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Introduction 


Mountain Rose Academy (MRA) was opened in August of 1999.  The founding of 
Mountain Rose Academy was a response to a very immediate need - the founders have a 
moderately mentally retarded son whose educational needs were not being served well by 
traditional district schooling. When the school first started, every student had an 
Individualized Education Plan. We found that it was good for special needs students and 
at-risk students.  MRA continues to individualize instruction with its Rose Personal 
Progress Planner (RP-3).  MRA focuses on recovering and educating disenfranchised 
youth who are at risk of educational failure. 


Our educational system has been developed as an alternative charter high school. 
Arizona’s State Board of Education defines alternative schools as schools educating: 


• Students with behavioral issues ( documented history of disruptive behavior) 
• Students identified as dropouts 
• Students in poor academic standing or have a demonstrated pattern of failing 


grades 
• Pregnant and/or parenting students 
• Adjudicated youth  


Mountain Rose Academy (MRA) serves northwest Tucson, Marana, and other citizens of 
Pima County by offering the choice of access to a quality high school education for 
students who meet these criteria and are not successful in a traditional school 
environment. Although MRA is an alternative school, it is accredited by AdvancEd, 
North Central Association.  Additionally, MRA has consistently received the highest 
Legacy achievement profile, Performing, possible for an alternative school. 


 


Our Mission   


The mission of Mountain Rose Academy, an Arizona Department of Education (ADE) 
designated alternative school, is:  


Mountain Rose Academy, as an alternative high school providing credit recovery for 
students with poor academic standing, will 


“Honor the Promise of Education” 
By: 


• Training students in the fundamental skills needed to graduate high school, 
transition into continuing education or college, and explore career choices. 


• Expanding how students learn how to think. 
• Creating life options / opportunities for each graduate. 
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Families-Students Served  


Demographic data over the past five years shows that MRA is serving students who have 
low socio-economic status and are older than “typical” high school students.   


Socio-Economic Status 


Figure A. Socio-economic Status of Mountain Rose Students for School Years 2007-2012. 


 


We think the increase in number of students with low socio-economic status is a result of 
the financial crisis. Since hard times hit, we hear from our students and families about 
more living with relatives, income earners for the family, losing jobs, etc.   Also, our 
students are frequently young parents tending to their children, caretakers for family 
members including ill or aging parents, and younger siblings, etc.  
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Age of Student Population 


Figure B.  “Grade-Level” of Student Population for School Years 2007-2008 through 2011-
2012. 


 


Almost 75% of MRA students are in cohorts that would make them high school 
“upperclassmen.”  The percentage of “Super Seniors” (12th +) decreased in SY 11-12 
because students graduated.  As a school of choice, when we experience a year with 
many graduates, the following year often has a slightly different age composition of 
students. 
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Serving Special Needs Students 


Many students and families of students with special needs choose MRA.  MRA’s Special 
Education program has the highest rating, “meets requirements,” of the four given by 
ADE’s Exceptional Student Services department.  MRA received eight out of 10 points 
on the most recent SPED file monitoring and continues in self-monitoring status due to 
our file review scores.  Each school is monitored annually and can earn up to 10 
points.  A score of 8 or higher indicates that a school “meets requirements,” and no 
further action needs to be taken by the state.  If a school falls below the 8, with a 7 or a 6 
then the school will fall into “needs assistance” and the state will review policy and/or 
procedures of the special education program and monitor until the school moves back 
into “meets requirements.” A school with self-monitoring status is allowed to monitor its 
own compliance to the state without state intervention or “on-site” monitoring by ADE. 


 MRA’s special needs student population in SY 2011-12 was nearly 20%.   


Figure C.  Percentage of Mountain Rose Academy Students Identified as Special Need 
Students 


 


 


  







Page 9 


Serving Students Behind in Credit 


Enrollment data show that most students enter Mountain Rose behind in academic credit. 
MRA students need content recovery; students do not enter MRA with the content 
knowledge and skill base expected for traditional high school students. 


Figure D.  Percentage of Students Entering Mountain Rose Academy Behind in Credit 
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Summary of Improving Student Achievement, Lessons Learned & Performance Management Plan 


This chart summarizes five years of action at Mountain Rose Academy to improve student achievement.  The narrative after this 
summary provides detail, shows findings, shares interpretation, and links to the Performance Management Plan. 


Figure E.  Summary of Improving Student Achievement 


 
Improving 


Student 
Achievement 


 
Academic Year 


Providing & 
Implementing 
Curriculum 


Monitoring 
 Integration of 
AZ Academic 
Standards 


Monitoring & 
Documenting 
Student 
Proficiency 


Professional  
Development for 
Effective 
Curriculum 


 
“Lessons Learned” 


& PMP Strategies 


 
2007 – 2008 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Teachers delivered 
uniform & 
consistent 
curriculum using 
standard lesson 
plans in electronic 
curriculum + 
research-based 
Learning Strategies 
in small group 
instruction. 


MRA teachers used 
the R.O.S.E.® 


curriculum, a 
curriculum aligned to 
the Arizona 
Academic Standards, 
now called Arizona’s 
Common Core 
Standards.  
 
Teachers selected 
from existing set of 
lesson plans.  Some 
lesson plans are 
contained in the 
electronic curriculum, 
plus we have added 
customized and 
enhanced 
differentiated lessons 
to ensure instruction 
is aligned to 
Arizona’s standards.  


NWEA MAP as 
alternative assessment.   
 
Conducted our own 
correlation study of 
NWEA MAP to 
AIMS. 
 
Supplemented state’s 
AIMS Study Guide 
with our own ROSE 
Guide. 
 
Wrote report 
summarizing way we 
looked at achievement, 
R.O.S.E. Evaluation of 
Student Achievement 


PD during preservice then 
daily teacher meetings taught 
or reinforced skills needed to 
implement the existing 
curriculum and to document 
student proficiency using  
 
• NWEA MAP 
• Research-based Learning 


Strategies 
• Rose & state AIMS guide 
  


We needed to custom existing 
electronic curriculum to meet needs of 
our alternative school student 
population in AZ. 
  
We confirmed ourselves that the 
alternative assessment helped our 
students with the state-mandated test. 
 
Our definition of student achievement 
included post-grad activities. 
 
PD supported implementation of 
curriculum.   
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Improving 
Student 


Achievement 
 


Academic Year 


Providing & 
Implementing 
Curriculum 


Monitoring 
 Integration of 
AZ Academic 
Standards 


Monitoring & 
Documenting 
Student 
Proficiency 


Professional  
Development for 
Effective 
Curriculum 


 
“Lessons Learned” 


& PMP Strategies 


 
2008 – 2009 
 


Curriculum Team 
created an electronic 
database to 
document alignment 
of our curriculum to 
AZ Academic 
Standards.   
 
When gaps were 
identified, materials 
within a course, 
even entire course, 
authored. 


 
Principals observed 
teachers instructing, 
both in the common, 
shared classroom & 
small group session.   
 
Principals monitored 
standard integration 
using the teacher 
evaluation 
instrument, 
Administrative 
Professional 
Assessment Tool 
(APAT). 
Specific item on 
APAT monitored the 
integration of AZ 
Academic standards 
in instruction: 
Does the teacher 
connect course 
content with state 
standards when 
instructing students? 


Continued NWEA 
MAP, Rose & state 
AIMS Study Guide.   
 
Info on AZ alternative 
schools from Building 
Charter School Quality 
(BCSQ) research.  
 
Student Achievement 
data from Performance 
Management Institute. 


Continued 07-08 PD. 
Attended Building Charter 
School Quality Performance 
Management Institute. 
 
Inservice Training on Vertex-
Edge class. 
 
 
 


Even though the publisher of our 
electronic curriculum provided a “cross-
walk” to AZ Standards, we confirmed 
ourselves.  We found gaps & worked to 
fill them. 
 
We started becoming aware of national 
research on Alternative Education 
Campuses (AECs), alternative schools 
in Arizona. 
 
We started learning about Performance 
Management. 


 
2009 – 2010 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Curriculum 
development 
focused on Math in 
response to 
increased rigor in 
AZ 2008 Math 
standard.  
 
Purchase of 
Carnegie Cognitive 
Tutor workbooks & 
software.  
 
Curriculum maps 
linking Math 
curriculum to AZ 
2008 Math standard 


Continued NWEA 
MAP & AIMS guides. 
 
Instituted our own 
Model for Instructional 
Accountability (MIA). 
 
Began Reading 
Diagnosis. 
 
Contracted w/ ACSA 
to replicate BCSQ 
research on alternative 
schools. 


Began process of changing to a 
data-driven school culture.  
Teacher meetings became 
more a Professional Learning 
Community (PLC). 
 
PLC emphasized our Model 
for Instructional 
Accountability (MIA) 
 
Year-long seminar for Reading 
Diagnosis. 


Our definition of “pupil achievement” 
needed to focus more on academic 
achievement. 
 
Our school culture started to change to 
use student data to inform decisions 
about differentiating instruction toward 
student mastery of AZ Standards’ 
Performance Objectives. 
 
Reading Specialist skills for all 
teachers, regardless of content area, 
appeared productive. 
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Improving 
Student 


Achievement 
 


Academic Year 


Providing & 
Implementing 
Curriculum 


Monitoring 
 Integration of 
AZ Academic 
Standards 


Monitoring & 
Documenting 
Student 
Proficiency 


Professional  
Development for 
Effective 
Curriculum 


 
“Lessons Learned” 


& PMP Strategies 


 
2010 – 2011 
 


Integrated Carnegie 
Math materials as 
Response to 
Intervention (RTI).   
 
Began alignment of 
English curriculum 
to Common Core 
Standards. 


Continued NWEA 
MAP & AIMS guides. 
 
Refined our Model for 
Instructional 
Accountability (MIA) 
 
Reading Diagnosis 
Case Studies 
 
Electronic version of 
Rose Personal 
Progress Planner 


MRA’s PLC intensified its 
focus on our Model for 
Instructional Accountability. 
 
We participated in ACSA’s 
Data Boot Camp. 
 
Teachers received PD on 
NWEA MAP. 
 
New “cohort” for Reading 
Diagnosis. 


Reading Specialist skills for teachers in 
our Reading Diagnosis seminar resulted in 
good student reading performance. 
 
Math skill mastery continued to be a 
challenge for our students. 
 
Our own data plus national research 
motivated us to switch to ATI’s Galileo 
for additional student assessment. 


 
2011 – 2012 
 
 


Continued alignment 
of English 
curriculum to AZ 
Common Core 
Standards. 
 
Further developed 
Math curriculum 
with lessons 
designed to use 
when differentiating 
instruction. 


APAT revised to 
address the new 
requirements of 
A.R.S. § 15-203(A) 
(38). The revised 
APAT continued to 
evaluate teachers on 
integration of 
standards in 
instruction.  


Replaced NWEA 
MAP with Galileo 
 


Continued Reading 
Diagnosis Case 
Studies 
 


Started Data-Dialog 
Protocol 
 
Used more in-depth 
assessment internally 
 
Quarterly data reports 
tied to MIA 
 


Quadrant charts & 
supplemental info  


Galileo as assessment system  
 
Additional PD on using data to 
inform instruction 
 
New “cohort” for Reading 
Diagnosis 
 
More frequent and increased 
attention to Math 


This was a year of change – a new 
assessment system, Galileo; the AZ 
Common Core Standards; and the new 
requirements for principal-teacher 
evaluation.  Each change resulted in 
action. 
 


Student reading performance was close to 
state average, yet we needed to continue 
aligning curriculum to Common Core. 
 


We used performance in evaluation, yet 
we needed to strengthen the monitoring of 
integration of AZ Standards in instruction. 
 
We intensified focus on Math, especially 
delivery of curriculum and PD. 
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Improving 
Student 


Achievement 
 


Academic Year 


Providing & 
Implementing 
Curriculum 


Monitoring 
 Integration of 
AZ Academic 
Standards 


Monitoring & 
Documenting 
Student 
Proficiency 


Professional  
Development for 
Effective 
Curriculum 


 
“Lessons Learned” 


& PMP Strategies 


“Lessons 
Learned” & 


PMP 
Strategies 


Constant attention is 
needed to assure 
curriculum is 
aligned to AZ 
Standards, especially 
now that AZ 
Common Core 
Standards have been 
adopted.  PMP 
Action Steps 
• Continue  


alignment to 
Common Core 


• Provide “lesson 
plans” using more 
instructional 
materials to 
differentiate 
instruction 


• Develop 
formative 
assessments 
within blended 
learning 
curriculum 


• Create summer 
programs for pre-
requisite skill 
development 


If a teacher did not 
integrate standards, 
the principal wrote an 
action plan with the 
teacher. PMP Action 
Steps in Strategy II 
outline process for 
• Teachers writing & 


submitting weekly 
Intervention Plans 


• Principal review of 
Intervention Plans 


• Principal use of 
observation 
protocol which 
includes attention 
to integration of 
Common Core 
standards 


• Curriculum 
Specialist work at 
the school to model 
& monitor 
instruction 


• Principal work w/ 
teachers, possibility 
of writing a 
Corrective Action 
Plan 


Any “out-of-the-box” 
alternative assessment, 
whether NWEA MAP 
or Galileo, needs 
additional work to 
adjust for our 
alternative school 
student population.  
Strategy III Action 
Steps 2-4 target 
refinement of Galileo 
use. 
Further support for our 
data-driven school 
culture through 
• Additional 
data analysis tool 
• Focus on special 
needs population 
• Attention to 
Improvement in 
AIMS performance 
band 


We have always had a strong 
commitment to PD. 
As our school culture becomes 
a data-driven culture, we are 
adjusting PD from daily 
teacher meetings to increased 
job-embedded use of data to 
improve differentiated 
instruction. 
Strategy IV in the PMP 
contains Action Steps for PD 
on 
• New & revised curriculum 


and protocols 
• Use of Pivot Tables for 


data analysis 
• Curriculum specialist 


work with teachers as they 
instruct students 


 


 
Offering quality education is always a 
process of continuous improvement.  
Quality education for “high-risk” 
students at an alternative school has 
increased challenges. 
 
Based on data analysis from the past 
and using information about best 
practices, we have targeted Action 
Steps that will continue to improve 
academic achievement. 
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A. Improving Student Achievement  


Since the founding of Mountain Rose Academy in 1999, we have continuously 
emphasized student achievement through standards-aligned curriculum and our 
customized-individualized instructional system that is adjusted based on data analysis.  
This section of the narrative highlights efforts at Mountain Rose Academy to improve 
pupil achievement and summarizes our work over the past five school years.   


Mountain Rose Academy received the highest achievement profile label possible for 
alternative schools in the state of Arizona for Fiscal Years 2007 - 2011. Alternative 
schools received the Legacy AZ-LEARNS labels for SY 2010-2011 while the State 
Board of Education (SBE) worked toward approval of a parallel accountability model for 
alternative schools.  MRA’s final letter grade for FY 2012 is embargoed until August 
1.  We will report our 2012 label when we appear before the Arizona State Board for 
Charter Schools. 


