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Steve Sarmento


From: Martha Morgan
Sent: Tuesday, December 03, 2013 11:17 AM
To: Steve Sarmento; Lisa Weisberg
Subject: FW: Notification of Charter Schools with F Letter Grade Status
Attachments: Notification of Potential F Review Committee Result; Notification of Potential F Review 


Committee Result; Notification of Potential F Review Committee Result


 
 


From: Gray, Robert [mailto:Robert.Gray@azed.gov]  
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2013 11:10 AM 
To: Martha Morgan 
Cc: Deanna Rowe 
Subject: RE: Notification of Charter Schools with F Letter Grade Status 
 
Martha, 
Here are the official email notifications for each of the other charters with confirmed F labels.  Let me know if you need 
anything else. 
  
Enjoy the rain!! 
  


Robert Gray III 
Director of Operations, LEA and School Improvement 
Arizona Department of Education 
School Improvement & Intervention 
1535 W. Jefferson. St., Bin #10 
Phoenix, AZ  85007 
Phone: (602) 364-2202 
Fax: (602) 364-0556 


  


From: Martha Morgan [mailto:Martha.Morgan@asbcs.az.gov]  
Sent: Friday, September 06, 2013 2:37 PM 
To: Gray, Robert 
Cc: Deanna Rowe 
Subject: Notification of Charter Schools with F Letter Grade Status 
  
Hi, Robert, 
We need something official from the Department that serves as the Board’s notification of charter schools that have F 
letter grade status.  Would you either send DeAnna a letter that identifies the schools that earned an F and when they 
were notified or forward the emails to DeAnna that you sent to the schools informing them of their status?  Since you 
already forwarded Allsport’s, she would just need the remaining three.     
  
Thanks, 
Martha 
  
  
Martha Morgan, Ed. S. 
Director of Charter Accountability 
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Arizona State Board for Charter Schools 
1616 W. Adams St., Ste. 170 
Phoenix, AZ  85007 
602.364.3083    
http://asbcs.az.gov 
  
Working to improve public education in Arizona by sponsoring charter schools that provide quality educational choices. 
  


 


 
NOTICE: This e-mail (and any attachments) may contain PRIVILEGED OR CONFIDENTIAL information and is intended only for the use of the specific 
individual(s) to whom it is addressed. It may contain information that is privileged and confidential under state and federal law. This information may be used or 
disclosed only in accordance with law, and you may be subject to penalties under law for improper use or further disclosure of the information in this e-mail and its 
attachments. If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify the person named above by reply e-mail, and then delete the original e-mail. 
Thank you. 
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Lisa Weisberg


From: Gray, Robert <Robert.Gray@azed.gov>
Sent: Friday, August 30, 2013 4:04 PM
To: 'Patricia Bassett' (drbassett@cox.net); debrapetersen@omegaschoolsk12.net; Debra 


Petersen (debbiepetersen@yahoo.com)
Subject: Notification of Potential F Review Committee Result


Dear Ms. Petersen and Dr. Bassett: 
 
 
On Tuesday, August 27th, 2013, the Potential F Review Committee met to consider the information you submitted in the
School Improvement Plan Questionnaire along with  information gathered during the Review Conference Call held with 
you  on  August  21st.  As  a  result  of  the  committee’s  deliberation,  C.  Doby Middle  School  will  now  have  the  state
accountability label of “F”.  The label will be changed in Common Log On September 3rd, 2013. 
 
The Review Committee determined that while significant changes were made at the school, the evidence as a whole was
not compelling enough to overturn the third consecutive  improvement  label this year.  The rubric that the committee
used  to  review  the  school’s work and  situation was  shared with  you  in a previous email.  A.R.S. §15‐241  (A‐F  Letter 
Grades) requires the schools with three consecutive improvement labels to have that third label become an F. 
 
There  are  a  few other  requirements  listed  in  the  statute.   You will need  to notify  your  community of  the  label  and 
provide information regarding a public meeting that will be held regarding the label.  The public meeting must be held 
on or before November 4th.  Continuous School Improvement Plans for the school must be submitted by December 3rd, 
2013.  Another meeting must be held within 30 days of submitting the plan.  I highly recommend you read the statute, if 
you are not already familiar with it. 
 
 
The year ahead promises to be challenging for us all, so let’s work together to raise student learning to the greatest heights 
possible. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 


Robert Gray III 
Director of Operations, LEA and School Improvement 
Arizona Department of Education 
School Improvement & Intervention 
1535 W. Jefferson. St., Bin #10 
Phoenix, AZ  85007 
Phone: (602) 364-2202 
Fax: (602) 364-0556 
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Lisa Weisberg


From: Lisa Weisberg
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2013 8:56 AM
To: 'pkeech@omegaschoolsk12.net'
Subject: Site Visit
Attachments: DSP Master Evaluation Instrument c doby.pdf


Importance: High


Arizona State Board for Charter Schools 
 


Physical Address:                                                                                                                  Mailing Address: 
1616 West Adams Street, Suite 170                                                                                          P.O. Box 18328 
Phoenix, AZ  85007                                                                                                            Phoenix, AZ 85009 


 
 
 
 
Dear Ms. Patricia Keech, 
 
C. Doby Preparatory earned an F letter grade for the Arizona Department of Education’s A‐F Letter Grade State 
Accountability System.  In accordance with A.R.S. § 15‐241(U), if a charter school is assigned a letter grade of F, the 
Arizona State Board for Charter Schools may take action to restore the charter school to acceptable performance or 
revoke the charter school’s charter. A determination by the Board of whether to restore or revoke the charter for 
Omega Schools, Inc. will be based upon the evidence for the charter holder’s performance in accordance with the 
performance framework adopted by the Board, including the charter holder’s demonstration of sufficient progress 
toward the Board’s expectations.   
 
Board staff has evaluated the submitted Demonstration of Sufficient Progress (DSP) and will conduct a site visit to C. 
Doby Preparatory on Tuesday, November 19, 2013 at 9 a.m., to meet with the school’s leadership team for the purpose 
of discussing the evaluation of the school’s Demonstration of Sufficient Progress submitted by the charter holder and 
review additional documentation the school provides related to the DSP. 
 
I have attached the initial evaluation of the DSP.  On the site visit, we will confirm the information in the Demonstration 
of Sufficient Progress.  For areas that were deemed “Not Acceptable” in the initial evaluation, the charter holder may 
provide additional evidence that demonstrates the school is making sufficient progress toward meeting the Board’s 
academic expectations.   
   
Please have the following information, identified in the DSP, available for review at the time of the visit. 


 PLC documentation 


 Pacing guides and curriculum maps progress thus far 


 Lesson plans 


 Lesson plan review documentation 


 Professional development documentation, including teacher surveys 


 Standards checklist 


 Informal and formal evaluations documentation 


 Data to support the use of the multiple assessments mentioned in the DSP 


 Data review team documentation 


 Personalized professional learning plan for each teacher progress thus far 
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 Reading and math specialist schedule 


 Tutoring documentation/ Friday school documentation 


 Rubric used to evaluate curriculum 
 


Please contact me if you have questions regarding the information in this email.  I look forward to meeting your team on 
November 19th. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Lisa Weisberg 
Education Program Specialist 
Arizona State Board for Charter Schools 
1616 W. Adams St. Suite 170 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
602.364.3082 
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Overview 


C. Doby has gone through a great deal of restructuring over the past three years.  New school 


leadership has implemented a number of aggressive programs and procedures due to last year’s 


academic accountability rating.  C. Doby now employs all highly qualified teachers which was 


not the case in previous years.  Specialists in reading, math, and special education are on staff to 


increase student academic growth.  Academic growth is being promoted by newly implemented, 


supplemental programs and curriculum in order to meet the academic needs.  The change in 


staff, administration, class size, and school structure was not conducive to meeting the goals set 


forth in the Performance Management Plan.  The current Performance Management Plan was 


written prior to the closing and consolidation of Omega’s school sites. 


 


Programs and supplemental curriculum have been adopted this year.  Lesson plans are now 


required to reflect Common Core Standards, and teachers have and continue to receive training 


on deconstructing Common Core Standards.  New classes in professional development have 


included Close reading, text complexity, and on-going training in Spalding and Zoo Phonics.  


Dibels testing has been done to identify the students who need additional reading support and 


those who are experiencing difficulty in the acquisition of basic literacy skills.  This is the reason 


for the hiring of a reading specialist trained in Dibels and Spalding.  This will target needed 


instructional support in reading to increase student growth.  Professional development classes 


have targeted math instruction needed to support teachers in implementing the Common Core 


Standards; professional development will continue to focus on best practices to improve 


academic performance and instruction.  Programs such MacRo, River Deep, Academy for Math, 


Growing with Mathematics by Wright Group, Harcourt Math, and Learn Zillion are being used  


to enhance math instruction and aid in RTI.   


 


In addition, C. Doby absorbed some of the school population from Omega Schools Inc. effective 


the 2012-2013 fiscal year.  The current population of C. Doby Elementary is 149, grades K-8, 


and falls into the traditional elementary school category.  Thirty-two students are classified as 


ELL and twenty students are receiving special education services; this has varied significantly 


from the previous school years where total enrollment was less than 60. C. Doby was also 







reclassified last year from Small School status to Traditional Elementary School Status.  This 


reclassification does cause some skewing of the scores.  


 


In previous data reports from the ADE, each of the six schools was reported separately.  With the 


move to the Northern campus the data was aggregated somewhat, thus, not keeping a true report 


of both student growth and achievement.  The FY 2013 was the baseline year from which the 


data was established.  This year, FY 2014, will be a better reflection of instruction, curriculum, 


assessment, and professional development on the growth and achievement levels of students at 


C. Doby Elementary.   


 


As part of the restructuring, a new dean was hired to oversee both schools and monitor the 


curriculum, professional development, classroom instruction, and assessment of students with 


the ultimate goal of increasing student achievement.  Along with the new Dean, new staff 


members were added to enhance the educational program at Doby.  Due to a variety of 


circumstances, the Dean and several teachers were replaced midway through the 2012-2013 


school year.  Those who remained and those newly hired are dedicated to providing a continued, 


uninterrupted educational program for the students. 


SPG Math  


Curriculum 


The math curriculum at C. Doby is designed to master the Arizona College and Career Readiness 


Standards.  Each teacher uses a combination of textbooks, manipulatives, enrichment programs 


and computer based activities/programs throughout every grade level.  Text books published by 


Harcourt Brace and the Wright Group, Growing in Mathematics, are accompanied by sets of 


manipulatives to be used in the classroom.  Due to low test scores, administration and teachers 


have met to review data and work together to address the problem.  Thus far, C. Doby has 


adjusted the curriculum and is using supplemental programs designed to increase students’ 


success.  The Buckle Down Arizona Aims booklets are being used to reinforce state standards, 


each test taking skills and better prepare students for standardized tests.  The MacRo Program, 


by Rodel, is used in grades 1-6.  This program is designed to help students understand math 


content and encourage family involvement.  Teachers also use videos from LearnZillion which 







explain the standards to build content knowledge and teach to various learning styles to better 


engage students.  In addition to classroom instruction focused on Common Core standards, every 


student visits the computer lab regularly.  Here, students are assessed and monitored using 


Academy of Math in order to help their classroom teacher individualize instruction.  In addition 


to the current curriculum, PLCs are working to finish pacing guides and curriculum maps which 


they began last year.   


Instruction 


C. Doby Elementary is committed to the implementation of the Arizona State Academic 


Common Core Standards and has provided the instructional staff with support to fully implement 


the standards into the curriculum.   Administration has worked to ensure that all teachers are 


highly qualified or certified.  Teachers are trained on Common Core Standards and must submit 


lesson plans reflecting them.  Each lesson is expected to be taught at the appropriate level of 


rigor using instructional best practices.  Teachers are expected to make accommodations and 


interventions as needed for students with IEPs and ILLPs.   Within the classroom, to support 


instruction, teachers have manipulatives to reinforce and teach concepts.  Each classroom is 


designed to have teacher led instruction where the “I do, we do, you do” method is used.  Guided 


practice and individual practice comes in the form of textbooks and supplemental activities and 


programs.  While students are working independently, teachers are required to monitor the 


students, helping those who may be struggling on an individual basis.  In addition to the 


instruction, teachers reinforce concepts though the Academy of Math program.  This program is 


specifically designed to meet the individual needs of each student based on assessments aligned 


to Common Core Standards.   This individualized instruction is meant to enhance the classroom 


instruction.   


