in reading only during the second
half of the school year. For the 2014 school year, Title | eligible students began receiving
services beginning the second week of school, which should bode well for this year’s reading
scores for that demographic.

Mountain Oak School is also trying something different in providing additional assistance to
Title | eligible students in the second grade. Previously, pull-out instruction has been available
to students three times a week. This model is still being used with third grade students. In the
second grade, the teacher working with Title | students sees them on a daily basis. We are
monitoring their assessment scores to see if their rate of improvement is helped by more
frequent instruction.

As the following table demonstrates, by the time students graduate from our school in the
eighth grade, reading scores surpass state Annual Measurable Objectives.

Mountain Oak School % Passing Reading
Number in the bottom line = total number of students in the class





3"
grade

2005

92%
pass
23%
exceed
69%
meet

13

100%
pass
22%
exceed
78%
meet
18

84%

pass
6%
exceed
78%
meet
18

54%
pass
23%
exceed
31%
meet
13

2006

90%
pass
5%
exceed
85%
meet
20

2007

74%
pass
9%
exceed
65%
meet
23

2008

20
94%
pass
6%
exceed
88%
meet
17

64%
pass
9%
exceed
55%
meet
22
31%
pass
0%
exceed
31%
meet
16

2009

44%
pass
0%
exceed
44%
meet

2010

39%
pass
4%
exceed
35%
meet
23

2011

57%
pass
0%
exceed
57%
meet
21

2012

7%
pass
15%
exceed
62%
meet
13

2013
100%
pass
0%
exceed
100%
meet

12
70%
pass
9%
exceed
61%
meet
23

76%
pass
0%
exceed
76%
meet
21

91%
pass
9%
exceed
82%
meet
22

63%
pass
0%
exceed
63 %
meet
8

63%
pass
0%
exceed
63%
meet

16






Proficiency

2a. Percent Passing - Math

As noted above, the percent of students passing math rose significantly from 2012 to 2013. |If
scores continue to increase at this rate, Mountain Oak students will pass AIMS math at the
same rate as other students in the state of Arizona in two to three years. Having the Singapore
math program in place and helping teachers to develop their capacity to fully implement this
tested and proven method of math instruction will reap greater benefits for our students in
years to come.

70

2012 Score 2013 Score projected projected
2014 score 2015 score

Mountain Oak Students’ Rate of Passing AIMS Math

2a. Percent Passing — Reading

The drop in percent passing reading for the 2013 school year appears to have been fueled in
large part by the decline in reading scores for the bottom 25%. As previously stated, the earlier
introduction of Title | reading instruction this school year should positively impact reading
scores for the bottom 25% and in turn the percent passing schoolwide. The drop in reading
scores is relatively low, and should also be positively impacted for the 2014 school year by the
use of Common Core aligned assessments and regular evaluation of the data provided by those
assessments, which was not previously available to teachers.

2012 % Passing AIMS in Reading 2013 % Passing AIMS in Reading

79% 76%

2b. Composite School Comparison — Math

The composite school comparison refers to the difference between the school’s actual
proficiency rate and the school’s expected proficiency rate given the characteristics of the
school’s student population. For this calculation, characteristics include number of students by
grade and subgroup (ELL, FRL, SpEd).

How does Mountain Oak compare with other Waldorf-inspired charter schools? As a proponent
of Waldorf education, Mountain Oak shares an educational philosophy with other charter
schools in Arizona who also identify as Waldorf-inspired. As described in the Introduction,






Waldorf education purposefully emphasizes the development of capacities (for example,
intellectual, emotional, and sensory-motor) over knowledge, skills, and concepts in the lower
grades in order to prepare students to better absorb, understand, and master concepts in the
upper grades. In our developmental approach, teaching a skill or concept too early or out-of-
sequence can impede rather than strengthen academic understanding. When Waldorf students
perform well academically at higher grade levels, we see affirmation that our developmental
approach is effective.