 AZ LEARNS Achievement Profile   Fiscal Year 


 Embargoed A-F Label    2012 


Performing      2011 


 Performing      2010 


 Performing      2009 


 Performing      2008 


 


A.1 Providing and Implementing Curriculum that Improves Student Achievement 


MRA selected the A+LS electronic curriculum in 1999 because A+LS allowed us to 
author, thus customize, courseware.  When gaps between the out-of-the- box curriculum 
from the publisher and the Arizona standards were identified, we wrote additional 
curriculum for our schools.  Beyond the publisher’s standard curriculum, we have added 
to a course and even created entire courses, using A+LS, to meet our students’ needs and 
to reflect Arizona’s Academic Standards as well as Arizona’s Common Core Standards.   


In addition to the electronic curriculum, our curriculum includes: 
• hard copy courses that we have written;  
• small group instruction such as the research-based Kansas University (KU) 


Learning Strategies; and 
• course proposals, customized coursework created for individual students.   
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Timeline for Providing and Implementing Curriculum 2007-2012 
This timeline graphic highlights each year’s major activities in providing and implementing a curriculum that improves student 
achievement. 
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SY 2007 - 2008 


Mountain Rose used the A+LS electronic curriculum and its own Math Standards hard-
copy classes to reinforce math skills. R.O.S.E.® curriculum team created electronic 
versions of the research-based KU Learning Strategy courses for English classes.   


All instructional materials were (and still are) uniform and consistent throughout the Rose 
system. When teachers at the school found an error in the A+LS electronic curriculum, 
they notified the Curriculum Team working at our central location, Rose Management 
Group (RMG).  The Curriculum Team made the change and notified the school’s 
principal(s) and teachers.    


If a course proposal was used, it went to the Curriculum Team at RMG for approval.  A 
member of the Curriculum Team checked the proposed course for content, standards 
alignment, and number of hours needed to complete the work.  The approved course 
proposal then went back to the school for implementation. Approved course proposals 
were archived in a folder for that school year. 


Teachers did not bring in their own materials to use in instruction.  The teachers, through 
their principal, could suggest a resource to the RMG curriculum team.  Resources were, 
and are still, reviewed for quality and alignment to state-standards. 


 


SY 2008 - 2009 


RMG curriculum team worked for almost 6 months linking state standards to instruction 
and assessment items.  AL+S provided a cross-walk, but we wanted to confirm it 
ourselves.  We created an electronic database to show that our curriculum was aligned to 
the AZ Academic Standards.  The standards alignment database documented the 
integration of AZ Academic Standards in the R.O.S.E.® curriculum.  We weren’t just 
relying on a publisher to cross-walk curriculum to standards.  Our work allowed us to be 
confident that when a teacher taught, the teacher was teaching to Arizona’s standards.  
When a gap was identified, e.g., AL+S did not offer Discrete Math found in Strand 2, 
Concept 4, of the 2008 Math Standard, we authored an entire course on Vertex-Edge 
Graphs.  Also during the summer of 2008, the hard copy Integrated Math Standards 
classes were updated to reflect alignment to 2008 Math Standard, which was approved in 
June 2008.  An example of the ROSE standards alignment database is provided for your 
review.   
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Figure F. Rose Curriculum Alignment Database 
      


 
Rose Curriculum Alignment Database 


 
• The database was created and is used to determine ROSE Curriculum 


alignment to the Arizona Academic Standards. 


• Every standard PO is matched with an assessment question from the 


curriculum. 


• For each entry, the database records the standard PO, class name, class 


lesson, assessment question, and details about how the question addresses the 


PO. 
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Another element of curriculum development was introduction of the Enhanced Rose Idea 
Organizer (E-RIO).  We created a tool, the Enhanced Rose Idea Organizer, to develop 
student writing throughout the entire curriculum, all content areas.  The E-RIO is used to 
guide student writing beyond simplistic graphic organizers and infuse writing throughout 
curriculum.   


Based on input from teachers and the principals, the “centralized” approach for 
processing course proposals was not the most efficient.  The superintendent changed the 
process in 2008-09 to train principals to review and approve course proposals.  She also 
created the position of Curriculum Resource Teacher, teacher(s) at the school who 
assisted other teachers in implementing the R.O.S.E.® curriculum.   


 


SY 2009 - 2010 


With the new 2008 Math standard, MRA students needed more math remediation and 
more materials for individualized instruction.  A+LS math courses needed to be 
supplemented.  This led to the decision to purchase updated math courses.  Carnegie 
Cognitive Tutor series, both workbooks and software, was purchased. 


Curriculum maps were built for the Math curriculum, linking our math curriculum to the 
AZ 2008 Math Standard. 
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Figure G.   Illustration from Curriculum Map Showing Algebra 1 and 2008 Arizona Math 
Standard  
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SY 2010 - 2011  


MRA discontinued use of KU Learning Strategies as Power Points and returned to small 
group instruction.  Qualitative observations of student proficiency in exercising the 
strategies and applying in their core content courses indicated that KU Learning 
Strategies were not effective via electronic delivery.  KU is a research-based curriculum 
with a prescribed system using small group instruction.  Our tweaking of the system was 
not producing desirable outcomes; therefore, we returned to implementing this 
curriculum in small group.  


We purchased several more A+LS titles; upgraded versions of Math courses and English 
Skills 9-12, English Literature 9-12, and English Writing 9-12.    


In 2010, we revised the Math Standard hard copy courses using Carnegie Cognitive Tutor 
Response to Intervention (RTI) materials and began alignment of the English courses to 
the Common Core State Standards.  We worked on this alignment as soon as it came 
from ADE, so we could start implementation in the 11-12 school year. 
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Figure H.  Illustration of 9th grade alignment of English curriculum to Common Core 
Standards 


Reading Standards for Literature/Informational Text 
Cluster/Grade/Standard RL/RI Teaching Fundamentals at MRA 
Key Ideas and Details Content/Components 
9-10.R.1 Cite strong and thorough textual evidence 
support analysis explicit/inferences  


Reading Paraphrasing-Summarizing, Reading 
Strategies, Story Details and Sequence, 


9-10.R.2 Determine a theme or central ideas 
analyze in detail its development provide an 
objective summary  


Literary Analysis ERIO Essay  
Reading a variety of Literature  
Elements of Literature Activity 


9-10.RI.3 Analyze how complex character 
develop, interact, advance the plot or develop the 
theme. 


Literary Analysis ERIO Essay 
Elements of Literature Activity 


Craft and Structure The Form   
9-10.R.4 Determine the meaning of words and 
phrases figurative and connotative meanings; 
analyze word choices on meaning and tone.  (e.g., 
how the language evokes a sense of time and place; 
formal or informal tone) 


Reading-Analogies, Antonyms, Connotative 
and Denotative, Greek and Latin Words, 
Homonyms and Homophones, Language Arts 
Terms 1, Language Arts Terms 2, Multiple 
Meaning Words, Word Recognition, Multiple 
Meaning Words, Synonyms 


9-10.R.5 Analyze how an author’s choices 
concerning how structure a text, order events 
effects as mystery, tension, or surprise.   


Reading- Poetry, Reading Strategies, Story 
Details and Sequence 
Author Study ERIO Essay 


9-10.R.6 Analyze a particular point of view or 
cultural experience of world literature. 


Reading-Greek Literature, Folklore 
Read Culturally Rich Literature 
Elements of Literature Activity 
Author Study ERIO Essay 


Integration of Knowledge and Ideas Appreciation 
9-10.R.7 Analyze the representation of a subject or 
a key scene in two different artistic mediums  


Literary Analysis ERIO Essay 
Elements of Literature Activity 


9-10.R.9 Analyze how an author draws on and 
transforms source material in a specific work  


Literary Analysis ERIO Essay 
Elements of Literature Activity  
Author Study ERIO Essay 


Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity USE/Mastery 
9-10.R.10 By the end of Grade 9 read and 
comprehend literature, including stories, dramas 
and poems  


 Read Classical Literature –identified in 
Common Core Suggested Text including 
The Odyssey and Shakespeare’s Romeo and 
Juliet. 
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The Superintendent and Curriculum Team revised the course proposal form.  We adapted 
the form using the Understand by Design Framework (UBD). We chose UBD because we 
found not all teachers were good at designing curriculum. The UBD framework provides  
backwards framework, so teachers start with the end in mind – for us the AZ Academic 
standards. 


 


SY 2011 - 2012 


We continued alignment of our curriculum to Arizona’s Common Core Standards.   


Language Arts Reading   


• We further revised English materials for more effective implementation.  Data in 
October showed that students were “getting stuck” at certain points in the new 
curriculum.  


• Activities were added to Language Arts courses to emphasize instruction 
concerning Common Core Reading Standards “9-10 R1” and “9-10 R2”.  


 
Math 
 


• Software lessons in Carnegie Math were added to Math curriculum map, so those 
lessons could be used in Math courses. 


• Standards addressed in specific A+LS lessons were “cross walked” to the 
Carnegie software lessons, so teachers could select a lesson to use in 
differentiated small group instruction. 


• An “Algebra Support” course was written, using A+LS, to complement and be 
taken concurrently with Algebra courses to reinforce basic algebraic concepts and 
standards. This anticipated the increased depth of concepts/standards and the 
potential “larger” gaps students may have because of the concept, grade-level 
shifts in the new AZ 2010 Math Standards. (A version of this course is also 
available in Carnegie.)  


• A+LS Course Assessments, which are different than review tests or adaptive 
assessments, were implemented as pre-tests and post-test student-skill/knowledge 
measurements as a method of assessing specific performance objectives. The 
ADE crosswalk for AZ 2008 Math Performance Objectives to the AZ 2010 Math 
Standards was provided as a reference.  


• In Geometry, activities concerning mathematical proofs were sustained in 
anticipation of the AZ 2010 Math Standards. 
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A.2  Monitoring Integration of Arizona Academic Standards (Arizona’s Common 
Core Standards) into Instruction 
 
When MRA teachers used the R.O.S.E.® curriculum, they utilized a curriculum aligned to 
the Arizona Academic Standards, now called Arizona’s Common Core Standards.   This 
section of the narrative reports how we monitored the integration of standards in our 
common classroom and when a teacher held a small group session. As described in 
Section A.1, much effort took place to ensure that all R.O.S.E. curriculum was standards-
aligned.  Teachers selected from an existing set of lesson plans.  Some lesson plans are 
contained in the electronic curriculum, yet we have added customized and enhanced 
differentiated lessons to make sure our curriculum is aligned to Arizona’s standards. 


The physical structure of our school is that all students are in one common classroom.  At 
prescribed times, teachers held small group classes formed for differentiated instruction 
of selected students in break-out classrooms.  Even when instructing differentiated small 
groups, individual teachers select “lesson-plans” from our uniform and consistent, 
standards-aligned curriculum.  Individual teachers did not have their own classroom or 
their own “lesson plans” in a traditional sense.  Standard “lessons” and materials were 
provided.  Individual teachers did not bring in their own materials.  Principals observed 
teachers instructing, both in the common, shared classroom and when they led a small 
group session.  Principals monitored standard integration by using the teacher evaluation 
instrument, the Administrative Professional Assessment Tool (APAT).  Teacher 
evaluation was both formative and summative.   


 


SY 2007 – 2011 


In SYs 2007-2008 through 2010 – 2011, MRA used its Administrative Professional 
Assessment Tool, (APAT) three times per year for teacher and principal formal 
evaluation.   


A specific item on the APAT monitored the integration of AZ Academic standards in 
instruction: 
Does the teacher connect course content with state standards when instructing students? 
(APAT for Teachers, 2007). 
 
Each school year, the employee handbook included a page describing the teacher 
evaluation procedure.  The following excerpt from the 2010-11 Employee Handbook 
illustrates the procedure. 
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As seen in this procedure, teachers were informed of the evaluation process and the 
principals integrated evaluation expectations during daily teacher meetings.  Principal 
observation of a teacher’s instruction was on-going.  If a teacher did not meet the APAT 
item on connecting course content with state standards when instructing students, the 
principal wrote an action plan with the teacher. 


 


Figure I. Teacher evaluation procedure from Employee Handbook 


C3-HR1-P2:  Teacher evaluation procedure 


The ROSE approach to evaluation provides enhanced opportunities for personal and 
professional growth for its employees, fulfillment of the ROSE PROMISE for its 
customers, and growth for ROSE as a leader of education in Arizona. 
 
 Dates & 


Deadlines 
CEO, CFO & COO decides which payrolls include bonuses and/or incentives. March 
CEO & Superintendent determines instrument and weighting for bonuses/incentives. July 
Teacher evaluation procedures and timeline are available to teachers. August 
Teachers are informed about the evaluation process. Pre-service 
Principals use daily teacher meetings to integrate evaluation expectations in instruction. Ongoing, 


starting in 
August 


Principals document observations of teachers. Ongoing 
Principals complete 1st evaluation with action plan. 


Principals submit evaluation documents to Super for approval. 
Nov 


Superintendent approves evaluation documents 
Superintendent forwards documents to HR. 


Nov 


HR files originals in personnel files & sends confidential copy to employee. Nov 
Bonuses based on 1st APAT are issued in regular paycheck. Nov 
Principals use  teacher team meetings to clarify targets for 2nd APAT Nov-Feb 
Principals complete 2nd evaluation meetings with action plan with individual teachers. 


Principals submit evaluations to Superintendent. 
Feb  


Superintendent approves evaluation documents. 
Superintendent forwards documents to HR & submits list of teachers earning bonuses 


to HR. 


Feb  


Bonuses based on 2nd APAT are issued in regular paycheck. Feb 
Principals complete 3rd evaluation meetings and action plan with individual teachers. 


Principals submit evaluation documents to Super for approval. 
Feb-May 


Superintendent approves evaluation documents. 
Superintendent forwards documents to HR, & submits list of teachers earning bonuses to 
HR. 


May 


HR files originals in personnel files & sends confidential copy to employee. May 
Final APAT bonuses for 10-11 are issued in regular paycheck. 
 


June 
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SY 2011 - 2012 


We revised our teacher and principal evaluation instruments, APATs, during the summer 
of 2011 to address the new requirements of A.R.S.§ 15-203(A)(38). The revised APAT 
continued to evaluate teachers on integration of standards in instruction.  APAT was 
administered four times per year.  Teacher evaluation continued to be integrated 
throughout the school year.  The principals constantly monitored that teachers were 
teaching the ROSE curriculum; therefore, integrating the Arizona standards into 
instruction.  If a teacher did not integrate standards, the principal wrote an action plan 
with the teacher. 


Further, the MRA principals reviewed grading rubrics and supporting documentation 
when credit slips were processed.  During review, principals ensured that student work 
aligned to state standards.  If there were issues, the principals brought it up during the 
evaluation and addressed it with teachers. 