Assessment 


Student assessment is ongoing at C. Doby Elementary.  It starts during the pre-service when a 


yearly summer workshop is held for all staff to discuss, organize, and be trained on data 


collection and analysis, to schedule and organize students appropriate to their level, and to 


establish student achievement goals.  Another purpose of the pre-service training is to lay a 


foundation with the school to build a culture dependent on data, become more focused and data 


driven, understanding the complexities of data, and realizing how data can be used as an 







effective tool for teachers and administrators as well as a communication system with additional 


stakeholders.  C. Doby Elementary teachers use a variety of methods to assess and track student 


progress and mastery.  Prior to the beginning of the school year, teachers are required to analyze 


AIMS/Stanford results from the previous school year to find areas of need.  These become year-


long focus standards and are kept in mind as teachers create lesson plans throughout the year.  In 


addition, students are tested using the Academy of Math computer program.  This program, 


aligned to common core, assesses and tracks growth per student, per standard.  It also assigns 


lessons to reinforce any concepts not mastered on the assessment and later retests to track 


mastery.  Each teacher and class reviews progress monthly and generates reports to discuss with 


parents during their monthly parent-teacher conferences.  The pretesting and progress testing 


helps gauge instruction and allows teachers to reteach as needed.  Teachers are encouraged to 


give frequent formative assessments within the classroom to promote increased scores on the 


benchmark and standardized testing.  Unlike the AIMS assessments, the Academy of Math 


assesses instruction given in the classroom and reinforced through lessons on the computer.  This 


program is designed to give teachers immediate feedback allowing the teacher to structure more 


individual or small group instructional time or reteach the concept to the whole class.  Academy 


of Math shows growth between the pretest and summative tests by student, class, grade level, 


and overall.   


Professional Development 


Although this process starts in the summer, professional development continues throughout the 


entire school year.  Fridays are used to build capacity within teachers by using professional 


development and professional learning communities to better understand the data and how to 


most effectively use it. We also incorporate collaboration time during professional development 


training to review academic data, to determine effective methods of delivering the appropriate 


instruction, and how to improve students' academic achievement.  PLCs are working to complete 


their curriculum maps and pacing guides to ensure scaffolding and retention of content.  


Teachers have been given professional development on deconstructing the common core math 


standards, recognizing the shifts in the standards, and scaffolding to ensure retention of content. 


All professional development is meant to expose teachers to best practices geared towards 


improving math scores and enhancing learning school wide.   







Math Data 


The AIMS results show that there was as increase in the population tested. That fact, combined 


with the change in structure and staff, negatively affected student achievement.  Data collected 


on students returning to C. Doby for 2012-2013 and those new to C. Doby for the same year 


show a significant difference in performance.    


Table 1.  


Student Turnover 


  


Table 2:   


AIMS Math Results Comparison 
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Data and Data Analysis 


This data indicates that there is a high turnover rate.  Since students come from varying 


demographics, student population changes significantly from year to year.  The number of 


students who are counted as returning, include students from merging Omega schools, 


demonstrate just how significantly turnovers may influence test scores, making it likely that the 


data collected by the state does not take this into account.  For 2012-2013, instruction and 


curriculum was new to 60% of the school population which may be one of the reasons for 


decrease in SGP.  


Table 3:  


Class Level Change in Academic Data  4
th


 Grade  (August to October) 


 


Table 4:  


Performance Level Distribution  4
th


 Grade  (August to October) 


 


Table 5:   


Class Level Change in Academic Data  7
th


 Grade  (August to October) 







 


Table 3 above shows a slight gain in 4
th


 grade math skills as measured by Academy of Math 


from August to October.  Progress is indeed slow but gains are being seen.  Table 4 shows the 


performance levels from 4
th


 grade.  Students at the basic level are moving to proficient.  The 


chart, however, also shows that more attention must be focused on the below basic students.  


This data will drive instruction to focus on the bottom 25% in math.  Table 5 shows the class 


level change in 7
th


 grade.  Gains are being made.  Focus still needs to be on the bottom 25% 


however. 


SGP Reading 


Curriculum 


The curriculum used at C. Doby for reading consists of textbooks, Spalding, Zoo Phonics, 


Academy of Reading, Vocabulary Workshop textbooks, ALS, and the River Deep Reading 


computer based program.  The Harcourt Brace series is approved by the Move on When Reading 


program.  The Academy of Reading software program, which is aligned to Common Core 


Standards, provides additional individualized as well as whole class instruction in each of the 


five identified reading areas of phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, comprehension and 


fluency.  Vocabulary is also addressed on the ALS software program and with Vocabulary 


Workshop texts in the classroom.  Feeling that students needed more direct instruction with 


phonics, fluency, word work (syllabication, grammar rules, etc.), Spalding Phonics was 


introduced.  Beginning in kindergarten classroom, students are taught phonics and progress 


through Harcourt Pre-Decodable and Decodable books.   Reading A-Z is also used in K-4
th


 grade 


to provide differentiated instruction and provide lexile leveled readers for students.   







Instruction 


Omega expects and trains teachers to use best practices in their classrooms.  Teachers use direct 


instruction, small group instruction, and computer instruction to enhance learning and promote 


student retention and engagement.  Collaboration is a large focus as students work in small 


groups to complete projects and assignments geared to improve comprehension of informational 


texts and content.  Students use oral language and reasoning skills while participating in 


small/whole group discussions which require higher-level thinking skills.  Teachers plan 


questions ahead of instruction to be able to assess the Depth of Knowledge/Bloom’s Taxonomy 


levels of the questions they use with students. 


Teachers are required to submit lesson plans weekly for ninety-minute reading periods, which 


are then checked for best practices, common core standards, and rigor.  Each teacher has 


received training on the common core standards and understands how to deconstruct the 


standards and the importance of scaffolding.  These standards serve as a guide and checklist to 


be sure every standard is taught.  Teachers also use accommodations/interventions to best serve 


Ell students, students with IEPs and lower-performing students in order to meet their 


benchmarks/goals.   In addition, administration frequents classrooms with walk-throughs to 


check on the use of items listed above, and formal evaluations are also held throughout the year.               


Feeling students needed more choices in reading and in an effort to build life-long readers, a 


library has been planned and is scheduled to open this marking period.  Students will be given 


library time each week.  Reading contests are held and promoted in the classroom and in the 


office.  Teachers and parents work together assuring that students read at home each night for 


twenty minutes, and parents sign-off on their student each night. 


Assessment 


Assessment planning begins in the pre-school meetings where teachers analyze the AIMS 


results.  Teachers identify areas in which there needs to be more focus during the school year.   


Students are then given a pre-test on the Academy of Reading software to determine their 


reading level and their areas of need.  Subsequent assessments monitor progress and adjust the 


program to meet each student’s needs.  Dibels testing is given three times a year in Kindergarten 


through 3
rd


 grade as prescribed by Move on When Reading.  Students are then placed into 


tutoring in the afterschool program.  Programs to meet their needs are written by the reading 







specialist and progress monitoring is conducted once a month to measure progress and 


adjustments are made in each student’s program.  Kindergarten students are tested once a month 


on letter recognition and letter sounds mastered.  Great growths have been recorded by 


Kindergarten teachers on their student’s mastery of sounds.  First grade students are tested 


weekly and monthly on phonograms.  All of the test results are analyzed by teachers in data 


groups.  Assessments are also given in classrooms on literary elements, informational texts, 


summarizing and other common core requirements.   


Instructional effectiveness is addressed in PLC groups at the end of each trimester.  Teachers and 


leadership will evaluate what is working and what is not.  A rubric on instructional effectiveness 


will be used to evaluate materials.  Leadership will then research materials to locate more 


effective resources.  Instructional strategies will be evaluated as formal and informal teacher 


observations are completed.       


Professional Development 


After assessing needs at the school, administration decided teachers needed additional training in 


common core standards and increase in the level rigor required for lessons.  Changes in Lexile 


scores required under common core were taught and ways to reach the higher Lexiles were 


explored.  The Spalding program was introduced and teachers in K-4 were trained in using the 


program.  Training will be ongoing for two years in Spalding.  Fifth and Sixth grades are now 


being trained to use Spalding.   Teachers were also trained in understanding the data from Dibels 


and will be trained in how to give Dibels testing.  How to use the data from Dibels testing 


effectively in the classroom training has begun and will continue.   


Professional development is based on identified needs of teachers from available data and 


teacher surveys.  The school is moving slowly toward a personalized professional learning plan 


for each teacher. 


Data 


Omega uses the Arizona College and Career Readiness Standards as the base for all curriculum 


decisions.  The process for curriculum decisions begin with the Spring AIMS results in 


preservice meetings.  The data is evaluated and revised as necessary.  At the beginning of the 13-







14 fiscal year, all staff members were apprised of the decrease in reading scores from the 


previous school year.  For reading, the Student Growth Percentile decreased 17% from the 


previous year, going from 53 to 44.  Scores had increased significantly the year before so the 


decrease was a large disappointment.  The Performance Management Plan laid out that there 


should be a 10% increase in reading scores each year making the decrease even larger.  


Data Analysis 


Based on Table 1, 40 students are new to C. Doby.  The percentage of returning students making 


growth is higher than new students to C. Doby, demonstrating that the curriculum and instruction 


is successful in helping students make academic growth.  Table 5 shows that there are more 


returning students who either approach or meet compared to those new to the school. 


Table 6:  


AIMS Reading Results Comparison 


 


Table 7:   


Class Average Level Change in Reading 5th grade (August to October)  


 


0%


10%


20%


30%


40%


50%


60%


70%


FFB Approaches Meets or Exceeds


New


Returning







Table 7 shows significant progress in 5
th


 grade reading from August to October as measured by 


the Academy of Reading.  This shows the class almost at grade level with several months still to 


go.  This is encouraging. 


Table 8: 


Performance Level Distribution  3
rd


 Grade  (August to October)  


 


This table really demonstrates the exciting gains happening in classrooms.  The 3
rd


-4
th


 grade 


teacher is excellent at inspiring students to excel.  This classroom is drastically reducing the 


below basic students and pulling them to a basic level.  Now the focus needs to turn to the basic 


students to help them become proficient. 


SGP Bottom 25% Math 


The score on the bottom 25% in math fell from 47 points to 32 points which is a 32% 


decrease.  All of the items below were implemented not only to increase scores to last year’s 


level but to take the scores 5% higher as required by the Performance Management Plan. 


Curriculum  


Programs implemented to improve student growth focused on implementing new programs and 


giving the present curriculum more rigor.  The Mac-RO program was implemented schoolwide 


this year compared to last year where it was used in one grade level.  Rodel provided an 


instructor to train all staff in the MacRO program and the use of the hands-on manipulatives. 







Instruction 


The training provided by the Rodel Foundation in the Mac-RO program is being utilized in the 


classroom instruction while promoting other stakeholder’s involvement.  Lesson plans now 


include the Common Core Math Standards while teachers are also required to use differentiated 


instruction by implementing various techniques to foster learning for different types of learners.  


After reviewing data in their PLC’s, teachers are now team teaching using each other’s particular 


strengths to help reach all learners.   With the professional development training in 


deconstructing the Common Core, teachers are better able to use their standards checklist within 


their lesson plans and instruction.  Evaluations, formal and informal, are currently in place to 


monitor instruction, best practices, alignment to Common Core, and give constructive feedback 


in order to improve instruction. 


 Assessment 


Academy of Math, which is aligned to Common Core, assesses and diagnoses each student based 


on their current performance in math.  This allows teachers to identify skills and problematic 


areas that need to be re-taught and allows for focus on specific skills during tutoring.   The 


personalized Academy of Math prescribes an individualized program specific for students, 


including the bottom 25%.  This program remediates, instructs, assesses, and tracks students’ 


progress to ensure academic growth.   A data review team reviews the progress and discusses 


interventions and areas that need to be retaught again during instruction. 


Professional Development 


An intensive pre-service time is designed to set the format for professional development 


regarding research-based strategies, data collection and analysis, and utilization of data for 


instruction, observation/evaluation, progress monitoring, best practices, etc.  Professional 


development in best practices is geared toward creating effective learning objectives, academic 


language acquisition, lesson structure and pacing, classroom management and structure and 


increasing meaning to new learning among other topics. These best practices support the learning 


of all the subgroups within the school. Along with general PD topics, math teachers receive 


specific PD based on data collection, teacher need, and teacher request.  Professional 







development has included Singapore Math Techniques used to increase number sense, use of the 


Macro Math Program, and strategies to help students with learning disabilities.  Strategies such 


as touch math, place value learning mats, and number bonds have been introduced.      