Comparison of Mountain Oak with our philosophical peers, provides another perspective on
what proficiency rate we may expect. Looking at the table below, it is apparent that Mountain
Oak is not the only Waldorf-inspired charter school that did not meet the state average in math
proficiency. Also, despite differences in school size and demographics, there is a pattern
among the passing scores of other Waldorf-inspired charters of math proficiency averaging 54%
and reading proficiency averaging 76%. Does this have something to do with the curriculum
alignment with standards?

Math & reading Proficiency | Math Proficiency Reading Proficiency
at Waldorf-inspired Schools

Desert Sky—K-5 33% 67%

Mountain Oak Charter 34% 76%

School—K-8

Desert Marigold School — 52% 76%

K-12

Pine Forest Charter School— | 53% 79%

K-8

Desert Star—K-8 58% 74%

2b. Composite School Comparison — Reading

As shown by the preceding table, Mountain Oak students fall in the average range for Waldorf-
inspired charter schools. As the Mountain Oak School Percent Passing Reading table on page 7
shows, Mountain Oak students in the eighth grade demonstrate excellent reading ability on the
AIMS. The The Composite School Comparison scores for reading did drop slightly between
2012 and 2013, from 3.2in 2012 to -0.1 in 2013. This drop is being addressed through earlier
Title | intervention and the implementation of regular Common Core aligned reading
assessments. These assessments enable teachers to pinpoint areas of academic weakness and
address those areas. Regular assessment also keeps teachers focused on student progress and
gives them regular updates on student performance.

2c. Subgroup ELL — Math and Reading

Mountain Oak School has not had ELL classified students in the past several years, however
Mountain Oak is ready to support classified students with the ELL standards. Mountain Oak
adopted the 4 hour in-class model for ELL students in 2007 and will supplement the in-class
model with Title | or MOWR program support rank order eligibility or tier placement.





2c. Subgroup FRL — Math

The pie chart below was constructed using NCLB indicators 1 and 2; the numbers come from
the Arizona Department of Education NCLB 1 and NCLB 2 Indicator Report. As shown, about
two thirds of Mountain Oak students belong in the FRL category. Because such a high
percentage of our students are in the FRL category, it is reasonable to assume that the steps
being taken to support the general population of students will be of benefit to the FRL
students.

ENCLB 1
NCLB_2
H Other

Mountain Oak Students in the NCLB Indicator 1 & 2 Categories

2c. Subgroup FRL — Reading

Although Mountain Oak FRL students passed reading at a rate higher than the state average
(see graph below), the number of FRL students passing reading fell slightly compared to the
2012 number passing. This drop is being addressed through earlier Title | intervention in the
lower grades and through the new program of frequent assessment using the easyCBM system
which includes Common Core aligned assessments for reading. These assessments help
teachers pinpoint areas that need extra work. It should also be noted that the percent passing
reading for FRL at Mountain Oak School is has been exactly the same as the percent passing
reading for the general population for the last two years.

80
78+
76+
74
72
701
681
661
64-

2012 State 2012 MOS 2013 State 2013 MOS

Comparison of FRL Passing Reading: State Average and Mountain Oak Average





2c. Subgroup SPED — Math

In 2012, SPED students needing math instruction were taught by a teacher experienced in
teaching math. That teacher left the school for the 2013 school year and rejoined the faculty
for the 2014 school year. Since scores fell during her absence, it would be reasonable to think
that she was the critical element in the higher scores in the 2012 school year. It should also be
noted that because our number of SPED students is small (only 12 FAY SPED students for the
2013 school year in the AMO data from the AZed website), each student’s score has a
disproportionate effect on the whole.

W SPED
M Other

2013 AZED AMO Count of SPED Students as a Proportion of the
Student Population

2c. Subgroup SPED - Reading

2013 SPED reading scores fell to 54% passing, down from 62% passing in 2012. Although 54%
passing was above the state average of 38.8%, this was still a significant drop. One change that
has been made in the current 2014 school year is to have all SPED reading instruction done by
our SPED Director, who is a reading specialist. In the 2012 school year, reading instruction was
provided both by the reading specialist and her paraprofessional.