We improved the process for interviewing math teacher candidates.  Candidates 
demonstrate their ability to instruct in a “mock” Rose setting and are assessed for their 
own Math skills. 


 


A.3 Monitoring and Documenting Student Proficiency 


A.R.S. § 15-181.A states “Charter schools may be established pursuant to this article to 
provide a learning environment that will improve pupil achievement.”  This section 
describes how Mountain Rose Academy has focused on achievement and how our 
emphasis on academic achievement has intensified over the past five years.  We have 
monitored and documented student proficiency using AIMS reports, Study Guides, and 
developed our own Rose Guide; we used NWEA MAP, learned its limitations, and 
switched to ATI’s Galileo for formative assessment, and we have instituted our own 
Model for Instructional Accountability (MIA). 
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Timeline for Monitoring and Documenting Student Proficiency 2007-2012 
The following timeline graphic highlights each year’s major activities when monitoring and documenting student proficiency. 
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SY 2007 - 2008 


NWEA MAP 


Since its opening, MRA used the Northwest Evaluation Association Measures of 
Academic Progress (MAP), aligned to the Arizona State Standards.  We used the MAP 
tests for reading, language usage, and mathematics.  These MAP tests provided detailed 
information on a student’s ability in a particular content area. 


Immediately after the early September administration of NWEA MAP, MRA teachers 
gave each student a sheet of paper that showed the student’s score on the Reading, 
Language Usage, and Math subtests, and how the score could predict performance on the 
AIMS test.  Even though it might seem this is just “AIMS Prep,” we thought that this 
provided an opportunity for student motivation.  Often, students only focus on passing 
the state-mandated test, yet teachers used results for identifying Strands, Concepts, and 
Performance Objectives to individualize instruction for students. 


We conducted our own correlation study of the NWEA MAP (Hurtado & Schlessman, 
2008).   We wanted to verify information from NWEA that MAP testing was correlated 
to performance on Arizona’s state-mandated test.  However, the March 2007 report from 
NWEA about alignment of NWEA RIT scales with the Arizona Assessment System only 
reported grades 3 -8 (Cronin & Dahlin, 2007).  Were MAP scores predictive of 
performance on the high school AIMS, the assessment of Arizona standards?  We asked 
NWEA; their response was their research team was working on a high school report.  


The following table presents findings for each Rose Academy, the number of matching 
scores for that school, the strength of the relationship between the two sets of scores, and 
the statistic we used, the correlation coefficient for each school. 


Figure J. Correlation coefficient between AIMS and NWEA 


 
School  


 
Number of  
Matching Scores 


 
Strength of Relationship 


 
Statistic (Correlation 
Coefficient) 


CRA 90 large, high, major .65 
DRA 71 large, high, major .65 
MRA 140 moderate, medium .45 
 


A correlation coefficient is a number ranging from .01 to 1.0 that reflects the relationship 
between two sets of data.  We provided an explanation of interpreting correlation 
coefficients to RMG leaders to guide them when making decisions about continuing to 
use NWEA MAP. 
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ROSE Guide 


As an alternative high school with most of our student population needing to repeat 
AIMS testing, we received the publisher reports of AIMS testing, plus the state’s guide 
for understanding AIMS results.  Our students needed clarification of the information 
contained in the Study Guide supplied by the state.  We created our own Rose Guide.  
The Rose Guide breaks down the student’s AIMS results to Concept and PO level; 
therefore, teachers could better prescribe appropriate supplemental materials to use with a 
student as a specific skill needed to be mastered.   


SY 2008 - 2009 


As ASBCS focused their definition of student achievement to academic performance 
(~2009), we intensified our emphasis on academic achievement.  In Spring 2009, we 
became aware through ASBCS staff member Martha Morgan of Building Charter School 
Quality funded research (Ernst, 2009) on student achievement data at Alternative 
Education Campuses, AECs. 


We continued using NWEA MAP, the state’s AIMS Study Guide, the Rose Guide, and 
started learning how to collect reading data as part of our Reading Diagnosis year-long 
seminar.  Since Reading Diagnosis just started in June of 2009, we describe that data in 
more detail in 2009 – 2010. 


At the 2008 Performance Management Institute, we received student performance data 
from the Arizona Charter School Association.  The graphs and charts showed student 
growth in terms of improvement in performance band on the AIMS and a scatterplot, the 
precursor of the quadrant charts.  That information was shared with MRA principals, as 
well as central administrators. 


SY 2009 - 2010 


This was a milestone year for us as we formalized the use of data to inform our decision-
making.  We instituted the Model for Instructional Accountability (MIA). Throughout the 
year, MRA principals and teachers began to use student performance data, e.g., NWEA 
MAP, A+LS Progress Reports, in their Professional Learning Community (PLC) 
meetings. See the Data Analysis section for description of the MIA. We continued NWEA 
MAP.   


As part of Reading Diagnosis program, a principal and teacher compiled Case Studies on 
participating students.   
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SY 2010 - 2011 


Model for Instructional Accountability 


We continued and refined our Model for Instructional Accountability.  See the Data 
Analysis section for discussion of the changes made.   


Rose Personal Progress Planner (RP3) 


We created an online version of the Rose Personal Progress Planner, our enhanced 
version of Arizona’s Education and Career Action Plan (ECAP).  We created a system 
where students set weekly goals toward graduation in a database.  Teachers gave direct 
feedback to students.  See the PD discussion on how principals coached teachers on 
implementation. 


NWEA MAP 


We continued using NWEA MAP assessment, so we would have an additional 
assessment for the school year.  During this year, we did decide to switch assessment 
systems based on lack of Arizona high school data, e.g. NWEA’s growth calculator, and 
research (Ernst and Turnbull, n.d.) on using NWEA with students at alternative schools.  
Our rationale for switching is presented in Section C of this narrative. 


Reading Diagnosis Case Studies 


MRA continued using Reading Diagnosis Case Studies with a new cohort of instructional 
staff.  Each participant produced and used case studies throughout year.  We refined the 
format to make it more understandable.  By presenting a case study, participants could 
learn from one another about how to individualize instruction.  An example is provided in 
the Data Analysis section. 


SY 2011 - 2012 


In-depth Assessments 


Much has been written about the triad of curriculum, assessment, and instruction.  The 
curriculum team worked to embed more substantial assessments into the electronic 
curriculum.  We designed assessments with more depth, assessments beyond the 
multiple-choice tests that are provided “out-of-the box” by the publisher of the canned 
electronic curriculum.  We wrote our own essay questions and problem-solving 
assessments that require higher-order thinking and embedded those more complex 
assessments into the electronic curriculum. 
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Quarterly Reports 


As use of data to inform instructional decision-making continued to intensify, the 
Superintendent initiated use of a quarterly report.  The Quarterly Data Review reported 
on progress toward the MIA goals and objectives, as well as other data at the school. The 
report included charts and graphs on: 


• Core Credits Earned per Student 
• Core Credits Earned per Content Area 
• Students Enrolled 
• Academic Coaches Meeting with Students 
• Students setting Personal Progress Planner goals and meeting goals 
• Behavior analysis 
• The Orientation Survey 
• Parent Survey 
• SPED Parent Satisfaction Survey 
• Student Enrollment Questionnaire 
• Credit Analysis 
• Credits on Track 
• In December - the Fall 2011 AIMS and in May, the Spring 2012 AIMS and an 


AIMS strand analysis. 
• Galileo reports as Appendix 
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Figure K:  Illustration from Quarter 2 Data report 
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Each quarter, a Data Review Team, the superintendents, RMG leaders, the Curriculum 
Team, the Data Manager, and the MRA principals, met to review the data report and talk 
about progress toward the MIA goals and objectives.  The team talked about credit 
attainment, academic coaching, use of reporting, and implementation during MRA’s PLC 
meetings.  


Significant findings were identified, e.g. use of A+LS snapshots to reveal dominant 
patterns of progress through coursework or consistent use by instructional staff of the 
Rose Personal Progress Planner.  The Data Review Team then made recommendations, 
e.g. examine the A+LS Progress Snapshot more frequently and analyze for significant 
patterns, develop a teacher’s guide for the new (more rigorous) English curriculum, 
create a roles and responsibilities chart for use of data within the school.  


Figure L.  An illustrative A+LS Progress Snapshot from 1st Quarter 2011 
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Data Dialogues  


Principals and teachers used the 33 minute data dialogue as a method to make data-driven 
decisions for curriculum & instruction. 


Reading Diagnosis Case Studies 


Teachers who participated in the Reading Diagnosis program wrote case studies about 
selected students. 


Quadrant Charts  


Mid-year, we obtained quadrant charts from the ACSA website, 
https://azcharters.org/academic-achievement-charts 
These charts plot the percent of 10th grade Full Academic Year (ADE definition through 
FY 2011) passing the AIMS and the school’s Median Student Growth Percentile. The 
charts are found in C. Findings from Data Analysis. 
 


 
A.4 Professional Development to Support Effective Implementation of Curriculum 


MRA has a strong commitment to Professional Development of both principals and 
teachers.   


Every year there were preservice sessions and then follow up throughout the year on the 
Principal and Teacher evaluation instruments, the Administration Professional 
Assessment Tool, (APAT). 
 
Preservice and inservice professional development on NWEA MAP was given every year 
from SY 2008 – 2009 through 2010 – 2011. 
 
 



https://azcharters.org/academic-achievement-charts
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Timeline for Professional Development  
The following timeline graphic highlights each year’s major professional development activities. 
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SY 2008 – 2009 
 
PD for teachers included preservice, full day inservices, and daily teacher meetings. 
These daily teacher meetings were not intended to be just “staff meetings,” or to focus 
only on management issues. Daily teacher meetings give instructional staff time during 
the day to talk about individual student needs or successful techniques for working with 
students.   


R.O.S.E.®  invested time and money to have a member of the Curriculum Team go to 
Lawrence, Kansas, to be trained in the Kansas University Learning Strategies.  The KU 
Learning Strategies are used to develop language arts skills in areas like Sentence 
Writing, Note Taking, and using mnemonics to remember content.  Such skills help 
students improve proficiency within content areas.  MRA used a “train the trainer” model 
to implement these strategies; our Curriculum Team member came back and then trained 
teachers to use the KU strategies. 


Teachers received inservice and follow-up in daily meetings on using Rose Guide with 
students. 


We participated in the Performance Management Institute offered in September 2008 as 
part of the Building Charter School Quality federal grant.  We received data, presented as 
pie charts & scatter plots. By participating in the Institute in September, we were 
introduced to the concepts behind and the language of Performance Management.  We 
anticipated that Performance Management would be the future direction of accountability 
for our authorizer and wanted to start preparing. 


In May, we provided PD to principals and math teachers on the Discrete Math, Vertex 
Edge Graphs class we had authored. 


Throughout the year, there was PD with principals, then teachers, on the Enhanced Rose 
Idea Organizer (E-RIO)  


In June, an intense seminar on Reading Diagnosis, was held with the first cohort of RMG 
leaders, a principal, and selected teachers. We continued monthly seminars for this first 
cohort in the 09-10 school year. This Reading Diagnosis program specifically developed 
teachers into a ROSE reading specialist. Teachers from all content areas learn skills in 
diagnosing reading issues and responding to student reading issues through 
individualized instruction.  In fact, the first cohort of Reading Diagnosis teachers were 
not English teachers, participants represented Math and Social Studies.  We intentionally 
chose teachers from content areas other than English because we wanted to improve 
reading for all students regardless of content area work.   
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SY 2009 - 2010 


Throughout year, we placed new emphasis on using data to inform instruction with 
implementation of MIA. Teachers and principals prepared for system-wide MIA 
inservice and presented in May 2010 on use of data and results they saw at MRA.  The 
culture of the school began to change to a school that used data to inform instructional 
decisions. 


We started becoming a Professional Learning Community.  PD that used to be “teacher 
meetings” focused less & less on management and more on how to use data to inform 
instruction.   


The First Reading Diagnosis cohort learned throughout the school year and shared in 
daily school level PLC meetings.  By implementing Reading Diagnosis PD during the 
school year, it was job embedded - a truer PLC experience. 
 
 
SY 2010 - 2011 
 
MRA’s PLC continued and placed even more emphasis on using data to inform 
instruction with implementation of MIA. 


In August, the Superintendent and MRA principal participated remotely in Data Boot 
Camp lead by Rebecca Gau of the AZ Charter School Association. 


A new cohort of Reading Diagnosis instructional staff provided training for the new 
MRA principals, plus the SPED teacher.   Reading Diagnosis during the school year 
made it job embedded. 


 
SY 2011 - 2012 
 
On October 7, 2011, MRA teachers and principals participated in a system-wide training 
given by ACSA’s Dr. Ildi Laczko-Kerr.  Dr. Laczko-Kerr worked with MRA 
Professional Learning Community (PLC) leaders regarding: 


• Data analysis, by providing an overview of the 33 minute data dialogue protocol, 
• Alignment to PLC work 
• Guided Practice – using Galileo data 
• Independent Practice – using A+LS data  


On October 14, ATI provided a full day session on Galileo training. 


Reading Diagnosis continued with new teachers, an English and a social studies teacher. 
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Monthly Math meetings for math teachers were held.  The topics of these meetings are 
listed below: 


August 2011: 


Teachers practiced diagnosis of specific student needs. Activities revolved around 
identifying the student’s miscues and prescribing instruction.  


September 2011 – December 2011:  


Instruction was provided to teachers focusing on Assessment, Diagnosis, and 
Prescription using a Test – Teach – Test methodology which included: 


1. Using A+LS “Class Assignment Test Detail (by student)” and sorted student 
lesson progress into groups in order to deliver specific instruction to a group 
of students with a similar need.  


2. Tracing performance objectives from lessons that a group of students needed 
instruction on (based on the A+LS report listed above) using a crosswalk 
developed in-house to equivalent lessons in the Carnegie Learning Online 
software.  


3. Establishing the Carnegie General Intervention Strategy (CGIS) which used 
reports included in the Carnegie Learning Online software to measure student 
lesson progress, skill acquisition as measured by Carnegie Learning’s artificial 
intelligence in the Skills Alert report, and reviewed how the student used the 
software including examples reviewed, hints used, and number of errors per 
prescribed problem in order to prescribe further lessons, remediation, and/or 
re-teaching specifically providing instruction on how to use the examples, 
hints, and lessons in the Carnegie learning software.  


4. How to give the students a routine for practicing math skills which including a 
couple of variations based on: Do the Lesson, Ask Questions, Do the 
Problems (DAD).  


 
January 2012 – May 2012:  


Math specialists on curriculum team worked with teacher/principal teams to 
develop processes for reporting, planning interventions using techniques 
mentioned above, and helping students master skills and bridge knowledge gaps.  
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B. Process for Analysis of Student Achievement Data 


B.1 Analyzing Relevant Student Achievement Data 


In the years from 2007 – 2009, data analysis was often done at a central level and then 
distributed to the schools.  That changed in 2009 as the school culture changed to one that 
emphasizes use of data.   “Ownership” of data analysis needed to happen at the school 
level.   