     


Data Analysis 


Table 9:   


Performance level Distribution in Math  4
th


 Grade  (August to October) 


 


     


Table 8 demonstrates movement between levels in math.  There are still too many students below 


basic but we are reducing that number.  Proficiency level cores went down due to upward 


movement of proficient students.  Focus still needs to be on the bottom 25% of students.                                          


SGP Bottom 25% Reading 


The score on the bottom 25% in reading fell from 35 points to 29 points which is a 17% 


decrease.  All of the items below were implemented not only to increase scores to last year’s 


level but to take the scores 10% higher as noted in our goals in the Performance Management 


Plan. 


Curriculum  


Spalding Phonics was implemented to benefit the bottom 25% of students.  Spalding offers direct 


instruction with continuous repetition to allow struggling students the time needed and continued 


exposure to the content which, in turn, leads to mastery.  Spalding has a structured approach of 


direct instruction.  Review of phonograms in done every day both orally and written, and the 







students use a journal in which they write and track lists of words using grammar, syllabication, 


and phonetic rules.  Dibels and the River Deep program assessments help to identify the bottom 


25% of students in grades K-3.  C. Doby has reading specialists which will write individualized 


programs for these bottom 25% which will then be carried out as part of the after-school tutoring 


program.  Each student is given an assessment when they enroll in C. Doby using the common 


core based program, Academy of Reading.  This individualized program creates a program to 


meet the needs of each student based on their score.  These programs will help increase student 


skills in letter identification, phonemic awareness and fluency. 


Instruction 


All Teachers at C. Doby are required to turn in lesson plans every Monday for the following 


week.  Those lessons plans are reviewed by the principal looking for alignment to common core 


standards, accommodations for all learning styles, level of rigor, and accommodations for SPED 


and ELL students.  Teachers are expected to use best practices that ensure that all students are 


engaged.  Instructional practices are evaluated by formal and informal teacher evaluations.  At 


least three informal walkthroughs and 2 formal, scheduled observations are done each school 


year.  New teachers have a mentor, which is the lead teacher, who acclimates them to the school 


culture, schedules, requirements, policies and procedures.  Teachers use direct instruction, such 


as Spalding, small group instruction, collaborative learning, class discussions, videos such as 


LearnZillion, and computer programs, such as River Deep and Academy of Reading, to reach the 


needs of every student in their rooms.  Using a variety of instructional methods has been proven 


to help struggling students.  


Assessment 


After identifying the bottom 25% of students from the spring AIMS test, students will be 


assessed on the Academy of Reading software.  Interim assessments will be given throughout the 


year.  All students, K-3, are given Dibels testing three times a year.  From that testing, the 


bottom 25% are identified and individualized tutoring programs are set up for those 


students.  Progress monitoring is then set up once a month and tutoring is adjusted according to 


that data.  Dibels will be given again in January.  Spalding Spelling tests are given in grades 1-6; 







students are placed in the appropriate level of words where they will begin working in their 


Spalding notebooks.   


Professional Development 


Professional development has been aligned to the needs of this subgroup.  Teachers have 


received beginning training in Spalding and training is ongoing throughout the year.  Teachers 


meet once every two weeks to go over their successes or problems in implementing the program 


and to receive further training.  Teachers have also received training in interpreting Dibels data 


and what the data means in terms of instruction. Further training this year will deal with best 


practices for working with these students and instruction on how to give the Dibels assessments.   


Data Analysis 


Table 10:   


Performance Level Distribution 7
th


 Grade (August to October) 


 


Table 11:  


Performance Level Distribution 5
th


 Grade (August to October)  







 


Tables 10 and 11, measured by the Academy of Reading, show movement between levels.  The 


bottom 25% is moving upward.  Proficient students are progressing higher.  The below basic 


group needs further reduction.  


Percent Passing  


In the fiscal year 2013, the percentage of students passing the math and reading portion of the 


AIMS either increased or stayed constant.  Therefore it is evident that the goals set forth by the 


PMP were not met since they did not increase by 5% and 10% respectively. However, 


administration has addressed this issue by instituting the above mentioned additional programs, 


training, and utilization of data derived from assessments to drive instruction. 


Percent Passing Math  


Curriculum 


C. Doby has made strides to improve curriculum and student proficiency.  All staff members are 


trained in Common Core standards.  Administration has worked to ensure that all teachers are 


highly qualified or certified.  Teachers are working to complete the curriculum maps and pacing 


guides which they began in the spring.  Administration has adopted instructional materials and 


programs to help ensure student growth and proficiency. Teachers reinforce concepts though the 


curriculum in Academy of Math, MacRo, River Deep mathematics, manipulatives, A+, 


LearnZillion program.  Committees continue to work together to review data and revise 


curriculum as needed as assessments measure each student’s progress towards proficiency. 







Instruction 


  C. Doby Elementary is committed to the implementation of the Arizona State Academic 


Standards.  Administration has worked to ensure that all teachers are highly qualified or certified.  


Teachers are trained on Common Core Standards and must submit lesson plans reflecting them.  


The instruction of math is focused on building understanding, process, application, reasoning, 


and engagement.  Within the classroom, to support instruction, teachers have manipulatives to 


reinforce and teach concepts.  Each classroom is designed to have teacher led instruction that 


provides direct instruction, guided practice and individual practice that provides multiple 


opportunities to help student growth and proficiency.  Scaffolding lessons and activities found in 


the chosen curriculum and supplemental activities and programs help explain and bring meaning 


to the mathematical concepts being taught.   


Assessment 


Student assessment is continuous at C. Doby Elementary.  The performance measures tested by 


the Academy of Math and River Deep mathematics are aligned with Common Core and 


instruction reflects best practices.  The process of assessing students upon entry and continued 


assessment throughout the year help teachers to reflect on the effectiveness of lessons and 


instruction and track student performance.  C. Doby uses monthly progress statements and 


frequent formative assessments within the classroom to promote increased standardized test 


scores.    


Professional Development 


 


Professional Development is vital to the success of the school, students and teachers.  Each 


training session is aligned to identify student learning targets in math based on teacher learning 


needs.  Administration trains teachers in research based and best practices.  The planned 


professional development aims at improving instructional effectives.  Each professional 


development training session includes follow-up and monitoring strategies.     


 


Data Analysis 


Table 12:   


6
th


 Grade Math Scores from Academy of Math (August to October) 







 


Table 12 shows an increase in 6
th


 grade math from August to October as measured by Academy 


of Math.  Sixth grade has consistently been lower in scores and now we are finally seeing 


progress.   


Percent Passing Reading 


Curriculum 


The curriculum used at C. Doby for reading consists of textbooks, Spalding, Zoo Phonics, 


Academy of Reading, Vocabulary Workshop textbooks, ALS, and the River Deep Reading 


computer based program.  These programs were selected to increase student growth; the data 


provided by Spalding and Dibels in combination with the other curriculum builds skills that 


improve student proficiency. C. Doby uses approved reading textbooks and the above mentioned 


supplemental instructional materials that are aligned to Common Core.   Teachers are currently 


working within their PLC’s to complete their curriculum maps and pacing guides which were 


begun in the spring.  The data review team, the reading specialist and administration are working 


to together implement, evaluator and revise curriculum as needed based on the evidence gathered 


from assessments.   


Instruction 


Omega expects and trains teachers to use best practices in their classrooms.  Teachers use direct 


instruction, small group instruction, and computer instruction to enhance learning and promote 


student retention and engagement.  With collaboration and submission of weekly lesson plans 


with inclusion of  ninety-minute reading periods teachers are able to provide scaffold and 


organized instruction.   







Assessment 


Planning assessments in the pre-school meetings where teachers analyze the AIMS results, 


allowed for teachers to design lesson that provide instruction in the areas needed to help students 


make academic growth.  Assessments given with a pre-test on the Academy of Reading software 


is used to determine their reading level and their areas of need.  Therefore subsequent 


assessments monitor progress and adjust the program to meet each student’s needs.  Assessments 


are also given in classrooms on literary elements, informational texts, summarizing and other 


common core requirements.   For example, Spalding has a Written and Oral Phonogram 


assessment that allows teachers to monitor and reinforce specific phonograms during instruction 


when necessary.  The table 12, below, shows progress kindergarten students have made based on 


Spalding’s letter recognition assessment, allowing for teachers to monitor instruction and 


acquisition of letters necessary for recognizing sound symbols relations needed for pre-emergent 


readers. 


 Table 13:   


Kindergarten Scores from August to October 


 


Professional Development 


After assessing needs at the school, administration decided teachers needed additional training in 


common core standards and increase in rigor required.  Changes in Lexile scores required under 


common core were taught and ways to reach higher Lexiles levels were explored.  The Spalding 
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program was introduced and teachers in K-4 were trained in using the program.  Training will be 


ongoing for two years in Spalding.  Fifth and Sixth grades are now being trained to use 


Spalding.   Teachers were also trained in understanding the data from Dibels and will be trained 


in how to give Dibels testing.  Training on how to use the data from Dibels testing effectively in 


the classroom has begun and will continue throughout the year.   


Professional development is based on identified needs of teachers from available data and 


teacher surveys.  The school is moving slowly toward a personalized professional learning plan 


for each teacher. 


Data and Data Analysis 
Unlike the AIMS assessments, the Auto Skills, Academy of Reading and Math, chart is specific 


to C. Doby Elementary. Students are assessed on each lesson and monitored on the number of 


lessons they did, the number of lessons mastered, the score, and the amount of time spent on 


each lesson.  Students and teachers like using the use Auto Skills’ assessments because they give 


immediate feedback per student and by class which allows the teacher to structure more 


individual or small group instructional time or ret each the concept to the whole class.  Auto 


Skills shows growth between the pretest and the post test by student, class, grade level, and 


overall.  The following graph depicts overall school growth. 


Table 14 and 15 


          


Composite School Comparison 
Based on Tables 2 and 3, students returning for a consecutive school year at C.Doby, are 


improving based on the AIMS results.  The curriculum, instruction, and usage of assessments are 


beneficial once students have been given the opportunity to have repeat exposure to C. Doby’s 
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curriculum and instruction and thus are able to make growth.  Students new to C. Doby did not 


perform as well as returning students.   


Based on the 2013 SPED AIMS with no accommodations spreadsheet, C Doby elementary 


school had fewer than 11 students tested and therefore, there is limited comparative data for 


students in those sub groups.  Doby had, of those students with disabilities tested with no 


accommodation, 86% who Fell Far Below and 14% who meet on the Math AIMS in 2013 


compared to a school in the same area also with fewer than 11 tested with disabilities.  This 


similar school had 88% FFB, 13% Approaching, and 0% Meeting.  Data pulled from the same 


state excel spreadsheet showed another charter school in the same area with fewer than 11 


students tested had 14%  who meet, 86% Fell Far below.  As for reading, Doby had 14% FFB, 


57% Approached, and 29% Meeting; the similar school with a small population of students with 


disabilities tested in reading had 0% FFB, 71% Approaching, and 29% Meeting.   


Comparative Data 


Doby’s curriculum and instruction implementation is having a similar affect on student 


proficiency as a school of similar size and demographics.  Improvements needed for passage of 


students with disabilities is apparent.  More monitoring of integration of state standards and 


instruction for students with disabilities is apparent based on the data although the data shows 


that Doby is performing unilaterally with a similar school in size and location. 


Table 16 and17 


Doby SPED AIMS with no accommodations 







   


Table 18 and 19 


Comparative School SPED AIMS with no accommodations 


   


Subgroup Comparison 


ELL Reading and Math 


Curriculum new to this year was chosen to meet the needs of ELL students and those students 


with disabilities.  Data for ELL was not reported last year due to school leadership and follow 


through.  This year, data for ELL, has been submitted.  It will now be possible to track the 


growth of students.  Curriculum such as Spalding, Academy of Reading and Math are geared to 


repetition and individualized instruction. 
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Submission of lesson plans with alignment to Common Core Standards helps school leadership 


monitor the integration of the Arizona Academic Standards into instruction.  The usage of 


Academy of Reading and Math allows for teachers to track and monitor progress in order to 


differentiate instruction.    


AZELLA testing was completed this year and teachers were provided training in writing 


ILLP’s for their students.  The incorporation of ELL standards geared to increasing student 


proficiency will help the administration, teachers, and parents monitor students academic growth. 


FRL Reading and Math 


Title 1 funds are available due to the successful collection and processing of lunch eligibility 


applications.  The Title I funds make it feasible to have an after school program that provides 


tutoring and support for students needing assistance.  


The Title 1 staff and reading and math specialists have been given professional development in 


the curriculum as well as programs such as Dibels, Spalding, and Academy of math and 


reading.  The extra funding allows for the specialists that can provide RTI and tutoring to 


reinforce regular classroom instruction. 


The Academy of Reading and Math provide a format to collect data, allowing for staff to 


monitor progress and provide individualized instruction to improve student proficiency. 