Our SPED Director uses the Sonday system with her students and is satisfied that this program
offers an effective intervention method for struggling students. As the graph below illustrates,
SPED students who have been at Mountain Oak School for two years demonstrate an upward
trajectory in both comprehension and decoding.





Comprehension Scores and Trend per Student per Trimester
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Decoding Scores and Trend per Student per Trimester
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State Accountability
In the 2013 school year, Mountain Oak School’s overall rating fell to a C from its 2012 rating of
B. This was due to the factors discussed above. Overall, Mountain Oak School is in a good
position to ameliorate the problems that led to this drop in student performance, having put
into place the changes described in this document.

Curriculum

Mountain Oak School is a Waldorf-inspired school whose primary instructional focus is the
Waldorf curriculum. A majority of our teachers is Waldorf-certified and implement the Waldorf
curriculum with fidelity. Because the School is accountable to the State of Arizona for
implementing the Arizona College and Career Ready Standards, teachers have been studying
those standards for several years now. As previously stated, the standards are covered by our
curriculum, but not in accordance with the State of Arizona’s timeline. Mountain Oak School
has been working on aligning the introduction of topics and skills with the College and Career
Ready Standards timeline. As previously described, a great deal of this work takes place in area
meetings with the Director.





Mountain Oak School adopted the Singapore Math system several years ago in an effort to
raise math scores. Because the program is relatively new to the school, the school has not yet
seen the gains in math scores that will come as a result of long term implementation of this
program, which depends on acquiring concepts and methodology in the lower grades.

Instruction

This year the new administrator of Mountain Oak has instituted weekly area meetings with the
teachers. Teachers in adjacent grades meet once a week to talk about curriculum, classroom
management, and how the AZ College and Career Readiness Standards are being implemented
in the classroom. Classroom teachers are responsible for turning in lesson plans that include
the numbers of the AZ College and Career Readiness Standards that those lessons address. The
administrator also provides instructional leadership and coaching during these weekly
meetings. With the recent introduction of regular assessment through easy CBM, these
meetings can be expanded to include monitoring data provided by these assessments in order
to best meet the needs of the children at each level.

In the past, Mountain Oak’s system of evaluation has included evaluation by outside evaluators
as well as evaluation by the Principal. Mountain Oak used an evaluation form that had been
developed through looking at evaluations used by other Waldorf and Waldorf-inspired schools.
Because the expectations of the state of Arizona are changing in relation to teacher
evaluations, this year will represent a departure from the Mountain Oak’s past evaluation
policy; previously teachers were not evaluated every year but were evaluated on a rotating
basis. In response to new state guidelines, the previous administrator oversaw the
development of a new evaluative document to be used.

Because the administrator of Mountain Oak is new to the both the school and the state of
Arizona, she has not yet begun the process of teacher evaluation. She has registered for
Qualified Evaluator Training Levels | and Il given by the Arizona School Administrators
organization. Once the administrator has attended the evaluator training and has in depth
knowledge of the expectations of the Arizona Department of Education expectations regarding
teacher evaluation, school policy will be changed to reflect these expectations, which will then
be implemented with fidelity.

Assessment

Previously, Mountain Oak School has relied on teacher-created assessments and the AIMS test
to evaluate students. With the introduction of the new Arizona College and Career Ready
Standards, it has become apparent that teachers must have more frequent feedback that
references the standards in order to adequately meet the needs of their students. The
adoption of the easyCBM system of assessment provides that feedback. It has already proved
valuable in terms of helping teachers to target instruction to meet student needs. The
consistent use of these assessments will reap greater rewards over time.

Professional Development

The nature of the professional development provided to teachers is based on the experience
level of the teacher, needs identified through student assessment, and teachers’ self-





identification of areas of need. Mountain Oak School is committed to giving teachers the tools
that they need to ensure student success.