B.2 Types of Data Collected & Process 


Types of Data, as described in A.3: 


• NWEA MAP: NWEA MAP was used 2007 – 2011.   We switched to Galileo for 
SY2011 – 2012. 


• Reading & Math AIMS data each year.  Starting 2010, we also used Arizona 
Growth Model and Student Growth Percentile (SGP) data. 


• ROSE Guide 
• Rose Personal Progress Planner 
• If student data on NWEA MAP or Galileo, previous AIMS testing, A+LS 


assessments, and/or teacher observation showed low Reading performance, 
additional data was collected using additional instruments, e.g. Classroom 
Reading Inventory and/or ACE Reader software as shown in Reading Diagnosis 
case studies. 


• Model for Instructional Accountability beginning in SY 2009 – 2010 
• Quarterly Reports beginning in SY 2012 


Process: 


From 2007-2008 to 2008-2009, findings from NWEA MAP, A+LS or internal 
assessments, and AIMS testing, including the state AIMS Study Guide and our own Rose 
Guide, was explained during inservice PD and then further discussed during teacher 
meetings. 


Starting in July 2009, our Superintendent implemented a Model for Instructional 
Accountability (MIA).  She modeled the inquiry process with principals, then principals 
continued data analysis at MRA with the teachers. The daily “teacher meetings” started 
becoming more of a Professional Learning Community (PLC) as time spent switched 
from management issues to more emphasis on use of data for instructional improvement.   
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In the Reading Diagnosis year-long seminars, principals, curriculum resource teachers, 
and teachers from all the content areas received reading specialist training.  They used 
data collected from the Classroom Reading Inventory and ACE Reader as they worked 
with students on reading skills.  The data was-is used to coach individual students, as 
well as discuss data in MRA’s PLC meetings. 


We hope that Section A, especially A.3 and A.4 communicate MRA’s process of student 
achievement data analysis, and how our school culture has become increasingly focused 
on data-driven instructional decision making. 


B.3 Justification of Relevance to Improving Student Achievement 


Rationale for using NWEA during school years 2008-2011 
 
Mountain Rose Academy offered its customers a nationally recognized, standardized test 
of reading, writing, and mathematics that 


Measured academic achievement in core subject areas – reading, language usage, 
& mathematics 
Prepared students for state-mandated AIMS test before it is administered 


For these reasons Mountain Rose Academy selected the NWEA MAP to include in its 
District Assessment Plan. 
 
The Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA) is a national non-profit testing 
organization providing schools with research-based educational growth measures.  
NWEA is partnered with more than 3000 partner school districts and educational 
agencies, administering 24 million tests to more than 3 million students. 
Schooling at MRA is focused on academic achievement leading to high school 
graduation for college and career ready students.  Our alternative setting focuses on 
recovering content that leads to earning credit.  Students use their time to master content, 
so they can earn high school credit and graduate with a high school diploma documenting 
their readiness for continuing education, without remediation, and participation in the 
workforce.  Passing the AIMS test is required for high school graduation. Fall and Spring 
AIMS scores are relevant, especially now that the State Board of Education has approved 
the 2012 model for alternative school accountability.  MRA uses the Rose Guide to 
present to the student a break-down of their scores, by Strand and Concept.  We were 
dissatisfied with using the NWEA MAP scores to predict AIMS performance.  We had 
high expectations that using ATI’s Galileo, both pretest and benchmark assessments, 
would provide more relevant data to improve student achievement.  We experienced in 
SY2011-2012 that Galileo “out-of-the-box” doesn’t address the needs of students 
choosing our alternative school setting.  Our further discussions with ATI are addressed 
in our PMP Strategy 3. 
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C. Findings from Data Analysis 


This presentation of data findings includes: 
• NWEA MAP 
• Student Achievement Charts (from Performance Management Institute) 
• Reading Diagnosis Program 
• Analysis of High School Effectiveness 
• Model for Instructional Accountability 
• Percent Passing AIMS for Alternative Schools 


 
 
Figure M. Illustrative MAP Data: 


 
 


Note: 
NWEA has performed alignment studies that relate a student’s score on the MAP to the student’s 
performance on the AIMS.  Those NWEA studies are limited to grades 3 – 8.  RMG has calculated 
its own alignment of student MAP and AIMS scores.  Our initial findings indicate a medium (at 
one school) to large (at two schools) strength of the relationship between scores on these two 
tests. 
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Student Achievement Charts from Performance Management Institute 


We received student performance data in Math and Reading from the Arizona Charter 
School Association during the 2008 Performance Management Institute.   The graphs and 
charts showed student growth in terms of improvement in performance band on the 
AIMS and a scatterplot, the precursor of the quadrant charts. As mentioned in A.3., this 
data was shared with school principals as well as RMG administration.  At this point, 
however, we were not sure how such data would be used at state level.  We attended 
many Arizona State Board for Charter Schools meetings to increase our understanding, 
so we could communicate with our principals and teachers. 


Figure N.  Student achievement charts from 2008 Performance Management Institute 


 


Math Performance 


 


 


 


  


School is above state average for % of students that moved up to a higher performance 
level in math in 2008 
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The school is at the state average for the percent of students passing and at the state average 
for the rate of growth in math in 2007 and 2008. 


 


*Math range is based on plus and minus one standard deviation from the median of 44 (+/- 1 SD) and encompasses 
median growth rates between 28 and 60, and AIMS passing rates between 21 and 67 percent of students at the school. 
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Reading Performance 
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School is above the state average for % of students that moved up to a higher performance 
level in reading in 2008 


The school is at the state average for the percent of students passing and at or below 
the state average for the rate of growth in reading in 2007 and 2008.  Note that 


growth only reflects students who took the HS school test more than once. 


 


State range for 
percent 
passing, 2008* 


State range for student 
level growth rate, 2008* 


*Reading range is based on plus and minus one 
standard deviation from the median of 44  (+/- 
1 SD) and encompasses median growth rates 
between 23 and 65, and AIMS passing rates 
between 35 and 81 percent of students at the 


h l  
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Reading Diagnosis Program 


As part of the Reading Diagnosis program, participants compiled Case Studies on 
targeted students.  Case studies were produced and used by each participant throughout 
year.  In addition to learning about their needs of individual students, presentation of and 
discussion of case studies allowed Reading Diagnosis participants to learn from one 
another about how to individualize instruction. 


 


Figure O:  Excerpts from report, I’d Rather Read on Reading Diagnosis  
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Analysis of High School Effectiveness 


In May 2010, Rose contracted with the Arizona Charter School Association (ACSA) to 
produce a report, Analysis of High School Effectiveness (McConnell & Gau, 2010) in 
which earlier research about Building Charter School Quality was replicated. The ACSA 
report presented straightforward information about 2008-2009 AIMS pass rates at 
traditional high schools, alternative high schools, and Rose Academy high schools. Note 
Mountain Rose Academy as well as all Rose Academies met or exceeded the state 
average for alternative schools. 


 


Figure P.  Bar Graphs from June 2010 Analysis of High School Effectiveness 


2008-2009 AIMS Math Pass Rates for 10th Graders 


 


24% 


35% 
44% 


34% 
26% 


58% 


0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%


100%


% 10th Graders - Math


Canyon Rose Academy Desert Rose Academy


Mountain Rose Academy Rose Academies


Alternative Education Campus Traditional Schools







Page 48 


2008-2009 AIMS Math Pass Rates for Repeat Testers 


 


 


It was important to look at repeaters because over 80% of our student population was in 
11th grade or higher.  (See Figure B).  


See C.1 Interpretation for discussion of these charts. 


Our work with ACSA helped provide additional insight into student performance at our 
alternative schools, so we weren’t so extremely discouraged by AIMS results each year.   


Model for Instructional Accountability 


The MIA (Hurtado & Schlessman, 2010) was designed to provide Mountain Rose 
Academy with measurable objectives that informed the efforts of the school year.  MIA 
objectives addressed coursework and standards, career transition, and citizenship. There 
were nine goals with fifteen measurable objectives. Mountain Rose Academy used this to 
guide curricular decisions and professional development programs. We analyzed data 
relating to the measurable objectives and presented at the end of the school year 
presented to ESP leadership an executive summary outlining the school plan, strategies 
used, results, and recommendations for the next school year. 


We found the accountability categories of coursework and standards, career transition, 
and citizenship provided us with an organizing framework in which we could make a 
direct connection from our accountability model to how well we deliver our school 
mission.  
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The first MIA in 09 – 10 had eight goals with a total of eighteen measurable objectives. 
We found that having 18 MIA objectives was not easy for people to track.  We wanted to 
narrow down the targets to three key elements – credit attainment, academic coaching, 
and graduation rates. We found we needed to target specific behaviors that lead to 
increased student proficiency reflected in AIMS results. RMG added a full-time data 
manager to allow for more accurate data analysis. The teaching team was responsible for 
analyzing data reports allowing teachers more time to target interventions. 


We also directly tied the MIA to APAT performance and 301 performance criteria.  A 
new evaluation framework (see section A.2 of this report) aided MIA efforts.  


 


Figure Q: Evaluation Calculations Formula for Principals 


APAT for Principals/Assistant Principals: DATA for Summative Evaluation #1 
 


DATA TYPE DATA INCLUDED WEIGHTING 
System Level 
Data 


MIA Target 2.2  33% 


Instructional 
Leadership 


APAT Level 1-3 Indicators 67% 


Total  100% 
 


APAT for Principals/Assistant Principals: DATA for Summative Evaluation #2 
 


DATA TYPE DATA INCLUDED WEIGHTING 
School Level Data MIA Target 1.1, 2.1, 3.1 33% 
System Level 
Data 


MIA Target 2.2 17% 


Instructional 
Leadership 


APAT Level 1-3 Indicators 50% 


Total  100% 
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Percent Passing for Alternative Schools 


In addition to the quadrant charts, we wanted to see how MRA compared with other 
Alternative Schools in terms of percent passing.  Most alternative high schools share the 
problem of having a very small percentage of school population as 10th grade FAY 
students.  There is currently no single source for data about alternative schools in 
Arizona.  We gathered data from various sources including Building Charter School 
Quality research (Ernst, 2009), previous ASBCS renewal application executive 
summaries, and our own calculations that used the ADE alternative school list and ADE 
website reporting of AIMS scores.  We produced our own table showing Academic 
Proficiency as Measured by the AIMS, Statewide and for Alternative Schools, and 
comparing MRA to those scores. Because we had to use various data sources, we fully 
understand that the same method for calculating data was not standard from source to 
source. 


Table R:  Academic Proficiency as Measured by AIMS Statewide, for AECs, and 
Mountain Rose Academy:  Math & Reading Percent Passing by Academic Year 


 Group Tested 
  Statewide AEC MRA 


Year & Test 10th 
graders “repeaters” 10th 


graders “repeaters” 10th 
graders “repeaters” 


2008 
Math 51% 30% 19% 14% 33% 27% 
Reading 76% 52% 33% 26% 58% 43% 


2009 
Math 70% 30% 29% 15% 45% 18% 
Reading 74% 43% 46% 26% 76% 32% 


2010 
Math 58% 18% 14% 8% 29% 9% 
Reading 77% 41% 45% 39% 63% 54% 


2011 
Math 60% 25% 19% 12% 22% 15% 
Reading 78% 43% 49% 30% 69% 47% 


2012 
Math Public release of AIMS scores is August 1, 2012. 


Deadline for submission of this renewal application is July 20, 2012. Reading 
 


See C.1 Interpretation for discussion of this chart. 
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C. 1 Interpretation including patterns, trends, strengths, weaknesses 


NWEA MAP and decision to change to Galileo 


Teachers found the NWEA MAP charts understandable.  The weakness was we 
experienced a problem getting a pattern due to our highly mobile population because few 
students had multiple test scores to see a comparison from Fall to Spring testing and year-
to-year.  We tried adjusting the assessment dates, yet it didn’t solve the problem.  


We had email exchanges, dating back to 2007, and conversations with our NWEA rep 
asking about alignment for Arizona high schools.  We kept being told “coming soon,” or 
NWEA is working on it.  We calculated our own correlation back in February 2008 
because NWEA didn’t provide high school information.  MRA even purchased an 
upgraded package for SY 2009-10 including a growth calculator for teachers to use with 
students.  We wanted to use the growth calculator to target more specifically the 
academic needs of individual students, however, we found out it was not available for 
high schools in Arizona.   


We read research reports about using NWEA MAP with high school students.  Scores for 
students in alternative schools are excluded from NWEA norming studies.  Research 
suggests that growth projections for alternative school students are different than the ones 
published for traditional students (Ernst & Turnbull, 2010).  We had a weakness in our 
choice of assessment systems. 


We considered several alternative assessment systems.  We had the Arizona Charter 
School Association come present their use of Acuity.  Acuity high school assessments 
were still under development in spring 2011.  We needed to make a decision for the SY 
2011 – 2012 school year. We had Galileo present their assessment system.  Galileo had 
existing assessments for high school.  We made a decision to go with Galileo. 


After a year of using Galileo, we are seeing the limitations of existing Galileo materials.  
Galileo is written for traditional students and for a traditional school calendar.  The 
academic needs of Mountain Rose students are distinct.   In Section D of this narrative, 
we link our data-based decision to our PMP and its action steps. 


Reading Diagnosis Program  


Implementing the Reading Diagnosis Program is a strength. The results of 
implementation are that MRA Reading AIMS scores are consistently acceptable, at the 
ASBCS Level of Adequate Academic Performance (LAAP) or approaching it. In fact, 
reading performance is particularly good when compared with other alternative schools.  
One ongoing challenge is to schedule reading specialist training for all teachers.  When 
teachers move on, new teachers come to MRA.  It takes time to educate all teachers with 
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these reading specialist skills.   Solid principal leadership is also needed, so the 
Professional Learning Community (PLC) benefits from this additional data. 


Quadrant charts show that 10th grade FAY reading scores met or exceeded the LAAP for 
Spring 2009, Spring 2010, and Spring 2011.  10th grade FAY student percent passing the 
Math AIMS was very near the 2010 LAAP, 
http://www.asbcs.az.gov/userfiles/Level%20of%20Adequate%20Academic%20Performa
nce%20Definition%20and%20Graph%20Example%2007_06_11(2).pdf, in 2008, 2009, 
and 2010; however, there was a drop in percent passing in 2011.  Even though progress 
back toward the LAAP was seen in Spring 2012, percent passing is not at 2008 through 
2010 levels. 


Lower percent passing explained below in the AIMS Percent Passing and Students with 
Special Needs. 
 