Students with Disabilities 


Learning Solutions is contracted to handle all SPED requirements.  The company ensures that 


students with disabilities have individualized learning goals.  Learning Solutions works with 


teachers to provide the appropriate instruction and interventions in order to increase student 


proficiency.     


Monitoring and documenting student proficiency is now done this year by a highly qualified 


special education teacher new to this fiscal year.  She tracks and monitors students growth on 


individualized goals and works collaboratively with regular education classroom teachers to help 


increase student proficiency.  In addition to all of the assessments listed above, the Resource 







Room also uses Pearson Longman Reading Test, Brigance tests, Seeing Stars sight word test.  


and the San Diego Quick test.    


The Resources Room provides the extra time spelled out in the IEP’s.  The Resource Teacher 


uses Keys to Math by AGS, Basic Writing Skills by PCI, Ready to Write by Lakeshore, The Six 


Trait Writing Rubric, Trophies by Harcourt Brace on different levels, Reading Mastery Plus and 


McCall-Crabbs to meet each student’s  IEP.  In addition, there are several games to keep students 


engaged and build skills and computers provide older students the ability to seach for jobs or 


careers.  The inclusion of Spalding and Touch math are two examples of curriculum designed to 


improve student proficiency.  The repetitive, highly structured, hands on curriculum will increase 


student academic growth. 


State Accountability and Overall rating  


C Doby received a D rating from the state accountability system.  C Doby’s score of 35.62 


placed the school in the D category.  However, because C. Doby had 3 D grades in a row, the 


grade was changed to an F.  C. Doby, however, has made significant changes in the past few 


months.  Hiring of specialists in the reading and math areas will help the school to give students 


a more solid mathematical foundation.  Testing with Dibels followed by tutoring, introducing 


and implementing Spalding which is a research based literacy program, and completing Title I 


goals all will help subgroups improve their proficiency.  Strict adherence to Arizona’s College 


and Career Readiness standards and introducing more rigor into the curriculum will produce 


gains for all students.  Providing training and then monitoring teacher’s implementation of best 


practices will improve classroom learning.  Stability in leadership will help parents, students, and 


teachers focus better as they realize that the school climate has stabilized.  Caring teachers who 


are willing to work hard for their students also helps students to master more skills.   


Curriculum 
C. Doby has a process to regularly evaluate curriculum.  Every trimester, the leadership teams 


meets with teachers to evaluate the curriculum they are using.   A rubric is completed by each 


member of the team and then compared.  A review committee then looks at different resources to 


improve the curriculum.   







The reading curriculum has been expanded by the use of Spalding.  Fidelity to the program will 


increase as teachers receive more training throughout the year.  The Trophies series is used by all 


elementary teachers, and use of the computers helps with student engagement in reading.  The 


new library has also increased interest in reading.  The 7
th


 and 8
th


 grade language arts period in 


integrated with reading and writing.  At least half of each literacy period is devoted to reading.  


The school goal is a ten percent increase in scores each year.  


The math curriculum is greatly enhanced with the use of manipulatives and the use of some 


Singapore math processes like ten frames and number bonds.  Students receive a much stronger 


foundation in number sense which strengthens every other area of math.  Continuous 


improvement is the goal for all students with a 5% increase in scores each year 


Instruction 
Teachers are learning and required to use best practices.  This is monitored by classroom 


observations, both formal and informal.  Teacher evaluations are also tied to test scores in the 


percentages required by the state.    Instruction methods are varied to meet the needs of all 


learners.  Lesson plans are required and reviewed each week.  Teachers are in the process of 


completing curriculum maps and pacing guides for each class.  Tutoring occurs in the afterschool 


session for any students requiring it.  Students needing more help come in for Friday school 


when they get one-one-one assistance.    


Assessment 
C. Doby has several assessment systems in operation.  Pretests, interim testing, and post-testing 


on Auto Skills.  Benchmark testing is done every trimester to determine current reading and math 


levels and adjust programs.  Dibels testing is done three times a year.  Progress monitoring is 


done every two weeks on students scoring below proficient on Dibels.  Teachers administer pre 


and post tests for units completed in their classrooms. Data from summative assessments is 


analyzed. This data is compared to the benchmark data to determine if the classroom assessments 


are at the appropriate level of rigor to ensure student achievement. 


     


Professional Development     
C. Doby has a four day school week so that Fridays are used for professional development, team 


meetings (data review teams, PLCs), and unit and lesson planning.  We utilize the previous 







school year-end summative data results and smart goals achievement to establish initial 


professional development sessions for the next school year.  An intensive pre-service time is 


designed to set the format for professional development regarding research-based strategies, data 


collection and analysis and utilization for instruction, observation/evaluation, progress 


monitoring, best practices, etc.  Professional development in best practices is geared toward 


creating effective learning objectives, academic language acquisition, lesson structure and 


pacing, classroom management and structure and increasing meaning to new learning among 


other topics. These best practices support the learning of all the subgroups within the school.  


 


Summary 
This school year (2013-2014), professional development topics have included: 


 Implementation of Common Core Standards 


 The shifts required in the Common Core Standards 


 Unpacking the Common Core Standards 


 Character First Education 


 Implementation of Spalding Phonics in all K-4 classrooms 


 Singapore Math Techniques to increase number sense 


 Use of the MacRo Math Program 


 Understanding the standards set-up for Ell Students 


 Creating and Implementing IILP’s in every classroom reflecting the standards 


 Math Techniques to help Special Education and Ell Students 


 The use of Logger Pro in creating and interpreting graphs with students 


 McKinney Vento Training in identifying and helping homeless students 


C. Doby looks to the future and has set goals to improve.  In our Performance Management Plan, 


stringent goals were set for the 2013-2014 AIMS and Stanford testing.  We fully plan to meet 


them.  C. Doby has strong, highly qualified teachers that are committed to student growth, 


dedicated parents, and students who are willing to work hard.  With the implementation of 


Spalding and increasing the rigor for all curriculum, C, Doby can and will be a successful school 


again if given a chance to show what it can do.     
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Financial Performance Response Evaluation Instrument 


Charter Holder Name: Omega Schools, Inc.                       
Charter Holder Entity ID: 4295 
Date Submitted: November 12, 2013 


Required for: Failing School Designation                                             
Audit Year: 2012 
Evaluation Completed: November 18, 2013


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


 
 
Measure 


 
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Not 
Applicable 


 
Comments 


 
1a. Going Concern 


 


 


X 


 


 
1b. Unrestricted Days Cash 


 X  


 


The financial performance response addresses efforts underway to reduce 
debt, including the charter holder selling the facility and leasing it back and 
“agreements in place with all of our past and current vendors that will take the 
amounts down to manageable monthly payments”. 


 In support of efforts related to the facility, the charter holder provided a 
letter of intent, which was executed in August 2013 and would expire if 
the transaction doesn’t close by November 15, 2013. In its response, the 
charter holder states, “We originally had hoped to close by the end of 
November, but it looks as if it may be January instead.” The charter 
holder’s response does not include evidence supporting that the later 
date is agreeable to the other party in the transaction. 


 The response does not include any support for the statements made 
regarding agreements with past and current vendors. While the budget 
projections include line items for debt reduction, it is not clear what the 
amounts were previously and how the new agreements either reduce the 
amounts owed or provide more favorable repayment terms. Additionally, 
the fiscal year 2012 audit, which is the most current audit available, 
references a note payable that was established by the U.S. Bankruptcy 
Court under the terms of the reorganization. The original amount of the 
note was set at $2.5 million and calls for annual payments of $198,000. It 
is not readily clear whether this note is addressed by the charter holder’s 
response and budgets. 
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Measure 


 
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Not 
Applicable 


 
Comments 


The financial performance response states, “Attachment (B) will show a month 
to month documentation of how funding will occur for the rest of this fiscal 
year. As you can see by February we should be close to a 30 day liquidity rate.” 
The attachment provides monthly information for July through February and 
not the full year. While the attachment shows positive net income during this 
period and the response mentions efforts to reduce debt and cut expenses, 
sufficient information was not provided to determine whether the charter 
holder will be close to 30 days liquidity by February. Please note in reviewing 
the month-to-month document, it appears that the amounts included for state 
funding reflect the amounts received by the charter holder after the trustee 
intercepts the funds for the bond payments. Further, according to ADE reports, 
the charter holder’s fiscal year 2014 40


th
 day ADM as of November 13, 2013 is 


179.801, which is less than the 204 referenced in the budgets. 
 
The financial performance response mentions a bond default, but it is unclear 
what this is referring to. Further, the response states the charter holder has not 
drawn down any title funds or IDEA funds this year (fiscal year 2014). ADE’s 
website indicates that a programmatic hold was placed on the charter holder’s 
fiscal year 2013 IDEA funds.  
  


 
1c. Default 


 


 


X 


 


 
2a. Net Income   


 


 


X 


 


 
2b. Cash Flow 
 


 X  


 
The financial performance response states, “Omega did not meet the criteria 
for positive cash flow over the past three years. Omega did however end Fiscal 
year 2013 with a positive $29,000.” The charter holder did not provide any 
support for that statement. The charter holder’s fiscal year 2013 audit was due 
by November 15


th
. Since the audit has not yet been received, Board staff is 


unable to verify the accuracy of that statement.  
 
The financial performance response includes information related to the charter 
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Measure 


 
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Not 
Applicable 


 
Comments 


holder’s efforts to reduce expenses in the current fiscal year and to increase 
funding and decrease debt by fiscal year 2016. The response also addresses the 
charter holder’s efforts to recruit students in fiscal years 2015 and 2016 and 
anticipates the school will serve 100 new students in fiscal year 2015 (300) and 
an additional 50 students in fiscal year 2016 (350). The “proposed” fiscal year 
2014 budget submitted by the charter holder is based on an ADM of 204. 
According to ADE reports, the charter holder’s fiscal year 2014 40


th
 day ADM as 


of November 13, 2013 is 179.801. 
 
To the extent that the projected ADM is realized in current and future years, 
the facility leaseback occurs under the terms included in the letter of intent (see 
“Unrestricted Days Cash” above), and the budgets reflect all of the charter 
holder’s debt (see “Unrestricted Days Cash” above), these efforts may result in 
improved cash flow over time. 
 


 
2c. Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio 


 


 


X 


 


 







Financial Performance Response 


 


November 12, 2013 


 


 
1b. Unrestricted days liquidity: Omega scored ‘falls far below’ on the Fiscal Year 2012 Audit. 


This is due largely to the bond default. Omega has been struggling with trying to make ends meet 


even though half of their state equalizations payments are intercepted. Changes in administration 


has led to inconsistency and thus lowering student numbers. An enormous debt has piled up and 


monthly cash liquidity is being used to pay that down. 


 


Omega will address these issues going forward. First of all, the bond is currently in refinance in 


the hopes of lowering monthly payments. At this time BNY Mellon takes approximately $58,000 


monthly as payment for Omega’s share of the bond pool. STORE Capital has agreed to purchased 


the bond and lease it back to the school. We have signed a letter of intent (see attachment A) and 


are going through the process. We originally had hoped to close by the end of November, but it 


looks as if it may be January instead. This lease back option would lower monthly payments by a 


minimum of $25,000 and free up a large portion of the equalization funds. 


 


Pat Keech has just become the new Charter Representative and has added stability to the school. 


Along with Funding Schools, Inc. (the new business vendor) Pat has agreed to work without pay 


until such a time that the school becomes solvent. We are hoping that her dedication and past 


experience as a Charter holder will make a difference, not only in academics, but student 


population growth as well. We have already seen an increase of 18 students since she has taken 


over. We have a fantastic marketing plan in place for the next school year and should begin 


seeing results almost immediately. This will be addressed in the next response measure 2b. cash 


flow. 


 


As far as paying off the debt that has incurred, Omega has taken several steps to rectify the 


situation. Internal controls have tightened and only expenses that are vital to the daily operation 


of the school are currently being permitted. We have agreements in place with all of our past and 


current vendors that will take the amounts down to manageable monthly payments. The bond 


refinance and subsequent lease back to the school will also pay off much of the existing debt. 


 


Finally, we have not drawn down any title funds or IDEA funds this year, but have continued to 


pay for those services out of our general fund. Last years free and reduced numbers were reported 


inaccurately so we have also filed a 915 form with Title 1 that should increase our grant funding 


by almost $100,000. Attachment (B) will show a month to month documentation of how funding 


will occur for the rest of this fiscal year. As you can see by February we should be close to a 30 


day liquidity rate. 


 


2b. Cash Flow:  Omega did not meet the criteria for positive cash flow over the past three years. 