Conclusion

Mountain Oak School’s new administrator is working hard to ensure that teachers are provided
with the tools they need to be more fully accountable for student learning. Implementing
regular assessment and examining the resulting data carefully is critical to monitoring student
progress and enables teachers to determine how to adjust their instruction to meet the needs
of the students. Engaging in collaborative learning with other teachers about how to integrate
Arizona College and Career Ready Standards into the Waldorf curriculum enriches our
understanding of both systems of introducing topics and skills and makes our teaching richer.
Unless teachers are committed to lifelong learning, they are poor models for the students, so
this is work that is important on a variety of levels.

The goal of Waldorf education is to facilitate students’ development into compassionate,
knowledgeable, and capable adults who are able to impart direction to their own lives. One of
the primary methods that Waldorf education uses to accomplish this goal is by working with
rather than against the natural neurological, intellectual, and social development of children.
Waldorf education has been in an ongoing state of development for nearly a century and has
proven to be an effective method of educating children to be ready to contribute meaningfully
to the world around them.






Mountain Oak School
Charter Renewal application

Financial Performance Indicators

1b. Unrestricted Days Cash

MOS has access to a line of credit. {National Bank, $30,000). MOS has never used a line
of credit. Along with freezing salaries, and reducing part-time personnel, the school
spent some of its cash reserve in FY09, due to reduced state funding. Since then MOS
has maintained its cash reserve, and in FY13 is starting to rebuild it.

2a. Total Liabilities to Equity Ratio

MOS is profitabie and expects to build equity to lower the ratio in future periods. In
FY13, we anticipate a $14K surplus in M&O. We purchased a $1,000,000 property with
S50K down. It is going to take a while for the liabilities to equity ratio to improve
substantially. We are confident of our ability to make payments on the liability.

2b. Net Income

The net loss was from non-recurring events that will not occur in future periods.
Specifically, we purchased our new campus on June 28, 2011. The saving and donations
we had set aside for the remodeling were substantially spent in FY12 (Our Building Fund
balance was $178,698 on 6/30/11 and was 52,057 on 6/30/12.)

2c. Cash Flow

MQS has increased revenue and reduced expenses that will result in positive cash flow
in the next fiscal year. The increased revenue in FY 13 is from increased enroliment
(ADM FY12 was 126.46, FY13 was 146.003). The reduced expense is the non-recurring
building purchase —see 2b.

2d. Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio

MOS has sufficient cash (see 1b, iine of credit) to augment cash flow to fund fixed
charges for the foreseeable future, and income is expected to improve (see 2c,
increased ADM). MOS has a 5 year loan of $15,000 from the ending of the lease on our
previous site in June 2012. This will be paid off in FY16, lowering fixed charges by
$3,100/year.
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Maountain Oak

« 1433 Willow Creek Rd. Prescaott, AZ 86301

June 11, 2013

JUN 14 2083

Re: Condition of Acknowledgement To Charter Board

Arizona State Board For Charter School
Attn. Martha Morgan

e Under A.R.S. 15-183(1)(1) Mountain Oak School. Inc. failed to make a timely and
sufficient application for renewal of its charter.

e Mountain Oak School agrees to wave the Board’s timeframe for written notice of its
decision on Mountain Oak School, Inc.’s application in order to give the Board additional
time, if necessary, to consider Mountain Oak School, Inc’s application for renewal of its
charter.

e Mountain Oak School acknowledges that Arizona law does not allow Mountain Oak
School, Inc. to operate beyond the charter expiration date if Mountain Oak School, Inc.’s
request for renewal is denied.

Mountain Oak School wishes to extend our gratitude to the Staff and Board of Arizona State
Board for Charter Schools for the acceptance of our renewal application.

In Appreciation,

WLA:JLR&Q_,

Cynthia Roe
Principal

Anna Marx
Board President

Note: The due date for renewal application was May 24, 2013, the application was submitted on May 30, 2013 and acceptance for the renewal

application upon the above threee conditions was approved by the Board on June 10, 2013.

Phone: (928) 541-7700 Fax: (928) 445-1301
E-mail: mtnoak@cableone.net Web: www.mountainoakschool.org