  



http://www.asbcs.az.gov/userfiles/Level%20of%20Adequate%20Academic%20Performance%20Definition%20and%20Graph%20Example%2007_06_11(2).pdf

http://www.asbcs.az.gov/userfiles/Level%20of%20Adequate%20Academic%20Performance%20Definition%20and%20Graph%20Example%2007_06_11(2).pdf
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Quadrant Charts showing AIMS results for 10th grade FAY students and Student 
Growth Percentile 


Figure S.  Quadrant Charts 
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School Leadership 


The Superintendent terminated an MRA  principal in the 11 – 12 school year because 
there were multiple indications over that leader’s fourteen month tenure, documented in 
the principal’s evaluations and personnel file, that R.O.S.E.®   was not being well 
implemented.  The impact of substandard leadership and resulting lack of R.O.S.E.®  


implementation can be seen in the Spring 11 and 12  AIMS scores, particularly Math.  
We were expecting scores, especially Math AIMS, to improve in Spring 12.  Data shows 
some improvement, but the percentage passing Math AIMS should be better.  MRA Math 
teachers, who were not implementing, as documented in performance data and 
evaluations, were also terminated.   


Percent Passing AIMS for Alternative Schools  


Based on analysis of the external research conducted as part of the Building Charter 
School Quality grant, ACSA’s Analysis of High School Effectiveness, and data from the 
ADE website (shown in Figure Q), we are able to identify a strength of Mountain Rose 
Academy.  Our percent passing the AIMS is consistently at, and frequently better than 
the, average for 10th grade testers and repeaters.   
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AIMS Percent Passing and Students with Special Needs 


We looked at the special needs among our 10th grade FAY students since SY 2007-8. 
(See Figure C) 


The year that there was a statewide drop in Math AIMS scores was Spring 2010. The HS 
AIMS Math was more rigorous that year because the 2008 Math Standard was reflected 
in the AIMS test.  Despite this increased rigor in Spring 2010, our Math AIMS 
proficiency scores were slightly above the 40% statewide average.  Our special needs 
population was about 10% of FAY students. 


However in SY10-11, the percentage of special needs students at MRA increased for the 
10th grade FAY student population.    23% of the 10th grade FAY population in 2010-11 
had special needs.  Again in 2011-12, our 10th grade FAY student population was 20%. 


We are seeing a trend.  When our special needs population is ≥ 20% of FAY students, it 
is more difficult to maintain a 40% passing rate.  We address increased attention to 
students with special needs in our PMP. 


C.2 Understandable charts and graphs 


Much attention was given to ensure our internal charts and graphs were understandable 
regarding student achievement.  Sometimes externally provided charts and graphs like the 
quadrant chart needed clarification. We supplemented those presentations with additional 
data.  One example is the quadrant chart of academic achievement (see Figure X).  To 
better understand the quadrant charts, we needed to know the group size, and the number 
of 10th grade FAY students as shown in Figure R. This additional data provides insight 
into a very small number of students being tested and used to make decisions. 


Figure T. Number of 10th grade FAY students for Spring AIMS administrations, 2007 - 
2012 


Test Math Reading 
Spring 2012 20 20 
Spring 2011 20 20 
Spring 2010 18 18 
Spring 2009 47 43 
Spring 2008 27 27 
Spring 2007 36 38 
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D. Plan’s Link to Findings  


Data analysis was directly used to set the targets in our PMP and establish the action 
steps. Evidence from Reading AIMS scores indicates that if R.O.S.E.® curriculum is well 
implemented, student proficiency meets, or makes sufficient progress toward, the ASBCS 
LAAP. (See Table C.2).  Math scores are a bit more problematic for all alternative 
schools.  We have set challenging, yet achievable, action steps to reach our target. We 
want MRA to regain its performance as one of Arizona’s top alternative schools, as 
reported by Kerry McConnell and Rebecca Gau in their Analysis of High School 
Effectiveness (June 2010). 


Several action steps emphasize the importance of solid leadership at MRA.  Other action 
steps are written to provide more timely feedback on implementation of the curriculum; 
monitoring teacher integration of Arizona’s Common Core Standards; increasing 
timeliness when monitoring and documenting student proficiency, as well as adjustments 
to the assessment system for our alternative school setting; and the importance of 
professional development, linked to the first three strategies including evaluation of PD 
effectiveness. 


Because Strategies and Action Steps are often the same for Reading & Math, we are 
submitting one PMP template.  If an Action Step is Reading or Math specific, we have 
stated in the PMP. 


Strategy 1: Provide and implement a curriculum that improves student achievement 


Action Steps are written to focus on assuring a rigorous curriculum that integrates 
Arizona’s Common Core Standards.  A rigorous curriculum ensures high school 
academic achievement beyond the current state mandated test, which reflects skills only 
through 10th grade.  Summer school programs specifically target students who are behind 
in pre-requisite skills.  We hope that extra instructional time during the summer will 
allow students to recover content and develop reading and note-taking skills, so they are 
better prepared to do high school work. 


Strategy 2: Monitoring Integration of Arizona’s Common Core (Arizona Academic) 
Standards into Instruction 


Action Steps reflect the emphasis throughout Arizona on transition to Arizona’s Common 
Core Standards.  We have beefed up our plan to monitor standard integration in 
instruction through more frequent observations, use of Intervention Plans, and weekly 
work by Curriculum Specialists with teachers and students in the school.  Action Step #6 
mentions annual revision of quantitative targets in teacher and principal evaluations.   
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Strategy 3: Monitoring and Documenting Student Proficiency 


We found that any “out-of-the-box” additional assessment is not designed to meet the 
needs of our alternative education students and their educational setting.  Several Action 
Steps in this Strategy reflect the adjustments we are making, in collaboration with ATI, 
on the Galileo system.  We will also use the AZ Charter Schools Association’s Excel 
Pivot Tables for enhanced data analysis.  Our data analysis on special needs students led 
to Action Steps 6 & 7.   


Strategy 4: Professional Development to Support Effective Implementation of 
Curriculum 


Professional development is vital to implement the changes described in the first three 
Strategies.  A PD Action Step is written for each of the Strategy 1 through 3 Action Steps 
that require implementation by instructional staff. 


Timely and scheduled review of the effectiveness of these action steps will allow us to 
revise quickly if needed. 
 
Offering quality education is always a process of continuous improvement.  Based on 
data analysis from the past and using information about best practices, we have targeted 
Action Steps that will continue to improve academic achievement.  
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RENEWAL PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PLAN TEMPLATE 
 


Mountain Rose Academy 
 
INDICATOR:1   _X__Math _X__Reading          DURATION OF THE PLAN2:  Begins July, 2013 to  July, 2015 
 


MEASURE* METRIC* CURRENT 
STATUS* 


End Target For This Plan*3 


State standardized 
assessment 


Percent (%) of students who score 
proficient on the State standardized 
assessment  


and 
Student growth percentile (SGP)  
 


(Board staff 
will enter info 
here) 


Meet or demonstrate sufficient progress toward the level of 
adequate academic performance as set and modified 
periodically by the Board. 
 


 
STRATEGY I: Provide and implement a curriculum that improves student achievement.  


Action Steps 4 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action 
Steps 


Budget 


1. Evaluate current language arts and 
mathematics curriculum using student 
achievement data, student work, and 
teacher data to make revisions as needed 
based on data/evidence.   


May 2012, 2013, 
2014, 2015 


School Data 
Manager 
Curriculum Team 
Principal 
Superintendent 


 Year-End School Report 


 Student Artifacts 


 Content Assessment 
results 


 


Included in salaries 


a. Identify standards that are not  
supported, based on data/evidence, 
and develop curriculum materials to 
address the standard(s) 


May 2012, 2013, 
2014, 2015 


Curriculum Team  Curriculum map Included in salaries 


b. Revise and create language arts and 
mathematics  guiding 
documents.  


June-July 2012, 
2013, 2014, 2015 


Curriculum Team 
Superintendent 


 Completed curriculum 
documents 


Included in salaries 


c. Revise current grading criteria to 
connect learning goals with common 
core standards 


June-July 2012, 
2013, 2014, 2015 


Curriculum Team 
Superintendent 


 Completed rubrics Included in salaries 
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Action Steps 4 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action 
Steps 


Budget 


2. Integrate common core standards into 
math curriculum maps. 


June-July 2012 Math 
 
(Language arts was 
completed previously 
in summer of 2011) 


Math Curriculum 
Specialist 


 Curriculum Map Included in salaries 


3. Review and purchase 
textbooks/instructional materials that 
align to learning goals, grading criteria, 
and support common core standards. 
 
 
 


May 2012, 2013, 
2014, 2015 


Curriculum Team 
Superintendent 


 Purchase receipts Cost of 
textbooks/instructional 
materials for reading  
max of $1,200.00 
annually 
 
Cost of 
textbooks/instructional 
materials for math 
$1,200.00 annually  
 
 


3a. Renew purchase agreement for 
Carnegie Common Core Math Texts and 
Cognitive Tutor Software. 


May 2013 
 
 
(One time 3-year 
purchase 
agreement) 


Curriculum Team 
Superintendent 


 Purchase receipts Estimated cost for 
Carnegie software 
license and textbooks 
max of  $7,000.00 for a 
3-year contract. 
 
*2012 cost for 
Carnegie has already 
been paid in a 3-year 
contract from 2010. 


4. Develop blended learning instructional 
protocols including formative assessment 
strategies for language arts and 
mathematics curriculum implementation.   


June-July 2012 Math Curriculum 
Specialist 
English Language 
Arts Specialist 


 Teacher instructional 
materials 


 Instructional schedule 


Included in salaries 


5. Create and implement summer 
mathematics program to ensure students 
have pre-requisite math skills necessary 


June-July 2013, 
2014, 2015 


Teachers 
Math Curriculum 
Specialist 


 Mathematics curriculum 
documents 


 Student enrollment roster 


Included in salaries and 
teacher contract days 
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Action Steps 4 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action 
Steps 


Budget 


for math courses. Principal 


6. Implement the Kansas University  
Strategic Intervention Model Curricula in 
summer school to ensure students have 
pre-requisite reading and note-taking 
skills necessary to meet the rigor of 
common core standards based 
curriculum. 


June-July 2013, 
2014, 2015 


Teachers 
English Language 
Arts Curriculum 
Specialist 
Principal 


 Student enrollment roster 
 


Included in salaries and 
teacher contract days 


 
 
STRATEGY II: Develop and implement a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic Standards into instruction. 


Action Steps 4 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting 
Action Steps 


Budget 


1. Teachers plan interventions using  A+LS 
Progress Tracker, Carnegie, & Galileo to 
identify student deficiencies in standards 
mastery.  


Beginning in August 
2012 and weekly 
(Recurs Annually) 


Teachers  Print-outs of A+LS 
Progress Tracker, 
Carnegie & Galileo 
reports 


Included in salaries 


a. Teachers group students who require 
remediation and/or enrichment into small 
groups for differentiated instruction for 
mastery of AZ Common Core Standards . 


Beginning in August 
2012 and weekly 
(Recurs Annually) 


Teachers  Student groupings in 
Intervention Plan 


Included in salaries 


b. Teachers submit a weekly Intervention 
Plan for differentiated small group 
instruction to the Principal. 


Beginning in August 
2012 and weekly 
(Recurs Annually) 


Teachers  Intervention Plans Included in salaries 


c. With attention to alignment to AZ 
Common Cored Standards, the Principals 
review intervention plans, make 
adjustments as necessary, and  
communicate changes to the teachers. 


Beginning in August 
2012 and weekly 
(Recurs Annually) 


Principal(s)  Completed review 
checklist of 
Intervention Plan 


 Record of 
communication w/ 
teachers, e.g. email 


Included in salaries 


2. Principals conduct observations of 
individual teacher instruction in the common 
classroom and in the differentiated small 
groups.  


Beginning in August 
2012 and weekly 
(Recurs Annually) 


Principal  Completed 
observation protocol 


Included in salaries 
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Action Steps 4 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting 
Action Steps 


Budget 


3. Math & English Language Arts Curriculum 
Specialists observe, model, and support 
teacher implementation of intervention 
plans. 
a. Math  & ELA Curriculum Specialists train 
teachers to identify, connect, and integrate 
common core standards in one on one 
instruction and small group differentiated 
instruction. 


August 2012- July 
2013, 2014, 2015  
 
(Observe and provide 
feedback to each teacher 
one time per teacher each 
week; Professional 
development sessions occur 
four times each week for 
one hour) 


Math Curriculum 
Specialist 
English Language Arts 
Specialist 
Principal 


 Observation data 
 


Included in salaries 


b. Math & ELA Curriculum Specialists 
monitor and retrain teacher grading to 
ensure that student work reflects mastery of 
the AZ Common Core standards. 


August 2012 – July 
2013, 2014, 2015 
 
(Review at least one 
student work example for 
each teacher per week) 


Principal  Curriculum 
Specialist reports of 
weekly activity to 
Superintendent 


 Student work 
samples 


Included in salaries 


c. Math & ELA Curriculum Specialists 
monitor and retrain teacher in use of 
approved textbooks, instructional materials, 
and blended learning instructional protocols. 


August 2012-July 
2013, 2014, 2015 
 
(Observe and provide 
feedback to each 
teacher one time per 
teacher each week) 
 
*This will include 
implementation of 
summer language arts 
and mathematics 
programs 
 


Math Curriculum 
Specialist 
English Language Arts 
Specialist 
Principal 


 Observation data 
including time with 
specialists delivering 
Strategic 
Intervention 


 Intervention plans 


Included in salaries 


4. Math Curriculum Specialist communicates 
intervention progress with the Principal. 


August 2012-July 
2013, 2014, 2015 
Weekly 
 
 


Math & ELA 
Curriculum 
Specialists 
Principal 


 Written summary to 
Principal 


Included in salaries 
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Action Steps 4 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting 
Action Steps 


Budget 


5. Principals discuss observations and 
intervention plans with individual teachers 
and retrain and/or write a corrective action 
plan for the teacher if needed. 


Beginning in August 
2012 
Weekly Friday 
principal-teacher 
meetings 
(Recurs Annually) 


Principal  Summary from 
principal-teacher 
meetings 


 Action Plans 


Included in salaries 


6. Revise classroom level and school level 
quantitative targets for the Teacher and 
Principal Evaluation Framework. 


May-July 2012 
 
(Recurs Annually) 


Math and Language 
Arts Curriculum 
Specialists 
School Data Manager 
Superintendent 


 Revised Teacher 
Evaluation 
Framework 


Classroom Site Fund  


 
STRATEGY III:  Develop and implement a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. 


Action Steps 4 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting 
Action Steps 


Budget 


1.  Use Excel Pivot Tables for analysis of 
student proficiency and progress data 


Fall 2012, 2013, 2014, 
2015 
 


School Data Manager 
Principals 
Asst. Superintendent 
Superintendent 


 Data tables in 
reports 


ACSA Membership 
estimated $1017.00 
annual 


2. Collaborate and develop standards based 
assessments with Assessment Technology 
Inc. (ATI) Galileo to measure student 
mastery of standards.  
 