Omega did however end Fiscal year 2013 with a positive $29,000. Going forward Omega has 


made several changes which will definitely increase revenues and cut expenses to insure positive 


cash flow for the next three years. As pointed out in (1b.) changes in administration, a well –


conceived marketing plan and a bond refinance with a lease back option will all affect the cash 


flow for the next three years. Budget numbers (attachment C) will show that by year 2016 there 


will be a consistent increase in funding and significant decrease in debt. 


 


 







 


Our marketing plan will focus on the only proven means of recruitment. We have created a very 


hard working and supportive parent group. They will be out soliciting new students from their 


neighborhood. We will also be using a number of mailers and open houses to recruit new 


students. Current students will walk the neighborhood to sign up new students this summer. We 


also plan on extending summer hours so that someone will always be available on site. We 


anticipate the effort to draw 100 new students the first year and an additional 50 the following 


year. In previous schools we have been able to recruit 300-400 to open the school year. These are 


vital if we hope to become completely solvent by year 2016. 


 


Assumptions from budget attachment: The current year will focus on the bond refinance and 


reconciling our SAIS data to insure we are getting all the money that is due to the school. Going 


forward this will only make it easier to manage a positive cash flow. In addition we were able to 


secure a contract with St. John Vianney to manage out school lunch program which means no 


additional costs to the school.  


The dean and business manager both resigned and Pat Keech along with Funding Schools have 


been brought in at no cost until the school becomes financially secure 


In addition to making several cuts to the budget we were able to negotiate settlement agreements 


with vendors who are still owed money. 


Other information should be listed in the budget forms 


 


As you can see from the projected budgets for years 15 &16 we should be self-sufficient without 


the use of grant funds. 


  























July August September October November December January February Assumptions


Number of Students (ADM): 223.5 223.5 223.5 223.5 223.5 204 204 204


Revenue


Start up carryover $11,483 $22,642 $22,334 $43,537 $130,512 $107,537


State Funding (Equalization Assistance) 67,421.04$  71,407.00$  87,249.00$  -$                 32,000.00$  75,000.00$  Dec/Jan reduction in state funding enrollment


Classroom Site Funds 5,374.26$    7,983.00$    6,200.00$    5,400.00$       6,100.00$    6,100.00$    


Title funding/grants 29,061.31$  19,223.00$  35,000.00$  55,000.00$    35,000.00$  45,000.00$  draw down available beginning Nov. 1st


Secured Loans 120,000.00$  investors willing to loan money until the lease back


Total Revenue $ $ $113,340 $121,255 $150,783 $223,937 $203,612 $233,637


Expenses


Salaries includes 21st century (16-26) $71,043 $58,110 $77,135 $66,000 $66,000 $66,000 Nov is catch up from Oct 21st payroll


       Director/Principal


       Teacher-Regular Education


       Teacher-Special Education


       Instructional Assistants


Office Manager


Front Office


Business Mgr.


Assistant Principal


Facilities Manager


Employee Benefits / 1800


Travel 


Purchase Services (consultants) $500 $1,035 $1,200 $1,200 $1,200 $1,200


Purchase Services-Special Education $4,651 $4,350 $1,750 $1,750 $2,000


SAIS Software


Instructional Aids/Books/Library/Software $1,250


Instructional Supplies/textbooks $958 $685 $750 $750 $750 $750


Legal $750 $750 $750 $750 $750 structured payments


Auditor


Charter School Name:  Omega Schools







Marketing 


Other (printing; postage; parttime staff)


Total Instruction, Administration & 


Support $ $73,251 $65,731 $84,185 $70,450 $70,450 $70,700


Operations & Maintenance


Office supplies 437 680 500 500 500


Phone/Communications 675 675 675 675 675


Custodial Services 1200 1200 1200 1200 1200


Advertising 


Property/Casualty Insurance 1100 1100 1100 1100


Utilities (elect, water,waste) 6145 4150 3445 3000 3000 4000


Rent/taxes(already paid intercept)


Fees/Permits & dues 40 275 50 50 50 50


Transportation 5360 6860 3856 3850 6500 7000


Food Service 4325 St. John Vianney handling NSLP


Accounting Services/audit 7000 500 2500 2500 2500 audit


Land & Improvements 1455


Building & Improvements 1400 1400 1400 1400 health dept and fire compliance


Computer Equipment DCI/CIT/MF


Furniture & Other Equipment 


Upgrades (Connectivity) 


Leases/Loan Payments/SIG/DES/DRB 5464 8500 8500 8500 8500 8500


Other (security, copier lease) 205 200 200 200 200


Total Operations & Maintenance $ $ $17,446 $33,190 $23,061 $22,975 $25,625 $27,125


Total Expenditures $ $ $90,697 $98,921 $107,246 $93,425 $96,075 $97,825


Total Revenues $ $ $113,340 $121,255 $150,783 $223,937 $203,612 $233,637


Budget Balance (Revenues-


Expenditures) $ $ $22,642 $22,334 $43,537 $130,512 $107,537 $135,812







Total











assumptions


Number of Students (ADM): current actual proposed


223.5 204 204 current 40th day


Revenue Total Total Total


State Funding (Equalization Assistance) /wksht12/reflects cut 1,463,100.00$  1,290,000.00$  1,290,000.00$  


Title Funds (include in budget *) 212,000.00$     52,600.00$       147,000.00$     file 915 with Title office


Classroom Site Funds (40% incl.in budget**)20% salaries 58,080.00$       53,220.00$       53,220.00$       


School Lunch reimbursement 106,044.00$     SJV contract


Additional grants…(IDEA )^/21st cent 236,900.00$     43,000.00$       43,000.00$       SPED only/21st century separate acct


Total Revenue $2,076,124 $1,438,820 $1,533,220


Expenses # of Staff @ Salary Total # of Staff @ Salary Total # of Staff Total


Salaries $ $ $


       Director/Principal 1.00      80,000.00$ $80,000 1.00  13,333.00$      $13,333 $13,333 resignation of dean


       Teacher-Regular Education* 9.00      33,600.00$ $302,400 9.00  33,600.00$      $302,400 $302,400 no additional teachers needed


       Teacher-Special Education^ 1.00      35,000.00$ $35,000 $35,000 $35,000 20.5 from IDEA


       Instructional Assistants/title funds* $18,000 $18,000 $18,000


Office Manager 1.00      30,000.00$ $30,000 $30,000 $30,000


Receptionist/attendance/transcripts $


Asst. Principal


Business Manager $40,000 $6,333 $6,333 resignation of business mgr


Parttime hours/night school/subs(10) $180,000 $35,000 $35,000 reduction of extra hours


Employee Benefits 18% $112,400 79140 $79,140 reduction of hours


Travel 


Purchase Services (consultants/district office)* 70,000.00$       70000 $70,000 DO consulting


Purchase Services-Special Education^ 43,750.00$       17000 $17,000 IDEA 


SAIS Software 


Instructional Aids/Books/Library/Software* 43,000.00$       25000 $43,000


Textbooks/general supplies 24,000.00$       24000 $24,000


Legal 


Auditor


Marketing 30,000.00$       


                Charter School Name:______OMEGA SCHOOLS__________________________


2013 - 14 projected 2013/14 adjusted







Other (printing; postage)/audit 16,000.00$       16000 $16,000


Total Instruction, Administration & Support $1,024,550 $671,206 $689,206


Operations & Maintenance Total Total Total


Supplies…class and office 24000 24000 12000 cut supply budget


Phone/Communications (Qwest)/e-rate… 15000 0 0 reinstate erate


Custodial Services/includes supplies 15000 15000 15000


sports/activities (student support 2100)


Property/Casualty Insurance 1200 1200 1200


Utilities…electric,water, waste 90000 56000 56000 based on current usage


Rent…bond repayment 697200 491000 491000 bond refi


Fees/Permits & dues


Transportation/bus cards 67000 67000 50250 D&S renegotiated


Food Service 95850 4325 0 agreement with St. John Vianney 


Accounting Services prorated funding schools


Land & Improvements 6000 6000 6000


Building Improvements 10000 15000 15000 maintenance/repairs/fire/health dept


computers 


Furniture & Other Equipment 


Upgrades (Connectivity)


Leases 9600 9600 9600


Miscellaneous/ debt reduction / SIG/DES 59000 59000 59000 negotiated paybacks


Total Operations & Maintenance $1,089,850 $748,125 $715,050


Total Expenditures $2,114,400 $1,419,331 $1,404,256


Total Revenues $2,076,124 $1,438,820 $1,533,220


Budget Balance (Revenues-Expenditures) -$38,276 $19,489 $128,964







assumptions


Number of Students (ADM): proposed proposed


300 350 market plan increase


Revenue Total Total


State Funding (Equalization Assistance) /wksht12/reflects cut 1,923,000.00$     2,240,000.00$         


Title Funds (include in budget *) 150,000.00$        175,000.00$            


Classroom Site Funds (40% incl.in budget**)20% salaries unknown


School Lunch reimbursement continue with sponsored program


Additional grants…(IDEA ) 55,000.00$          60,000.00$              anticipated increase


Total Revenue $2,128,000 $2,475,000


Expenses # of Staff @ Salary Total # of Staff @ Salary Total # of Staff


Salaries $ $


       Director/Principal 1.00      60,000.00$  $60,000 1.00   60,000.00$      $60,000


       Teacher-Regular Education* 12.00    35,000.00$  $420,000 14.00 37,500.00$      $525,000


       Teacher-Special Education^ 1.00      40,000.00$  $40,000 $40,000


       Instructional Assistants/title funds* $18,000 $18,000


Office Manager 1.00      30,000.00$  $30,000 $30,000


Receptionist/attendance/transcripts $


Asst. Principal


Business Manager $25,000 $25,000 parttime


Parttime hours* $100,000 $120,000 includes RTI math and reading


Employee Benefits 18% $105,750 119700


Travel 


Purchase Services (consultants/district office)* 70,000.00$          70000


Purchase Services-Special Education^ 15,000.00$          20000


SAIS Software 5,000.00$            2000 change student data system


Instructional Aids/Books/Library/Software* 50,000.00$          50000


Textbooks/general supplies 30,000.00$          32000


Legal 


Auditor


Marketing 15,000.00$          summer of 2014 only


                Charter School Name:______OMEGA SCHOOLS__________________________
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Other (printing; postage)/audit 16,000.00$          16000


Total Instruction, Administration & Support $999,750 $1,127,700


Operations & Maintenance Total Total


Supplies…class and office 30000 32000


Phone/Communications (Qwest)/e-rate… 0 0 erate


Custodial Services/includes supplies 30000 30000


sports/activities (student support 2100)


Property/Casualty Insurance 15000 15000


Utilities…electric,water, waste 56000 56000


Rent…bond repayment 384000 384000 after lease back


Fees/Permits & dues 1000 1000


Transportation/bus cards 90000 105000


Food Service 0 0


Accounting Services 15000 15000


Land & Improvements 12000 12000


Building Improvements 10000 15000


computers 


Furniture & Other Equipment 


Upgrades (Connectivity)


Leases 9600 9600


Miscellaneous/ debt reduction / SIG/DES 140000 48000 negotiated pay back, excess funds will pay off


Total Operations & Maintenance $792,600 $722,600


Total Expenditures $1,792,350 $1,850,300


Total Revenues $2,128,000 $2,475,000


Budget Balance (Revenues-Expenditures) $335,650 $624,700 additional funds will pay off all debt
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CHARTER RENEWAL HISTORIC NARRATIVE SUMMARY 2006-2010 


C. DOBY MIDDLE SCHOOL-GRADES 5-8 


 
Omega Schools, Inc. is a non-profit 501(c) 3, School-wide Title 1, public charter school district, incorporated in 1996,funded through the Arizona 
Department of Education. There are two sites that serve students in grades K-12. The Northern campus (which is located at 8632 West Northern 
Avenue in Glendale, Arizona) serves Stellar Prep Academy grades K-4, C. Doby Middle School grades 5th-8th and Oasis High School grades 9-12.   
   
Omega Schools, Inc. is a college preparatory charter school district that provides instruction Monday through Thursday.  Friday is reserved for staff 
professional development activities and to provide drop-out prevention activities, remedial and tutoring classes for students. The District has a 
current total student population of 500 students (note: kindergarten students are counted as half). The Northern campus hosts approximately 40% 
of the total student population of the district.  
 
SOCIOECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS 


Part of Omega’s mission is to provide adult literacy for Omega parents and drop-out intervention programs to the community we served in the 


Glendale/Peoria area.  The U.S. Census Bureau data for 2000 indicates that with regards to the neighborhoods from which we draw our student 


population; twenty-one percent of the school-aged children in our community are drop-outs. That data also indicates that with respect to the 


school-aged children in the community, county-wide, only 27% were high school graduates or earned the equivalent. In spite of what the data 


suggests about the likelihood of success for children who grow up in the area, Omega Schools-district-wide continues to make a difference in these 


dire statistics by refusing to socially promote students and by successfully graduating 95% of our high school student population who do not drop 


out.  


More than 38% of the community households come from where the heads of households speak limited English; and around 28% or better were 


born outside of the U.S.  According to 2000 census data, more than half of the family heads of households from which we draw our student 


population were unemployed. The poverty rate in our community is consistently greater than three times that of the national poverty rate. As 


would be expected given the number of households with incomes below the national poverty level, more than 92% of our student body receives 


free and reduced lunches, and approximately 1 in 5 of the total student population is defined as “homeless” under Arizona McKinney-Vento 


guidelines. (McKinney-Vento guidelines define homelessness to include families doubled-up because of hardship, families/children living in 


shelters, living in transitional housing, living in cars or abandoned campers, living in other substandard forms of housing, or living in situations that 


are detrimental to a child’s psychological or physical well-being.) Further, the percentage of families in our community who live in renter-occupied 


housing is extremely disproportionate when compared to national statistics. More than 96% of our community’s families live in rented housing 


compared to a 33.8% national average. For all households, no matter the family structure, better than 67% has children under the age of 18. More 







than 75% are Hispanic or Latino of any race, approximately 15% are African American, approximately 9% are White, and approximately 1% are 


Native American or are of other nationalities and races. 


MOTTO AND ACADEMIC MISSION 


Instruction is aligned to include Arizona Department of Education and the United States Department of Education standards for all subject areas for 
all grade levels. Omega Schools, Inc. educational objective is stated as follows:  To increase the individual level of academic achievement for all K-12 
graders, to reflect at least one year of academic growth; To maintain equal opportunities for all students in every classroom through center-based 
instruction, individualized profiles/portfolios, and academic plans (including IEPs for special education students) as well as increasing all students’ 
basic technological skills and to use software programs to enhance student academic skills in reading and math. Teachers are monitored and 
expected to continuously apply the following types of classroom instructional activities by designating a certain percentage of classroom 
instructional delivery Structured English Immersion (SEI) best practice methods, by allowing students to spend 30% of their time teaching others 
through shared activities, 40% of their time practicing by doing, 20% demonstrating and 10% using technology / audio visual materials as a means 
of enhancement, remedial and ELL support. True to our motto, Omega Schools rekindles the joy of learning and work at all levels.  
 
CURRICULUM 
 
2006-2011 General Continuous District-wide Efforts for Math and Reading   
Grades 5-6 Harcourt and grades 7-8 Holt Core Reading /5-6th grades Growing With Mathematics Curriculum and 7-8th grade Holt Middle School 
Math-provides frequent on-going monitoring of student progress. The reading and math programs identify specific grade appropriate math, 
reading, writing standards, and language arts strategies that link specific classroom instruction.  Students are pre tested at the beginning and 
throughout the school year to assess and prescribe student individualized prescriptive learning plans using the core materials and the AIMS 
practice assessment tools.  Auto Skills-Academy of Reading and Academy of Math (academic computer software programs) along with math, 
reading, writing, and language arts assessments allow teachers to tailor lessons that permit students to begin at their academic level and build on 
instructional successes. C Doby 5-8th grade teachers are required to spend 4 hours of the daily classroom time on organized reading, writing, and 
language arts classroom instructional activities that can be built on to math and science classroom assignments. Students are offered math and 
reading intervention during the after school hours as a part of the 21st Century afterschool program. 
 
Additional Focused Efforts for C. Doby Middle School (the following items were added per year based on an   annual ADE needs assessment 
rubric and surveys from all stakeholders, parents, teachers and students). The listed items include a continuation from prior years(s) in 
combination with new additions for the listed year. C. Doby Middle School has made AYP every year.  
 


 06-07 Six traits of writing, SPED accommodations/modifications, ELL best practices, instructional materials and evaluation of materials for 
effectiveness, DIBELS, Assertive Discipline Techniques, Blooms Taxonomy, Gardner’s Multi-Intelligences, ADE School Improvement Rubric 
surveys, student/parent surveys, teacher professional development evaluation survey tool, Master Teacher, Crisis Management, Parent 
Engagement Practices, Differentiated Instruction, Collaboration, Classroom Management, best practices. 







  07-08 scaffolding, grading and evaluation, curriculum mapping, SEI, six traits of writing, Character First initiative, Teacher Professional 
Development Prop 301 Portfolio development, Say-See-Do (Fred Jones), Academic Vocabulary (Marzano), Reading Rewards (Anita Archer) . 


 08-09 pacing, assessment differences, center based instructional practices, extended day/year learning, early childhood interventions, child 
find, SEI training practices, new software programs (Auto Skills-Reading and Math Academy, River Deep),grade 5 MAC-Ro Math (Rodel 
Foundation), Tiger Math grades 6-8. 


  09-10 Backwards design, Explicit Instruction (Anita Archer), student reward systems, high school transitions for grade 8 


 10-11  iObservation teacher evaluation tool/staff development practices  
 
MONITORING THE INTEGRATION OF THE ARIZONA ACADEMIC STANDARDS INTO MATH AND READING INSTRUCTION 
 
Classroom instruction implementation strategies reflect 32 teaching strategies. Classroom instruction incorporates a combination of teaching 
methods and strategies. Instructors aim to have all  grade 5-8 students pursue 90% mastery level of the ADE and National Reading and math 
Standards. Several options and choices of instructional methods and strategies are offered through the School Curriculum Guide. 
 
Several options and choices of instructional methods and strategies are offered through the Curriculum Guide. Lessons outlined in the guide 
include the following teaching strategies.  
 
Behaviorism Drill and Practice- This teaching strategy suggests that when learning occurs, a bond is formed between a stimulus in the environment 
and a response or behavior is produced.  
Case Studies- This teaching strategy suggests that the group read a written problem. The group discusses the case and creates a solution.  
Coaching- This teaching strategy provides support to students in studying new skills, polishing old ones, and encouraging change.  
Cognitive Science This approach to learning focuses on how rather than what students learn. Using this approach, teachers build on students’ prior 
knowledge and how out-of-school experiences can improve learning.  
Cognitively Guided Instruction- (CGI) This approach to instruction encourages the teacher to access student knowledge and build on prior 
knowledge in order to make instructional decisions.  
Collaborative Learning or Cooperative Learning- This teaching strategy allows students of varying abilities and interests to work together in small 
groups to solve a problem, complete a project, or achieve a common goal. Lessons are compiled into sections including classroom instruction, 
learning center activities, books, ALS (computer assisted lessons), internet resources, and homework assignments 
 


 One hundred percent of the teachers present lesson plans that reflect four plus hours of 5-8 ADE reading, writing, and language arts 
standards during classroom instruction. The daily lesson plans are reviewed by the Dean. 


 One hundred percent of the teachers develop “individualized prescriptive” reading, writing, and language arts plans for 5-8 students and 
maintain individual student portfolios and goal sheets. These plans are reviewed during walkthroughs and observations.  


 One hundred percent of the classrooms integrate scientifically based reading strategies during classroom instruction and are able to carry 
these strategies cross curriculum and content areas into areas of math and science.  







 One hundred percent of the teachers participate in 50 plus professional development hours focusing on reading, writing, and language 
arts.  


 
MONITORING AND DOCUMENTING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 
 
2006-2011 General Continuous District-wide Efforts for Monitoring Student Achievement  
 
Implementation assessment strategies incorporate classroom teachers, instructional support team members, and the Dean weekly student 
assessments surveys relating to specific classroom instruction. Student assessments establish benchmark reading, writing, and language levels 
within the first two weeks of enrollment. Students at-risk of failure are identified within the first four-weeks of attendance. On-going assessment of 
student progress is measured every nine weeks. Struggling students are monitored on a weekly basis. Student assessments assist instructional staff 
in developing individualized prescriptive plans for  grade 5-8 students. Student Progress Reports are linked with the ADE and National Academic 
Standards. Student grades measure classroom instructional activities, computer assisted learning, and homework. Monthly teacher evaluations are 
used to assess and strengthen classroom performance and instructional practices delivered inside the classroom. 
 
C Doby documents implementation strategies as well as monitors school improvement process by following an established timeline which was 
designed to provide a check and balance system that insures all state and federal requirements are being met. The school continues to collect and 
compile data/evidence of the degree to which the strategies and action steps are implemented as described in the school improvement plan.  The 
staff is continuously monitored in carrying out their responsibilities.  Procedures have been established for macro-to-micro analysis of data 
collected during every activity, workshop and/or conference.  Observation and evidence of parent/staff participation will be recorded and 
participation data will be monitored to record growth.  Frequent authentic assessments (including but not limited to, observation of participation, 
portfolios, rubrics, checklists, informal notes, essays and conversations) will be recorded and the data will be compared in order to make the 
necessary adjustments to insure C Doby continuously follows a positive growth pattern.    
 
Additional Focused Efforts Per Year Per School (the following items were added per year based on an   annual ADE needs assessment rubric and 
surveys from all stakeholders, parents, teachers and students). The listed items include a continuation from prior year(s) in combination with 
new additions for the listed year. 
 


 06-07 External consultant training, monitoring of  portfolios, rubrics, checklists, informal notes, essays, daily , weekly, and monthly pre and 


posttest using materials provided in K-8  core reading program,  student progress reports / Student assessments (ADE required test, on-


going student pre and post test results) 


 07-08 School Improvement Team assessments  and Needs assessment – stakeholder  surveys, added a Detention Room Teacher   


 08-09 Increased the amount of administrative classroom monitoring during  instructional delivery/feedback, 7-8 departmentalized within 


the high school schedule (not combined with 9-12) 


 09-10 added an  on-site Testing Coordinator, grades 7-8 combined and self-contained 







 10-11 modified the  on-site Data Coach/ Testing Coordinator’s job title/description and duties, added an Attendance/ Behavioral, 


Interventionist, math mastery aid inside the 7-8th grade classroom, restructured a split of 7-8th graders into separate classrooms  


  
ON-GOING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT TRAINING FOR TEACHERS 
 
Key elements as they related to professional development, among teachers, the assessment coordinator, the school Dean and district staff include 
an understanding in: the basic psychological process of reading, how children develop reading skills, how good readers differ from poor readers, 
how the English language is structured in spoken and written form, validated principles of effective reading instruction, how direct reading 
instruction is linked with the Arizona Department of Education Academic Standards, the National Standards, AIMS, required assessments, and the 
ability to design, deliver, and provided creative instructional approaches of delivering classroom instruction to academically diverse learners. 
          


 Continuous use of Center Based Instruction using best practices taught through on-going professional development   Fridays from 8-
3:30pm, which is continuously monitored throughout the year by the Dean, 


 Trainings continue to include areas that the teachers felt they needed additional support or improvement based on student data and 
surveys from students, parents and teachers and all of the listed items in the curriculum section of this document, 


 Classrooms are designed to provide a learning center instructional environment. 
 


PARENT INVOLVEMENT 


According to recent studies, when parents are involved, children do better in school regardless of the parent’s educational attainment, income 


level, race or ethnic background. Omega realizes when parents are hurting, struggling to make ends meet and disenfranchised from community 


services, the suffering of their children is just as great and will impact the quality of their educational experience. In many instances, because 


children spend so much time in school, the school becomes a secondary home. We believe that it is critical to the emotional, psychological, and 


social welfare of children who grow up in poverty to experience the aesthetic beauty and eco-friendly features of a green schoolhouse.  


COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND OPPORTUNITIES 


Omega is a “learning community and values continuous improvement. The CEO and staff believe all children can achieve and that it is the teacher 


that makes the difference.  Omega staff encourages ALL students to pursue a 90% mastery level for the academic core. We expect all staff to 


encourage ALL students pursue post-secondary learning after high school graduation. Omega teaches children Monday through Thursday. The 


instructional minutes exceeds the required state standards by 25% because of the extended instructional day (8:00-3:45). In additional instruction 


is provided on Fridays.  