Standards-based assessments will be 
embedded within the Language Arts courses 
and Algebra I, Algebra II, and Geometry as a 
pre-assessment to determine student 
readiness, a benchmark, and a post-test will 
be used to determine student mastery of 
standards. 
 


June-July 2012, 2013, 
2014, 2015 


School Data Manager 
Curriculum Team 
Superintendent 


 Galileo Reports Annual cost $3,300.00 
 


3. Administer Galileo comprehensive 
benchmark assessments for reading and 


August – Pretest 
October – Benchmark 


Principal 
Assistant Principal 


 Galileo Reports 
 


Included in annual ATI 
Galileo contract 







6 
 


Action Steps 4 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting 
Action Steps 


Budget 


math to all students. 
 


January – Benchmark 
March – Posttest 
(Recurs Annually) 


Testing Coordinator 
Teachers 


budgeted in Strategy III 
action step 1 


4. Review student progress in courses and 
on Galileo benchmark assessments to 
identify students needing additional 
interventions. 


Monthly course 
progress review 
 
and 
 
After each Galileo test 
administration 
 
(Recurs Annually) 


Principal 
Assistant Principal 
Math Curriculum 
Specialist 
English Language Arts 
Curriculum Specialist 
Teachers 


 Galileo Reports 


 Course level reports 


Included in salaries 


5. Work with language arts, math, and 
special education teacher to develop a 
system for focused attention on progress of 
special needs. 


August 2012-July 2013 
 
(Recurs Annually) 


English Language Arts 
Curriculum Specialist 
Math Curriculum 
Specialist 
Special Education 
Director 
Principal 


 Professional 
development 
agenda 


Included in salaries 


6. Meet bi-weekly to use assessment data to 
track student progress, focusing on special 
needs students. 


August 2012- July 
2013  
 
(Recurs Annually) 


English Language Arts 
and Math Teachers 
Special Education 
Teacher 
Language Arts and 
Math Curriculum 
Specialists 
Special Education 
Director 
Principal 


 Adjustment to 
instructional plans 


Included in salaries 


7.Track AIMS Improvement data by 
identifying performance band for each 
student still needing to pass AIMS 


Annually -  
Upon student 
enrollment, then from 
test administration to 
test administration 


School Data Manager 
Principals 


 Data tables in 
reports to Principals 
& PLC 


Included in salaries 
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STRATEGY IV:  Develop and implement a professional development plan that supports effective implementation of the curriculum. 


Action Steps 4 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting 
Action Steps 


Budget 


1. Provide training in new and revised 
curriculum materials, instructional 
resources, and instructional protocols. 


Fall Preservice 2012, 
2013, 2014, 2015 
 
 


Curriculum Team 
Principals 
Superintendent 


 Professional 
development 
agendas 


Included in salaries 


2. Provide training in new teacher and 
principal evaluation targets 


Fall Preservice 2012 Superintendent  Professional 
development 
agendas 


Included in salaries 


3. Attend AZ Charter School Association 
session on use of Excel Pivot Tables in data 
analysis. 


Fall 2012 
 
(Recur Annually) 


School Data Manager 
Principals 
Asst. Superintendent 
Superintendent 


 Completion 
certificate 


Included in ACSA 
membership 


3. Provide specialized support for 
implementation of mathematics curricula 
and English language arts curricula. 
 
Each specialist will be at school site one day 
per week to conduct observations, model 
instructional protocols, and provide a 2-hour 
teacher professional development session.  
 


August 2012 – July 
2013, 2014, 2015 
 
(One day a week for 8 
hours) 
 


Math Curriculum 
Specialist 
English Language Arts 
Specialist 
 


 Professional 
development 
schedule 


Included in salaries 


a. Incorporate math and English language  
arts teachers content knowledge  
assessments into the specialized support  
for curriculum implementation.  


August 2012 – July 
2013 2013, 2014, 
2015 


Math Curriculum 
Specialist 
English Language Arts 
Specialist 


 Assessment results 


 Professional 
development 
agendas 


Included in salaries 


5. Train and support teachers 
implementation of language arts and 
mathematics curriculum materials and use 
of blended learning instructional protocols, 
through weekly coaching and observations 


August-July 2012, 
2013, 2014, 2015 


Math Curriculum 
Specialist 
English Language Arts 
Curriculum Specialist 
Principals 


 Observation 
documentation 


 Documentation of 
weekly coaching 
meetings 


Included in salaries 


6. Provide additional in-depth training on the 
use of formative assessments, specifically 
Galileo, to create instructional dialogues to 
improve student mastery of standards. 


Fall In-Service – 2012, 
2013, 2014, 2015 
*8 hours broken out 
into 2 days of 4 hours 


Teachers 
School Data Manager 
Principals 
Asst. Superintendent 


 Professional 
development 
agendas 


Included in annual ATI 
Galileo contract 
budgeted in Strategy III 
action step 1 
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Action Steps 4 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting 
Action Steps 


Budget 


ea. 
*Additional 2 hour 
training will occur in 
Summer of 2012 for 
administration 


Superintendent 


 
 
 
 
 
Using the information entered in the “Budget” columns above, please provide a budget total that incorporates all strategies and action steps for 
each year of the performance management plan’s implementation. For “Year 1”, please specify the fiscal year (e.g., 2011). The charter holder 
may add years, as necessary. 
 


Year 1:  Budget Total _$6,717_________     Fiscal Year FY13 
Year 2:  Budget Total _$13,717_________     Fiscal Year FY14 
Year 3:  Budget Total _$6,717_________     Fiscal Year FY15 


 
Notes: 
* Provided by ASBCS staff 
1 Academic area to be addressed for improvement 
2 Duration of the plan must align with the timeline presented in the Action Steps 
3 Refer to Terms to Know in the Renewal Application Instructions   
4 Repeat these action steps as necessary to include the appropriate number of steps to accomplish the strategy 








 


 


 


 


 


Documentation of Academic Oversight 


Prepared by  
Mountain Rose Academy 


 
 
 
 


Submitted to 
Arizona State Board for Charter Schools 


 
 
 


July 19, 2012 
 


 


 


 


 


 







We have provided all meeting agendas and minutes from Mountain Rose Academy School 
Policy Board for Fiscal Year 2012, the fiscal year prior to renewal application.  Agendas and 
minutes are chronological from most recent meeting to the earliest.  







 
 


NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING AND HEARING 
MOUNTAIN ROSE ACADEMY 


 


 1 


Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) 38-431.02, notice is hereby given to the members of the Mountain 
Rose Academy School Board and to the general public that the Board will hold a meeting, open to the public as 
specified below. The Board reserves the right to change the order of items on the agenda, with the exception of 
public hearings set for a specific time. One or more members of the Board may participate in the meeting by 
telephonic or internet communications.  
 
Pursuant to (A.R.S.) 38-431.03.A.2 and A.3, the Board may vote to go into Executive Session, which will not be 
open to the public, for legal advice concerning any item on the agenda or to review, discuss and consider records 
exempt by law from public inspection, including the receipt and discussion of information or testimony that is 
specifically required to be maintained as confidential by state or federal law.  
 
Persons with a disability may request a reasonable accommodation such as a sign language interpreter, by contacting 
Cathleen Capen at (520) 797-4884. Requests should be made as early as possible to allow time to arrange the 
accommodation.  
 


DATED AND POSTED this 28th day of June, 2012. 
By: Kelly Hurtado, M.Ed. 


Superintendent 
 


June 29th, 2012 
1:00 P.M. 


326 W. Ft. Lowell  
Tucson, Arizona 85705 


  
 
 
 


SCHOOL BOARD GENERAL SESSION  
ALL ITEMS ON THIS AGENDA ARE OPEN FOR DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION, INCLUDING 


REPORTS AND ACTION ITEMS  
 


A. Call to Order  


B. Roll Call  


C. Consent Agenda. All items on this agenda will be considered by a single motion with no discussion, unless 
requested otherwise by a board member. 


 
1. Review the Superintendent’s report on Academic Performance. 
 


D.   Remarks from the public (on any item not on the agenda). The Governing Board may discuss, consider or 
take legal action on matters raised during an open call to the public unless the matters are properly noticed 
for discussion and legal action. 


E.  Approval of Minutes:   


F.  Adjournment  


 











 
 


NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING AND HEARING 
MOUNTAIN ROSE ACADEMY 


 


 1 


Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) 38-431.02, notice is hereby given to the members of the Mountain 
Rose Academy School Board and to the general public that the Board will hold a meeting, open to the public as 
specified below. The Board reserves the right to change the order of items on the agenda, with the exception of 
public hearings set for a specific time. One or more members of the Board may participate in the meeting by 
telephonic or internet communications.  
 
Pursuant to (A.R.S.) 38-431.03.A.2 and A.3, the Board may vote to go into Executive Session, which will not be 
open to the public, for legal advice concerning any item on the agenda or to review, discuss and consider records 
exempt by law from public inspection, including the receipt and discussion of information or testimony that is 
specifically required to be maintained as confidential by state or federal law.  
 
Persons with a disability may request a reasonable accommodation such as a sign language interpreter, by contacting 
Cathleen Capen at (520) 797-4884. Requests should be made as early as possible to allow time to arrange the 
accommodation.  
 


DATED AND POSTED this 28th day of June, 2012. 
By: Kelly Hurtado, M.Ed. 


Superintendent 
 


June 29th, 2012 
10:00 A.M. 


326 W. Ft. Lowell  
Tucson, Arizona 85705 


  
 
 
 


SCHOOL BOARD GENERAL SESSION  
ALL ITEMS ON THIS AGENDA ARE OPEN FOR DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION, INCLUDING 


REPORTS AND ACTION ITEMS  
 


A. Call to Order  


B. Roll Call  


C. Consent Agenda. All items on this agenda will be considered by a single motion with no discussion, unless 
requested otherwise by a board member. 


 
1. Review and approve Proposed Budget for the 2012-2013 school year. 
 


D.   Remarks from the public (on any item not on the agenda). The Governing Board may discuss, consider or 
take legal action on matters raised during an open call to the public unless the matters are properly noticed 
for discussion and legal action. 


E.  Approval of Minutes:  October 5th, 2011 School Board Meeting 


F.  Adjournment  


 











 
 


NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING AND HEARING 
MOUNTAIN ROSE ACADEMY 


 


 1 


Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) 38-431.02, notice is hereby given to the members of the Mountain 
Rose Academy School Board and to the general public that the Board will hold a meeting, open to the public as 
specified below. The Board reserves the right to change the order of items on the agenda, with the exception of 
public hearings set for a specific time. One or more members of the Board may participate in the meeting by 
telephonic or internet communications.  
 
Pursuant to (A.R.S.) 38-431.03.A.2 and A.3, the Board may vote to go into Executive Session, which will not be 
open to the public, for legal advice concerning any item on the agenda or to review, discuss and consider records 
exempt by law from public inspection, including the receipt and discussion of information or testimony that is 
specifically required to be maintained as confidential by state or federal law.  
 
Persons with a disability may request a reasonable accommodation such as a sign language interpreter, by contacting 
Cathleen Capen at (520) 797-4884. Requests should be made as early as possible to allow time to arrange the 
accommodation.  
 


DATED AND POSTED this 4th day of October, 2011. 
 


By: Kelly Hurtado, M.Ed. 
Superintendent 


 
October 5th, 2011 


10:00 A.M. 
3686 West Orange Grove Rd. 


Tucson, Arizona 85741 
Suite #192, Meeting Room 


 
 
 


SCHOOL BOARD GENERAL SESSION  
ALL ITEMS ON THIS AGENDA ARE OPEN FOR DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION, INCLUDING 


REPORTS AND ACTION ITEMS  
 


A. Call to Order  


B. Roll Call  


C. Consent Agenda. All items on this agenda will be considered by a single motion with no discussion, unless 
requested otherwise by a board member. 


 
1. Review Policies obligated in compliance regulations: Declaration of Curricular & Instructional Alignment 


to the Arizona Academic Standards. 
2.  


D.   Remarks from the public (on any item not on the agenda). The Governing Board may discuss, consider or 
take legal action on matters raised during an open call to the public unless the matters are properly noticed 
for discussion and legal action. 


E.  Approval of Minutes:  July 29th, 2011 School Board Meeting 


F.  Adjournment  
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		C. Consent Agenda. All items on this agenda will be considered by a single motion with no discussion, unless requested otherwise by a board member.

		D.   Remarks from the public (on any item not on the agenda). The Governing Board may discuss, consider or take legal action on matters raised during an open call to the public unless the matters are properly noticed for discussion and legal action.

		E.  Approval of Minutes:  July 29th, 2011 School Board Meeting

		F.  Adjournment
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		C. Consent Agenda. All items on this agenda will be considered by a single motion with no discussion, unless requested otherwise by a board member.

		D.   Remarks from the public (on any item not on the agenda). The Governing Board may discuss, consider or take legal action on matters raised during an open call to the public unless the matters are properly noticed for discussion and legal action.

		E.  Approval of Minutes:

		F.  Adjournment
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		C. Consent Agenda. All items on this agenda will be considered by a single motion with no discussion, unless requested otherwise by a board member.

		D.   Remarks from the public (on any item not on the agenda). The Governing Board may discuss, consider or take legal action on matters raised during an open call to the public unless the matters are properly noticed for discussion and legal action.

		E.  Approval of Minutes:  October 5th, 2011 School Board Meeting

		F.  Adjournment
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ARIZONA  STATE  BOARD  FOR  CHARTER  SCHOOLS


Renewal Summary Review


Five-Year Interval Report Back to reports list


Interval Report Details


Report Date: 09/24/2012 Report Type: Renewal


Charter Contract Information


Charter Corporate Name: Mountain Rose Academy, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 10-87-69-000 Charter Entity ID: 10879


Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 10/21/1998


Authorizer: ASBCS Contractual Days:


Number of Schools: 1 Mountain Rose Academy: 144


Charter Grade Configuration: 9-12 Contract Expiration Date: 10/20/2013


FY Charter Opened: 2000 Charter Signed: 10/21/1998


Charter Granted: 10/14/1997 Corp. Commission Status Charter Holder is in Good Standing


Corp. Commission File # 0992709-5 Corp. Type For Profit


Corp. Commission Status Date 10/28/2009 Charter Enrollment Cap 500


Charter Contact Information


Mailing Address: 3686 West Orange Grove Road
Suite 192
Tucson, AZ 85741


Website: —


Phone: 520-797-4884 Fax: 520-797-8868


Mission Statement: Mountain Rose Academy, as an alternative high school providing credit recovery for students with poor academic standing,
will "Honor the Promise of Education" By: Training students in the fundamental skills needed to graduate high school,
transition into continuing education or college, and explore career choices. Expanding how students learn how to think.
Creating life options/opportunities for each graduate.