Learning is equally important for teachers.  Professional development training is provided on Fridays.  Teachers also attend workshops and/or 


seminars both in and out of state as funds become available through specific grants.  Omega has always strived to provide a welcoming and 







accommodating environment for on-campus educational and literacy opportunities to the families. Over the years, we have provided the following 


types of opportunities to students and families in our community: 


 English Language Learner classes and adult literacy for parents, 


 Drop-out prevention classes and tutoring for high school students during “Friday School”, 


 Partnership with Touchstone Behavioral Services, Inc. for counseling and small group sessions in bully and violence prevention, 
and drug and tobacco use prevention, 


 MACTUPP (Tobacco Prevention Program) grades 3-8, 


 After School Program, funded through the 21st Century Community Learning Centers federal grant for grades K through 12,   


 Partnership with Arizona State University Herberger College ArtSpace Program for language arts activities,  


 McKinney-Vento Homeless grant funding though Arizona State Department of Education, 


 Character First!  Education initiative involving students, families and community, 


 Family Engagement and Involvement initiative involving Omega families and the community. 
 


DESCRIPTION OF THE LOGIC USED TO DEVELOP THE PMP 


CONCERNS WERE IDENTIFIED IN THE AREA OF CURRICULUM, INSTRUCTION, AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT, WHICH WERE BARRIERS TO 
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT. WE MOVED TO:  
 


 Continue to increase on-going training for teachers in core content instruction and data-driven instructional decisions. 


 Continue to increase mentoring new teachers with support in the areas of best practice, analysis of data, using effective assessments. 


CONCERNS WERE IDENTIFIED IN THE AREA OF CLASSROOM AND SCHOOL ASSESSMENTS THAT WERE A BARRIER TO SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT. WE 
MOVED TO: 
 


 Increase emphasis on data-driven decisions that effective lesson plans, instruction, and student assessments connected with core reading 


and math programs aligned with ADE academic standards. 


 Increase technology training and support among the instructional staff. 


CONCERNS WERE IDENTIFIED IN THE AREA OF SCHOOL CULTURE, CLIMATE, AND COMMUNICATION, WHICH WERE BARRIERS TO SCHOOL 
IMPROVEMENT. WE MOVED TO: 
 


 Continue to increase support of increasing daily attendance for all students. 


 Continue to increase programs to encourage greater parent participation. 


 Continue to increase growth plan focused on student achievement among district, campus leadership, instructors, students, and parents. 







 Continue to increase consistency in evaluating instructional practices  


 Continue to increase in technology skills among instructional staff, leadership, and support staff.  


 Continue to increase utilization of student academic data to analyze summative assessments as a basis for classroom instruction 


 Continued to increase collaboration among K-12 instructors in establishing grade level curriculum 
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RENEWAL PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PLAN TEMPLATE 
 


Omega Schools Inc. C. Doby Middle School 5‐8 (Northern Campus) 
 
INDICATOR:1    __X_Math  ___Reading            DURATION OF THE PLAN2:  Begins July  2011 through June 30, 2015 
 


 
MEASURE* 


 
METRIC* 


CURRENT 
STATUS* 


 
End Target For This Plan*3 


State standardized 
assessment 
AIMS 


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


and 
Student growth percentile (SGP)  
See attached data reports 
 


(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. 
Increase math goals annually by 5%. 


 
STRATEGY I: Provide and implement a curriculum that improves student achievement.  
Action Steps 4  Timeline  Responsible Party  Evidence of Meeting Action Steps  Budget 
1. Listed in random order are Curriculum 
Map objectives, which is the format of 
the AZ state standards. Reordering the 
performance objectives in a scaffolded 
pattern will be completed, 
implemented, monitored and evaluated 
in 2010‐2011. This reordering project 
will provide scaffolded pacing guides 
which will be used with fidelity by the 
teachers and monitored and evaluated 
by site administration and LEA. 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


 
LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES 


Curriculum Map objectives, 
reordered performance objectives in 
a scaffolded pattern, pacing guides, 
teacher evaluations  


 


2. Align program materials, resources, 
train and monitor on a weekly and 
monthly basis by the principals and 
coaches using lesson plans, observations 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


 
LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 


Program alignment guides, teacher 
evaluations, lesson plan evaluations, 
student data binders, feedback 
notes and meeting sign ins,   
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and student data. Instructional 
alignment to the AZ state standards and 
student centered data will be the focus 
of weekly data and feedback sessions. 
Grade levels will meet weekly for 
vertical and horizontal articulation. The 
articulation opportunities will be 
facilitated by principals, coaches and 
teachers training teachers. 
 


TEACHERS  
COACHES 


3.  Continue to maintain grade level (5) 
and add 6‐8 for the Math Achievement 
Club by Rodel (MAC‐Ro) is an initiative 
of the Rodel Charitable Foundation of 
Arizona with a proven track record of 
raising the math achievement of 
elementary school students. 


10/1/2010 
To 
4/30/2015 


LEA 
DEAN 
LEAD TEACHERS 
COACHES 
RODEL LIASION 


Correctly submitted student 
workbooks, parent initials on 
booklets, parent workshops, admin 
special character and kick off 
program, earned student incentives, 
raise of percentage/mastery on the 
Terra Nova/AIMS test   


Rodel 
Charitable 
Foundation 
of Arizona 


4. Students struggling in math and 
reading will receive additional support 
through tutoring and supplemental 
instruction in Title 1 After School 
Program 
 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEAN 
TEACHERS 
SES TUTORS 


Highly qualified staff in place with 
lesson plans supporting day school 
learning objectives; materials and 
resources purchased and utilized. 


SES 
Tutoring: 
$5,053 
 
Title 1 after 
school 
programming: 
$24,000  
 
McKinney 
Vento 
Homeless 
Education: 
$6000 
 


5. Reduce student suspensions and 
disciplinary referrals 75% by utilizing a 


9/10/2010 
to 


LEA 
DEAN 


Mandatory training of all appropriate 
instructional and administrative staff 


Character 
First  
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character education curriculum. 
 
 


6/30/2015 TEACHERS conducted annually. Matching 
Grant: 
$3340 


 
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. Use data to identify and implement an 
instructional program that is research‐
based and vertically aligned from one 
grade to the next as well as aligned with 
Arizona academic standards. 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES 


Data analysis, data binders, aligned 
standards 


 


2. Promote the continuous use of 
student data (such as formative, interim, 
and summative assessments) in order to 
inform and differentiate instruction to 
meet the academic needs of individual 
students.  


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES 


Student data binders, lesson plans 
that include evidence of 
differentiated instruction 


 


3. Move students from interim (pre, mid‐
term, post) and summative assessments 
to weekly formative assessments in  
math using the Achievement Series 
assessment tool. Multiple sources of 
data including the formative assessment 
data information will drive instructional 
decisions. Academic needs of individual 
students will be addressed by using data 
to drive instruction. On‐going 
conversations from the LEA to the 
classroom level will be conducted on a 
weekly basis.   


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES 


AIMS, Academic Achievement data, 
meeting agenda and notes, sign ins 
rosters,   


 


4. Drive student centered data with 
professional development. The LEA"s 
reliance on data will improve and 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 


Professional development agendas, 
sign in rosters,  timelines and 
procedures, collaboration  
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increase monitoring and analysis so that 
data is presented to teachers in a 
manner and format that will support 
their increase and its use for lesson 
planning, delivering differentiated 
instruction and monitoring and 
evaluating student achievement in their 
own performance and effectiveness 
throughout the school year. Tool, 
timelines and procedures will be 
identified and implemented in 2010‐
2011. Professional development of the 
tools and procedures will take place 
throughout the school year with weekly 
collaboration amongst the LEA, 
principals, coaches and teaching staff.  


TEACHERS  
COACHES 


documentation 


 
 
 
 
 
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. Implement the iObservation teacher 
evaluation/ professional development 
system developed by Dr. Robert 
Marzano to be used by the principals. 
This system includes 41 key instructional 
strategies for effective teaching‐it 
explicitly connects teacher performance 
growth to student achievement. This 
system also provides seamless 
communication between the principals 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES 


iObservation data, coursework 
information for staff development 
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and teachers 
 
2.  Determine annual individual and 
schoolwide goals with teacher / principal 
collaboration. Principals will observe, 
model, and provide feedback two to 
three times weekly with the teachers. 
Monitoring portfolios will be maintained 
by the principals and coaches. Goals will 
be discussed, monitored and evaluated 
in collaborative groups during on‐going 
professional development and 
continuous data discussions. Multiple 
data sources will be used to evaluate 
teacher effectiveness‐including lesson 
plans, classroom observation feedback / 
observation forms, classroom 
walkthrough discussion follow ups, 
student portfolios and individual / 
classroom data reports. 
 


8/16/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES  
 


Classroom observation notes, 
IObservation documentation, 
student portfolios, student goal 
sheets, student data analysis,  


 


 
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. Collaboratively design and develop 
individual professional development 
plans differentiated to meet both 
student and teacher needs as identified 
by iObservaton tool 
 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES  


Professional development binders 
with agendas, notes, evaluations, 
feedback and materials used for each 
session, dean feedback via the 
iObservation and district evaluation 
instrument tool 


 


2. Drive professional development with a 
focus of teacher effectiveness growth in 


9/10/2010 
to 


LEA 
DEANS 


Professional development binders 
with agendas, notes, evaluations, 
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the areas of classroom management, 
student engagement, effective 
instructional strategies, differentiated 
instruction, academic vocabulary, 
technology, reading comprehension and 
ELL instruction. LEA, principals, 
consultants and teachers will provide job 
embedded professional development 
weekly at data team meetings, individual 
teacher coach conferences, feedback 
sessions and Friday professional 
development sessions. 


6/30/2015  LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES  


feedback and materials used for each 
session, dean feedback via the 
iObservation and district evaluation 
instrument tool 


3. Align the school's comprehensive 
instructional program and the job 
embedded professional development 
plan so that the iObsevation instrument 
and professional development training 
will ensure continuous exposure. The use 
and collaboration of meaningful data 
and the use of professional development 
focus in the previous action plans for this 
section, such as differentiated 
instruction academic vocabulary and the 
use of interventions in the classroom will 
be reinforced. 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES  


Professional development binders 
with agendas, notes, evaluations, 
feedback and materials used for each 
session, dean feedback via the 
iObservation and district evaluation 
instrument tool 


 


4. Teachers are provided instruction in 
character education, McKinney-Vento 
homeless education, SPED Requirements, 
afterschool program requirements, and 
sexual harassment prevention/bullying. 
 
 
 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEAN 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS 


Mandatory training of all appropriate 
instructional and administrative staff 
conducted annually. 
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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 _$38393.00      Fiscal Year 2010‐2011 
Year 2:  Budget Total _$38393.00 
Year 3:  Budget Total _$38393.00 
 
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 
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RENEWAL PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PLAN TEMPLATE 
 


Omega Schools Inc. C. Doby Middle School 5‐8 (Northern Campus) 
 
INDICATOR:1    __X_Math  ___Reading            DURATION OF THE PLAN2:  Begins July  2011 through June 30, 2015 
 


 
MEASURE* 


 
METRIC* 


CURRENT 
STATUS* 


 
End Target For This Plan*3 


State standardized 
assessment 
AIMS 


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


and 
Student growth percentile (SGP)  
See attached data reports 


(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. 
Increase math goals annually by 5%. 


 
STRATEGY I: Provide and implement a curriculum that improves student achievement.  
Action Steps 4  Timeline  Responsible Party  Evidence of Meeting Action Steps  Budget 
1. Listed in random order are Curriculum 
Map objectives, which is the format of 
the AZ state standards. Reordering the 
performance objectives in a scaffolded 
pattern will be completed, 
implemented, monitored and evaluated 
in 2010‐2011. This reordering project 
will provide scaffolded pacing guides 
which will be used with fidelity by the 
teachers and monitored and evaluated 
by site administration and LEA. 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


 
LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES 


Curriculum Map objectives, 
reordered performance objectives in 
a scaffolded pattern, pacing guides, 
teacher evaluations  


 


2. Align program materials, resources, 
train and monitor on a weekly and 
monthly basis by the principals and 
coaches using lesson plans, observations 
and student data. Instructional 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


 
LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  


Program alignment guides, teacher 
evaluations, lesson plan evaluations, 
student data binders, feedback 
notes and meeting sign ins,   
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alignment to the AZ state standards and 
student centered data will be the focus 
of weekly data and feedback sessions. 
Grade levels will meet weekly for 
vertical and horizontal articulation. The 
articulation opportunities will be 
facilitated by principals, coaches and 
teachers training teachers. 
 


COACHES 


3.  Continue to maintain grade level (5) 
and add 6‐8 for the Math Achievement 
Club by Rodel (MAC‐Ro) is an initiative 
of the Rodel Charitable Foundation of 
Arizona with a proven track record of 
raising the math achievement of 
elementary school students. 