Charter Representatives: Name: Email: FCC Expiration Date:


1.) Kelly Hurtado khurtado@rosemanagement.com —


Academic Performance - Mountain Rose Academy


School Name: Mountain Rose Academy School CTDS: 10-87-69-001


School Entity ID: 10885 Charter Entity ID: 10879


School Status: Open School Open Date: 08/16/1999


Physical Address: 3686 W. Orange Grove Rd.
Tucson, AZ 85741


Website: —


Phone: 520-930-9373 Fax: 520-616-7431


Dashboard Alerts Bulletin Board Charter Holder DMS Email Tasks Search Reports Help Other
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Grade Levels Served: 9-12 FY 2011 100th Day ADM: 364.4125


Academic Performance Per Fiscal Year


FY AZ LEARNS Profile Met AYP


Alternative ALT ALT-HS 10


2011 Performing — — — Not Met


2010 Performing — — — Met


2009 — Performing — — No


2008 — — Performing — Yes


2007 — — — Performing No


Academic Performance - Mountain Rose Academy


School Name: Mountain Rose Academy School CTDS: 10-87-69-002


School Entity ID: 79172 Charter Entity ID: 10879


School Status: Sites Merged School Open Date: 08/18/2003


Physical Address: 40 W. Fort Lowell Rd.
Tucson, AZ 85705


Website: —


Phone: 520-229-1777 Fax: 520-797-8868


Grade Levels Served: 9-12 FY 2009 100th Day ADM: —


Academic Performance Per Fiscal Year


FY AZ LEARNS Profile Met AYP


0


2009 No Data Available —


2008 No Data Available —


2007 No Data Available —


Charter/Legal Compliance


Charter Corporate Name: Mountain Rose Academy, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 10-87-69-000 Charter Entity ID: 10879


Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 10/21/1998


Timely Submission of AFR


Year Timely


2011 Yes


2010 Yes


2009 Yes


2008 Yes


2007 Yes


Timely Submission of Budget


Year Timely


2012 Yes


2011 Yes


2010 Yes


2009 Yes


2008 Yes


Special Education Monitoring Detail


SPED Monitoring Date 04/27/2011 Child Identification In Compliance


Evaluation/Re-evaluation: In Compliance IEP Status: In Compliance


Delivery of Service: In Compliance Procedural Safeguards: In Compliance


Sixty Day Item Due Date — ESS Compliance Date: —
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Audit and Fiscal Compliance


Charter Corporate Name: Mountain Rose Academy, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 10-87-69-000 Charter Entity ID: 10879


Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 10/21/1998


Timely Submission of Annual Audit


Year Timely


2011 Yes


2010 Yes


2009 Yes


2008 Yes


2007 Yes


Audit Issues Requiring Corrective Action Plan (CAP)


FY Issue #1


2011


2010 Alternative Calendar Status


2009


2008


2007


Repeat Issues Identified through Audits


There were no repeat findings for fiscal years 2007 to 2011.


© 2012  All rights reserved. v3.0.17Arizona State Board for Charter Schools
Powered by  - Custom Software in Phoenix, ArizonaSynapse Studios Go to top
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Detailed Business Plan Section Checklist 
 


 


Charter Holder:  Mountain Rose Academy, Inc. (Entity ID 10879) 


 


Each Detailed Business Plan will be reviewed to determine if all of the required elements have been addressed:  


       


           Yes – Required element addressed. 


No – Required element not addressed.  


Not Applicable – Required element not applicable to the charter holder. 


 


Arizona State Board for Charter Schools (Board) staff w ill complete the Detailed Business Plan Section Checklist. The Checklist w ill be used by 


the Board in its consideration of the charter holder’s request for charter renewal. “ No”  answers may adversely affect the Board’s decision 


regarding a charter holder’s request for charter renewal. 


 


II b.1. CHARTER HOLDER’S ORGANIZATIONAL MEMBERSHIP 


Required Elements Yes No N/A COMMENTS 


o Evidence of the appropriate filings with either the Board, Arizona 


Corporation Commission or both submitted. 


 


  X  


II b.2. CHARTER HOLDER’S FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY 


PART A – RENEWAL BUDGET PLAN 


Required Elements Yes No N/A COMMENTS 


o Completed Renewal Budget Plan submitted. 


 


X    


o 4 years of financial information provided as required by the 


Renewal Instructions w ith fiscal years clearly identified. 


 


X    
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o Renewal Budget Plan includes average daily membership (ADM) 


used in each fiscal year and the basis for projected ADM. 


 


X   The Renewal Budget Plan includes the 


projected ADM for each fiscal year, which 


is the same in all four years. 


 


According to Arizona Department of 


Education reports, as of August 1, 2012, 


the charter holder’s fiscal year 2012 ADM 


was 343.088. As of September 13, 2012, 


the charter holder’s fiscal year 2013 


estimated count was 270.  


o Assumptions provided for key components of the Renewal Budget 


Plan, including the basis for all projected revenue line items used. 


 


X    


o Increases or decreases of 10% or more in the “ total expenses”  


line item from year to year in the Renewal Budget Plan are 


explained in the “ Assumptions/Notes”  section. 


 


  X  


o Each “ Other”  line item used is explained in the 


“ Assumptions/Notes”  section to specify what is included. 


 


X    


o For those required to submit the Academic Performance Section of 


the renewal application, the charter holder’s previous two audits 


and the Renewal Budget Plan demonstrate the charter holder has 


the financial capacity to implement the “ budget”  as detailed in the 


Academic Performance Section. 


 


 X  It is not readily clear whether the charter 


holder has the financial capacity to 


implement its performance management 


plan (PMP). While the PMP costs are 


expected to be relatively minimal (either 


$6,717 or $13,717 annually), the charter 


holder’s current estimated count is 70 


students lower than its projected fiscal 


year 2013 ADM. To the extent that the 


charter holder’s projected ADM is 


realized, the charter holder should be able 


to implement its PMP. 
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o Renewal Budget Plan is mathematically correct. 


 


X   Taking into account rounding issues, the 


Renewal Budget Plan is mathematically 


correct. 


 


However, it is unclear from where the 


charter holder pulled the dollar amount 


included in the Renewal Budget Plan for 


the fiscal year 2012 beginning net assets. 


Mountain Rose Academy ended fiscal 


year 2011 with $111,781 in retained 


earnings and total shareholders’ equity. 


Across all operations, the charter holder 


ended fiscal year 2011 with retained 


earnings of $552,639 and total 


shareholders’ equity of $653,885. 


II b.2. CHARTER HOLDER’S FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY 


PART B – FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY NARRATIVE 


Required Elements Yes No N/A COMMENTS 


o For those required to complete the renewal application’s “ Charter 


Holder’s Financial Sustainability”  section because at least one of 


the two previous audits identified a going concern or identified 


negative net assets or negative members’/stockholders’ equity at 


year end, a narrative is provided. 


 


  X  


o Narrative does not exceed one page in length. 


 


  X  


o Narrative explains the charter holder’s current financial situation. 


 


  X  


o Narrative includes the specific steps the charter holder has already 


taken to improve its financial situation and ensure the continued 


financial sustainability of the charter school(s). 


 


  X  
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o Evidence provided that supports each of the steps already taken by 


the charter holder to improve its financial situation and ensure the 


continued financial sustainability of the charter school(s). 


 


  X  


 


TOTAL (Sections II b.1, II b.2 Part A, and II b.2 Part B) 


 


 


6 


 


1 


 


7 


 


 


 


Check one (required): 


 


 MEETS THE REQUIREMENTS          (All applicable “ Required Elements”  received a “ Yes” .) 


    


 DOES NOT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS         (One or more applicable “ Required Elements”  received a “ No” .) 
 


 


Board Staff Review Date:  September 18, 2012 
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Performance Management Plan (PMP) 


Evaluation Instrument - Mountain Rose Academy  


 


Scoring Criteria and Comments 


 
 


    


Each Performance Management Plan will be evaluated based on the inclusion of the required elements within each section.  The 


evaluator w ill make the following determination: 


       


           FULL DESCRIPTION   – The plan sufficiently addresses all of the required elements. 


PARTIAL DESCRIPTION   – The plan partially addresses the required elements.  


VERY LIMITED DESCRIPTION – The plan does not address each of the required elements.   


 


 


 


I. PLAN NARRATIVE 


Required Elements A response that meets the requirement will include: 


 


F


D 


P


D 


V


L


D 


Comments 


 


 


A detailed description of 


all efforts conducted by 


the school in the past five 


years that demonstrates 


a concerted effort and 


capacity to improve pupil 


achievement. 


 


o the school's efforts for the previous five years to provide 


and implement a mathematics or reading curriculum that 


improves student achievement.  (Ex:  Curriculum alignment, 


curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional material 


adoptions, committee work, data review teams) 


X  


 


 


 


 


  


o the school’s efforts for the previous five years to develop 


and implement a plan for monitoring the integration of the 


Arizona Academic Standards into mathematics or reading 


instruction.  (Ex:  Lesson plan review, formal teacher 


evaluations, informal classroom observations, checklists, 


data review teams) 


X    


 


o the school’s efforts for the previous five years to develop 


and implement a plan for monitoring and documenting 


student proficiency in mathematics or reading.  (Ex:  


Formative and summative assessments, 


common/benchmark assessments, articulated assessment 


plan, data review teams) 


X    
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o the school’s efforts for the previous five years to develop 


and implement a professional development plan that 


supports effective implementation of a mathematics or 


reading curriculum.  (Ex:  Articulated plan, literacy or math 


coach support, external consultant training, data review 


teams) 


X    


A detailed description of 


the process used for 


conducting an analysis of 


relevant pupil 


achievement data. 


o the school’s efforts for the previous five years to analyze 


relevant pupil achievement data.  (Ex:  data walls, data 


training, data review teams) 


X    


o a detailed description of the types of data collected and the 


process used in conducting the analysis of the relevant 


data.   


X    


o justification of how data selected for the analysis is relevant 


to improving pupil achievement.   


X    


The findings from the 


data analysis. 


 


o the school’s detailed interpretation of the findings from the 


data analysis of the school’s relevant data for the previous 


five years, including patterns and trends, as well as 


strengths and weaknesses. 


 X  The description provided for the past five years lacks 


detail regarding identified patterns and trends. 


o a representation of the findings using charts and graphs that 


are understandable to the reviewer and clearly depict the 


results. 


 X  The charts and graphs provided did not provide a 


detailed representation of the findings from the data 


analysis. 


A detailed description of 


how the plan that is 


presented is directly 


linked to the findings 


from the data analysis. 


o a description of the logic used to develop the PMP that 


demonstrates the connection between the findings from 


the analysis of the relevant data and the plan. (Ex:  What we 


learned - What we are going to do w ith what we learned) 


X    


II. PLAN TEMPLATE 
   Strategy I:  Provide and implement a curriculum that improves student achievement.  


 


Required Elements A response that meets the requirement will include: Comments 


Action Steps o action steps for each strategy are based on the findings 


from the analysis of relevant data.   


M


R 


 


  .   


o action steps for each strategy are sequential, timely, and 


contribute to the school’s ability to meet the identified end 


target(s).   


M


R 


  .   


o action steps for each strategy, to the extent appropriate, 


complement and support the other strategies. 


M


R 


   


o action steps for each strategy include artifacts that provide 


evidence of the implementation of each action step. 


M


R 
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Allocated Resources o adequate resources, i.e. time, money, personnel, etc. to 


implement the action steps that support the strategies. 


M


R 


    


   Strategy II:  Develop and implement a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic Standards into instruction. 


 


Required Elements A response that meets the requirement will include: Comments 


Action Steps o action steps for each strategy are based on the findings 


from the analysis of relevant data.   


M


R 
    


o action steps for each strategy are sequential, timely, and 


contribute to the school’s ability to meet the identified end 


target(s).   


M


R 
    


o action steps for each strategy, to the extent appropriate, 


complement and support the other strategies. 


M


R 
    


o action steps for each strategy include artifacts that provide 


evidence of the implementation of each action step. 


M


R 
    


Allocated Resources o adequate resources, i.e. time, money, personnel, etc. to 


implement the action steps that support the strategies. 


M


R 
    


   Strategy III:  Develop and implement a plan for monitoring and documenting student prof iciency. 


 


Required Elements A response that meets the requirement will include: Comments 


Action Steps o action steps for each strategy are based on the findings 


from the analysis of relevant data.   


M


R 
    


o action steps for each strategy are sequential, timely, and 


contribute to the school’s ability to meet the identified end 


target(s).   


M


R 
    


o action steps for each strategy, to the extent appropriate, 


complement and support the other strategies. 


M


R 
    


o action steps for each strategy include artifacts that provide 


evidence of the implementation of each action step. 


M


R 
    


Allocated Resources o adequate resources, i.e. time, money, personnel, etc. to 


implement the action steps that support the strategies. 


M


R 
    


   Strategy IV:  Develop and implement a professional development plan that supports effective implementation of the curriculum. 


 


Required Elements A response that meets the requirement will include: Comments 


Action Steps o action steps for each strategy are based on the findings 


from the analysis of relevant data.   


M


R 
    


o action steps for each strategy are sequential, timely, and 


contribute to the school’s ability to meet the identified end 


target(s).   


M


R 
    


o action steps for each strategy, to the extent appropriate, 


complement and support the other strategies. 


M


R 
    


o action steps for each strategy include artifacts that provide 


evidence of the implementation of each action step. 


M


R 
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Allocated Resources o adequate resources, i.e. time, money, personnel, etc. to 


implement the action steps that support the strategies. 


M


R 
    


 


 


 


 








Actual


FY  2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015


ADM: 340.00 340.00 340.00 340.00


REVENUE


     State Equalization Assistance 2,268,996$      2,297,023$      2,297,023$      2,297,023$       


     Classroom Site Fund $109,017 113,375$         113,375$         113,375$          


     Instructional Improvement Fund $13,635 $13,635 $13,635 $13,635


     Federal Funds/Grants $0 $0 $0 $0


     Other State Funds/Grants $0 $0 $0 $0


     Food Service (e.g., NSLP, food sales) $0 $0 $0 $0


     Extracurricular Tax Credits $0 $0 $0 $0


     Contributions and Donations $0 $0 $0 $0


     Fundraising $0 $0 $0 $0


     Earnings on Investments $0 $0 $0 $0


     Student Activities $0 $0 $0 $0


     Kindergarten Tuition (Applies only to FY10 $0 $0 $0 $0


        & FY11 unless expanded by Legislature)


     Other $0 $0 $0 $0


TOTAL REVENUE $2,391,648 $2,424,033 $2,424,033 $2,424,033


EXPENSES


Instructional


     Salaries $619,000 $705,000 $715,575 $726,309


     Payroll Taxes $92,850 $105,750 $107,336 $108,946


     Employee Benefits $74,280 $84,600 $85,869 $87,157


     Purchased Services (Consultants) $24,000 $24,000 $24,000 $24,000


     Purchased Services (Special Education) $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000


     Technology $45,750 $45,000 $45,000 $45,000


     Curriculum $50,320 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000


    Textbooks/ Instructional Materials $15,875 $20,000 $20,000 $15,000


     Professional Development $45,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000


     Travel $0 $0 $0 $0


     Other


Total Instructional $987,075 $1,084,350 $1,097,780 $1,106,412


Non-Instructional


     Salaries $329,000 $333,935 $333,935 $333,935


     Payroll Taxes $49,350 $50,090 $50,090 $50,090


     Employee Benefits $39,480 $40,072 $40,072 $40,072


     Purchased Services $75,700 $35,000 $35,000 $35,000


     Rent $275,000 $345,800 $352,716 $359,770


     Repairs and Maintenance $30,620 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000


     Property, Casualty, Liability Insurance $22,720 $23,000 $23,000 $23,000


     Interest/Property Taxes $12,060 $18,000 $18,000 $18,000


     Communications $33,900 $33,000 $33,000 $33,000


     Furniture (Student Desks)  $50,500 $75,000 $50,000 $50,000


 Computers and Other Equipment $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000


     Loan/Non-Facility Lease Payments $30,068 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000


     Audit $9,500 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000


     Legal $7,500 $7,500 $7,500 $7,500


     Advertising/Marketing $40,150 $35,000 $35,000 $35,000


     Travel $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000


     Printing and Postage $15,600 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000


     Supplies $20,850 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000


     Food Service $0 $0 $0 $0


     Transportation $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000


     Student Activities $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000


     Fees and Dues $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000


     Other: Utilities $21,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000


Total Non-Instructional $1,190,998 $1,236,397 $1,218,313 $1,225,368


TOTAL EXPENSES $2,178,073 $2,320,747 $2,316,094 $2,331,780


Increase (Decrease) in Net Assets $213,575 $103,286 $107,940 $92,254


Net Assets, Beginning of Year $720,333 $933,908 $1,037,194 $1,145,134


Net Assets, End of Year $933,908 $1,037,194 $1,145,134 $1,237,387


Mountain Rose Academy Renewal Budget Plan


Projected Financial Information







ASSUMPTIONS/NOTES


REVENUE


State Equalization Assistance


Classroom Site Fund


Instructional Improvement Fund


EXPENSES- INSTRUCTIONAL


Salaries


Payroll Taxes


Employee Benefits


Curriculum


Textbooks/ Instructional Materials


Professional Development


EXPENSES- NON-INSTRUCTIONAL


Salaries


Employee Benefits


Purchased Services


Rent


Repairs & Maintenance


Interest/ Property Taxes


Furniture (Student Desks)


Advertising/ Marketing


Printing and Postage


Fees and Dues


Utilities


There is an increase in FY2013 for the building of student desks and a continued 


cost as set in the replacement schedule for all furniture for FY2014-2015.


There was an increase in advertising for FY2013 for the newly renovated facilities. 


The advertising costs will be maintained for FY2014-2015.


There was an increase in printing and postage for FY2012. The costs are expected 


to slightly decrease as there is more communication occurring electronically with 


parents and will be maintained for FY2013-2015.


Strategy III, Action Step1. & Strategy IV, Action Step 3.  includes the annual cost of 


$1,107.00 for the Arizona Charter School Association Membership in FY2012-2015. 


ACSA membership includes professional development for use of Excel Pivot Tables 


in data analysis.


There is an expected increase in utilities for FY3013-2015 due to the increase in 


square footage of the facilities.


FY2013-2015 incorporates a 10% increase in healthcare premiums for FY 2013.


There was an increase in FY2013 to accommodate the renovation of facilities.  It will 


decrease for FY2014-2015.


There is an expected rent increase for the renovation of the facilities. The rental 


agreement has a 2% increase that is factored into FY2014-2015.


There is an expected decrease in costs due to newly renovated facilities. The initial 


warranty will cover any major repairs for the first year.


FY2012 revenue includes the reduction in funding for FY2011 and FY2012 at 


$145.84 per student.  The FY2013 revenue reflects the reduction in funding at 


$133.00 per student, which is used for FY2014 and FY2015.


The per pupil amount of the weighted student count for FY2012 was $219.00. The 


expected per pupil amount of the weighted count for FY2013 is $227.00 per ADE 


School Finance Memo 12-062, which is used for FY2014 and FY2015. Strategy II, 


Action Step 6. Classroom Site Fund Money- the 40% that is designated toward 


performance 


The number of teachers increased from 11 to 14 in FY2013 because we changed 


calculation to maintain our teacher: student ratio throughout school year, rather than 


use 40
th


 day or 100
th


 day enrollment.  The number of teachers will remain same for 


FY2014 and FY2015 with 1.5% cost of living increase in salaries each year.


There was a 1.5% cost of living increase in the salaries for each year FY2013. There 


was not an increase in salaries in FY2014-2015 with expected turnover. 


Strategy I, Action Step 3.a. FY13 costs for Carnegie were included in a 3 year 


contract paid in 2010. FY2014-2015 costs include renewal of Carnegie software 


$7,000 for a 3-yr contract. 


Strategy III, Action Step 2 FY13 costs for Galileo $3,300 to be renewed at the same 


cost for FY2014-2015.


FY2013-2015 incorporates increases to AZ State Retirement System ASRS and 


Long Term Disability, plus a 10% increase in healthcare premiums for FY 2013.


Strategy I, Action Step3- Includes up to $1,200 for reading and $1,200 for math 


additional textbooks/ instructional materials that are necessary to implement the 


PMP.   


Galileo professional development, Strategy IV, Action Step 6, included in cost 


already mentioned  in Strategy III, Action Step 2


The number of teaches increased in FY2013; therefore the increase in salaries 


caused an increase in payroll taxes.


The per pupil amount of FY2012 was used for FY2013-2015.


There is an expected increase FY2013 and maintained through2015 with the newly 


renovated facilities.
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Mountain Rose Academy, Inc. - Entity ID 10879 


School: Mountain Rose Academy 


 


 


Renewal Executive Summary 


 


 
Sources of Evidence for this Document 


 
Pursuant to A.R.S. 15-183.I, a charter may be renewed for successive periods of twenty years. 


The Arizona State Board for Charter Schools (Board) has established a process for the renewal 


of a charter that is based on affirmative evidence in three areas: 


 


I. Success of the academic program, including academic achievement 


II. Viability of the organization, including fiscal management and compliance 


III. Adherence to the terms of the charter, including contract and legal compliance 


 


Evaluation of the charter holder's success in these three areas is based on a variety of 


information that w ill serve as sources of evidence in determining renewal of a charter. These 


sources include, but are not limited to:   


 


 Pupil achievement data 


 Independent financial audits 


 Five-year interval summary reviews 


 Site visit reports 


 Monitoring reports  


 Application package for renewal 


 


 
Profile  


 
Mountain Rose Academy, Inc. operates one school serving grades 9-12. Mountain Rose 


Academy is designated as an alternative school.  The graph below shows the charter holder’s 


actual 100
th
 day average daily membership (ADM) for fiscal years 2008-2012 and the fiscal year 


2013 estimated count as of September 13. Projections were provided by the charter holder as 


part of the submitted Renewal Budget Plan. 


 







ASBCS, October 9, 2012                         Page 2 


 


 


 
 


 


Charts displaying the academic achievement for the past five years are provided below.  
 


 


 


 
 


For FY 2012, the 10
th
 grade average percent passing in math for alternative schools was 


22.62%. 
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For FY 2012, the 10th grade average percent passing in reading for alternative schools was 


53.73%. 


 


 
I.  Success of the Academic Program 


 
The academic performance of the school operated by the charter holder did not meet or 


demonstrate sufficient progress toward the Board’s level of adequate academic performance. 


Therefore, the charter holder was required to submit a Performance Management Plan in the 


academic section of the renewal application and to complete the Renewal Budget Plan. 


 


On July 20, the charter holder submitted a PMP narrative, templates, and oversight 


documentation. The FY 2012 letter grade for Mountain Rose Academy is a C-Alt, as reported by 


the Arizona Department of Education.   


 


A leadership team discussion took place on August 24 at Mountain Rose Academy with 


Cathleen Capen (COO), Catherine Kinghorn (CEO), Kelly Hurtado (Superintendent), and Amy 


Schlessman (Research, Innovation, and Outreach).  The team confirmed that their focus is on 


math. At the time of the meeting, the team provided additional information on efforts to 


improve the math program by implementing the Carnegie Learning online curriculum for all 


math courses. The leadership team demonstrated how the Carnegie Learning curriculum and 


assessments provide for strategic interventions and systematic individualized instruction for 


their students.  The school has a full-time math specialist who works with individual teachers 


tw ice a week to focus on professional development based upon data collected through the 


63% 


64% 65% 


70% 


80% 


53% 


83% 
78% 


70% 
65% 


0%


10%


20%


30%


40%


50%


60%


70%


80%


90%


FY2008 FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012


Mountain Rose Academy 
AIMS Reading FAY 10th Grade 


Average Percent Passing  FY 2008 - 2012  


State Average


Mountain Rose Academy







ASBCS, October 9, 2012                         Page 4 


 


 


program.  Teachers’ schedules are structured to provide for two hours of professional 


development each day.  


 


The leadership team discussed their teacher accountability model (APAT), as well as their 


individualized professional development, and protocol for data discussions.  The information 


gleaned supported the Performance Management Plan narrative and templates submitted. 


 


Required submissions for the Academic Performance Section and the Renewal Budget Plan, as 


well as the applicable evaluation instrument and checklist, are included in the charter holder’s 


portfolio. The evaluation instrument completed by staff identifies whether the required 


information provided included a Full Description, a Partial Description, or a Very Limited 


Description. The checklist completed by staff identifies whether the required elements of the 


Detailed Business Plan were addressed. 


 
II. Viability of the Organization 


 
The charter holder meets the standards specified in the Renewal Application Instructions. 


Therefore, the charter holder was not required to submit the charter holder’s Financial 


Sustainability portion of the Detailed Business Plan Section. 


 


 
III. Adherence to the Terms of the Charter 


 
A.  Compliance Matters Requiring Board or Other Agency Action


1
  


 


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


 


 


B.  Other Compliance Matters
2
  


 


The fiscal year 2010 audit identified an issue that required a corrective action plan (CAP). 


Specifically, the response to one of the compliance questionnaire’s student attendance 


reporting questions indicated that students were allowed to make up time missed, thereby 


negating absences that would have otherwise been reported to the Arizona Department of 


Education. A.R.S. §15-797(D) permits charter schools operating on approved alternative 


calendars to count pupils as having attended full time in any week for which the pupil was 


enrolled in and physically attended at least 20 hours of instruction during that week. However, 


the charter holder had not been granted alternative calendar status by the Board and therefore 


was not permitted to allow students to make up time in order to possibly reduce the number of 


absences reported. The charter holder submitted a satisfactory CAP. The Board approved the 


charter holder’s request for alternative calendar status on January 18, 2011.   


 


 


C. Charter Holder’s Organizational Membership 


 


                                                 
1
 For more information about the areas of compliance reviewed for this section, please see the “Renewal Guide”. 


2
 For more information about the areas of compliance reviewed for this section, please see the “Renewal Guide”. 
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Because the organizational membership on file w ith the Board was consistent w ith the 


information on file w ith the Arizona Corporation Commission, the charter holder was not 


required to submit the charter holder’s Organizational Membership portion of the Detailed 


Business Plan Section.  


 


 
Staff Recommendation 


 
 


Staff recommends the following language for consideration: Renewal is based on consideration 


of academic, fiscal and contractual compliance of the charter holder. In this case, there is a 


record of academic performance below the Board’s level of adequate academic performance, 


which has been addressed by the charter holder through the inclusion of a performance 


management plan as part of the renewal application package and can be incorporated in the 


charter contract. There is also 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 w ith representatives 


of the charter holder, I move to approve the request for charter renewal and grant a renewal 


contract to Mountain Rose Academy, Inc. that incorporates the performance management plan. 


 


  








ASBCS October 9, 2012 
 


Neighboring Schools 
 


Selection of schools:  Schools were selected based on grade levels served, proximity, and availability 


of data.  Schools that did not have current academic data for proficiency and growth, but met the 


criteria of inclusion based on grade levels served and proximity, were not included in the list. 


 


Information for neighboring schools was obtained from the Arizona Charter Schools Association’s 


Education Evaluator. Letter grade information was updated to reflect the A-F Accountability letter 


grades from the Arizona Department of Education.  


 


 Grade levels served – schools serving grades in common with the selected school site were 


included.  


Example: If the selected school serves grades K-8, a K-3 and a 5-12 school would be listed. In 


the case of a K-12 school as the selected site, both elementary (K-8) schools and high schools 


(9-12) are included. 


 


 Proximity – charter and district schools located within a two mile radius were included. If fewer 


than four school sites were located within a two mile radius, the distance was increased until at 


least four schools were located or a radius of 15 miles was reached. If the selected site is not 


an alternative school, alternative schools may be included in the list but do not count toward 


the four school minimum to be listed. If fewer than four schools were located within a 15 mile 


radius, the list consists only of schools within that 15 mile radius. 


 


 Availability of data – Additional information regarding specific data elements, including how data 


is calculated is available at https://azcharters.org/how-is-data-calculated .  


 


 


 


 


 


 



https://azcharters.org/how-is-data-calculated





Neighboring Schools Chart - Mountain Rose Academy


School Name
Mountain Rose 


Academy


Sonoran 


Science 


Academy - 


Tucson


Mountain View 


High School


Flowing Wells 


High School


EDGE High 


School -


Northwest


Accelerated 


Learning 


Laboratory


Ironwood 


Ridge High 


School


Address


3686 West 


Orange Grove Rd. 


Tucson, AZ 85741


2325 West Sunset 


Rd. Tucson, AZ 


85741


3901 West Linda 


Vista Blvd. 


Tucson, AZ 85742


3725 N. Flowing 


Wells Road 


Tucson, Arizona 


85705


231 W. Giaconda 


Way Tucson, AZ 


85716


5425 N. Camino 


de Oeste Tucson, 


AZ 85745


2475 West 


Naranja Drive 


Tucson, AZ 


85742


School Type
Charter 


(Alternative)
Charter District District


Charter         


(Small School)
Charter District


Distance from 


Charter Holder
N/A 1.9 miles 3.7 miles 4.5 miles 4.9 miles 5.6 miles 6 miles


Number of Students 339 802 N/A 1760 48 221 1850


Free/Reduced Lunch 


Eligible
0% 28% 28% 64% 0% 0% 14%


Grades Served 9-12 K-12 9-12 9-12 9-12 K-12 9-12


AZ Learns A-F C-ALT A A A D A B


Math Median Growth 


Percentile
13 Low 52 Typical 58 Typical 57 Typical N/A 68 High 53 Typical


Reading Median 


Growth Percentile
27 Low 51 Typical 55 Typical 56 Typical N/A 69 High 52 Typcial 


Math Proficiency (AIMS) and Reading Proficiency (AIMS) were not available at the time this chart was prepared.


October 9, 2012
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