10/1/2010 
To 
4/30/2015 


LEA 
DEAN 
LEAD TEACHERS 
COACHES 
RODEL LIASION 


Correctly submitted student 
workbooks, parent initials on 
booklets, parent workshops, admin 
special character and kick off 
program, earned student incentives, 
raise of percentage/mastery on the 
Terra Nova/AIMS test   


Rodel 
Charitable 
Foundation 
of Arizona 


4. Students struggling in math and 
reading will receive additional support 
through tutoring and supplemental 
instruction in Title 1 After School 
Program 
 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEAN 
TEACHERS 
SES TUTORS 


Highly qualified staff in place with 
lesson plans supporting day school 
learning objectives; materials and 
resources purchased and utilized. 


SES 
Tutoring: 
$5,053 
 
Title 1 after 
school 
programming: 
$24,000  
 
McKinney 
Vento 
Homeless 
Education: 
$6000 
 


5. Reduce student suspensions and 
disciplinary referrals 75% by utilizing a 
character education curriculum. 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEAN 
TEACHERS 


Mandatory training of all appropriate 
instructional and administrative staff 
conducted annually. 


Character 
First  
Matching 
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Grant: 
$3340 


 
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. Use data to identify and implement an 
instructional program that is research‐
based and vertically aligned from one 
grade to the next as well as aligned with 
Arizona academic standards. 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES 


Data analysis, data binders, aligned 
standards 


 


2. Promote the continuous use of 
student data (such as formative, interim, 
and summative assessments) in order to 
inform and differentiate instruction to 
meet the academic needs of individual 
students.  


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES 


Student data binders, lesson plans 
that include evidence of 
differentiated instruction 


 


3. Move students from interim (pre, mid‐
term, post) and summative assessments 
to weekly formative assessments in  
math using the Achievement Series 
assessment tool. Multiple sources of 
data including the formative assessment 
data information will drive instructional 
decisions. Academic needs of individual 
students will be addressed by using data 
to drive instruction. On‐going 
conversations from the LEA to the 
classroom level will be conducted on a 
weekly basis.   


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES 


AIMS, Academic Achievement data, 
meeting agenda and notes, sign ins 
rosters,   


 


4. Drive student centered data with 
professional development. The LEA"s 
reliance on data will improve and 
increase monitoring and analysis so that 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  


Professional development agendas, 
sign in rosters,  timelines and 
procedures, collaboration  
documentation 
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data is presented to teachers in a 
manner and format that will support 
their increase and its use for lesson 
planning, delivering differentiated 
instruction and monitoring and 
evaluating student achievement in their 
own performance and effectiveness 
throughout the school year. Tool, 
timelines and procedures will be 
identified and implemented in 2010‐
2011. Professional development of the 
tools and procedures will take place 
throughout the school year with weekly 
collaboration amongst the LEA, 
principals, coaches and teaching staff.  


COACHES 


 
 
 
 
 
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. Implement the iObservation teacher 
evaluation/ professional development 
system developed by Dr. Robert 
Marzano to be used by the principals. 
This system includes 41 key instructional 
strategies for effective teaching‐it 
explicitly connects teacher performance 
growth to student achievement. This 
system also provides seamless 
communication between the principals 
and teachers 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES 


iObservation data, coursework 
information for staff development 


 







Approved 11/19/2010          
          


 
2.  Determine annual individual and 
schoolwide goals with teacher / principal 
collaboration. Principals will observe, 
model, and provide feedback two to 
three times weekly with the teachers. 
Monitoring portfolios will be maintained 
by the principals and coaches. Goals will 
be discussed, monitored and evaluated 
in collaborative groups during on‐going 
professional development and 
continuous data discussions. Multiple 
data sources will be used to evaluate 
teacher effectiveness‐including lesson 
plans, classroom observation feedback / 
observation forms, classroom 
walkthrough discussion follow ups, 
student portfolios and individual / 
classroom data reports. 
 


8/16/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES  
 


Classroom observation notes, 
IObservation documentation, 
student portfolios, student goal 
sheets, student data analysis,  


 


 
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. Collaboratively design and develop 
individual professional development 
plans differentiated to meet both 
student and teacher needs as identified 
by iObservaton tool 
 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES  


Professional development binders 
with agendas, notes, evaluations, 
feedback and materials used for each 
session, dean feedback via the 
iObservation and district evaluation 
instrument tool 


 


2. Drive professional development with a 
focus of teacher effectiveness growth in 
the areas of classroom management, 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 


Professional development binders 
with agendas, notes, evaluations, 
feedback and materials used for each 
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student engagement, effective 
instructional strategies, differentiated 
instruction, academic vocabulary, 
technology, reading comprehension and 
ELL instruction. LEA, principals, 
consultants and teachers will provide job 
embedded professional development 
weekly at data team meetings, individual 
teacher coach conferences, feedback 
sessions and Friday professional 
development sessions. 


TEACHERS  
COACHES  


session, dean feedback via the 
iObservation and district evaluation 
instrument tool 


3. Align the school's comprehensive 
instructional program and the job 
embedded professional development 
plan so that the iObsevation instrument 
and professional development training 
will ensure continuous exposure. The use 
and collaboration of meaningful data 
and the use of professional development 
focus in the previous action plans for this 
section, such as differentiated 
instruction academic vocabulary and the 
use of interventions in the classroom will 
be reinforced. 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEANS 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS  
COACHES  


Professional development binders 
with agendas, notes, evaluations, 
feedback and materials used for each 
session, dean feedback via the 
iObservation and district evaluation 
instrument tool 


 


4. Teachers are provided instruction in 
character education, McKinney-Vento 
homeless education, SPED Requirements, 
afterschool program requirements, and 
sexual harassment prevention/bullying. 
 
 
 


9/10/2010 
to 
6/30/2015 


LEA 
DEAN 
LEAD TEACHERS 
TEACHERS 


Mandatory training of all appropriate 
instructional and administrative staff 
conducted annually. 
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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 $38393.00      Fiscal Year 2010‐2011 
Year 2:  Budget Total $38393.00 
Year 3:  Budget Total $38393.00 
 
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 





		academic_performance_management_c-doby-historic-narrative0.pdf

		academic_performance_management_c-doby-math0

		academic_performance_management_c-doby-reading0
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AGENDA ITEM:  Consideration of Revocation or Restoration of a Charter of a Charter Holder Operating 
an F School  
 


Issue 
C. Doby Preparatory operated by Omega Schools, Inc. was assigned an F letter grade by the Arizona 
Department of Education based on its academic performance during the 2012-2013 school year.  The 
Board must determine whether to restore the charter to acceptable performance or to revoke the 
charter. 
 
Background Information 
In FY2011, the school, C. Doby Preparatory, received an achievement profile of Underperforming. In 
FY2012, the school earned a D Ietter grade. In FY2013, the school was assigned an F letter grade. On 
September 9, 2013, the Arizona Department of Education (ADE) notified the Board of the F letter grade 
status (failing level of performance) of C. Doby Preparatory (portfolio: b. Letter Grade Notification). 
Pursuant to A.R.S. § 15-241(U), if a charter school is assigned a letter grade of F, the ADE shall 
immediately notify the charter school's sponsor. The charter school's sponsor shall either take action to 
restore the charter school to acceptable performance or revoke the charter school's charter. 
   
Omega Schools, Inc. operates two schools, Oasis High School serving grades 9-12 and C. Doby 
Preparatory serving grade K-8.  C. Doby Preparatory is the school that is designated an F letter grade. 
Oasis High School was designated as Performing in FY2011.  In FY 2012, the school earned a C letter 
grade.  In FY2013, the school earned a D letter grade.    
 
The graph below shows the total ADM for Omega Schools, Inc., C. Doby Preparatory, and Oasis High 
School’s actual 100th day average daily membership (ADM) for fiscal years 2010-2013 and 40th day ADM 
for fiscal year 2014.   
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C. Doby Preparatory and Oasis High School were both small schools in FY12 (dashboard contains three 
years of pooled data).  With the State Board of Education’s and the Board’s changes to the small school 
definition, both are now classified as traditional schools for FY13 (dashboard represents academic data 
for FY13).  A dashboard representation of C. Doby Preparatory’s and Oasis High School’s academic 
outcomes, based upon the indicators and measures adopted by the Board, is provided below.  
 


 
 







3 


ASBCS Board Meeting, December 9, 2013 


The following is a timeline of activities that have occurred related to the academic performance of 
Omega Schools, Inc.: 
 
July 2011  Omega Schools, Inc. was required to submit a Performance Management Plan 


(portfolio: h. Performance Management Plan) as a component of a transfer 
application because the schools did not meet the academic expectations set 
forth by the Board.  


 
August 2011  Omega Schools, Inc.’s request for a transfer from the State Board of Education 


to the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools was denied based on their 
academic performance because the schools did not meet the academic 
expectations set forth by the Board.  
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November 2011 The Board reconsidered and approved Omega Schools, Inc.’s request for a 


transfer from the State Board of Education to the Arizona State Board of Charter 
Schools with the understanding that continued or additional deficiencies in 
future performance may negatively impact the Board's decision with regard to 
any future action taken with this charter. 


 
January 2012 Omega Schools, Inc.’s renewal application was approved contingent upon the 


consolidation of the six schools into one elementary school and one high school. 
 
February 8, 2013  In accordance with the Board’s processes and based on the schools’ 


performance in FY 2012 (see dashboard representation above), the charter 
holder was notified of its requirement to submit a Demonstration of Sufficient 
Progress (DSP) as an annual report for the schools on a Performance 
Management Plan that did not meet the Board’s academic performance 
expectations. 


 
May 8, 2013  C. Doby Preparatory submitted its DSP timely. 


 A DSP site visit scheduled for July 24 was postponed pending the release 
of the FY2013 data. 
 


September 6, 2013  The charter representative resigned.   
 
September 9, 2013 The ADE notified the Board of the F letter grade status of C. Doby Preparatory.   
 
September 12, 2013 In accordance with the Board’s processes, the charter holder (via an email to 


the statutory agent and the board members) was notified (portfolio: c. DSP 
Notification Letter) of its requirement to submit a DSP and a Financial 
Performance Response as part of a requirement for a failing school that does 
not meet the Board’s academic performance expectations. In the letter, the 
charter holder was also told that the determination by the Board of whether to 
restore or to revoke the charter for Omega Schools, Inc. would be based on the 
evidence of the charter holder’s performance in accordance with the 
performance framework adopted by the Board, including the charter holder’s 
demonstration of sufficient progress toward the academic performance 
expectations of the Board.   


 
October 17, 2013 In accordance with the Board’s processes, the charter holder was notified 


(portfolio: d. Site Visit Notifications) that Board staff would conduct a site visit 
on November 19, 2013 and that Board staff would verify information included in 
the DSP. 


 
October 25, 2013 A new charter representative for Omega Schools, Inc. was identified. 
 
November 12, 2013 The charter holder submitted the DSP (portfolio: e. Demonstration of Sufficient 


Progress) and the Financial Performance Response timely. 
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November 15, 2013  Board staff sent an email to the charter representative, which confirmed the 
site visit date, identified items to be reviewed on site, and provided the initial 
evaluation of the DSP (portfolio: d. Site Visit Notifications), submitted on 
November 12, 2013. 


 
November 19, 2013 Board staff conducted a site visit to meet with the leadership team (Pat Keech, 


Charter Representative and School Principal, and Katy Goodwin, Assistant to the 
Principal) to confirm the documentation presented in the DSP and review 
additional information to be considered in the final evaluation of the charter 
holder’s DSP submission.  


 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress 
The DSP submitted by Omega Schools, Inc. was required to address the areas (curriculum, monitoring 
instruction, assessment, and professional development) for the measures, for which the charter holder 
was required to provide a response.  The charter holder was provided a copy of the initial evaluation 
prior to the site visit and informed that areas initially evaluated as not acceptable could be addressed 
with additional evidence and documentation at the time of the visit.  The charter holder also had 48 
hours following the site visit to submit relevant documentation.   
 
After considering information in the DSP, evidence and documentation provided at the time of the site 
visit, and additional documentation submitted following the site visit, the charter holder failed to 
provide evidence of a curriculum aligned to the standards, failed to provide a systematic process for 
monitoring and recording the implementation of the standards in instruction, failed to provide a 
comprehensive assessment system based upon clearly defined performance measures aligned with the 
curriculum, and failed to provide a comprehensive professional development plan that was aligned to 
teacher needs.  A summary of findings for each required area as evaluated is provided below:     
 
Curriculum: 
C. Doby Preparatory did not successfully demonstrate a system to create, implement, evaluate, and 
revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum aligned with Arizona College and Career Ready 
Standards and are supported by data and analysis.  Based on the DSP, Board staff expected to collect 
documentation on pacing guides, curriculum maps, curriculum evaluation documentation, meeting 
documentation, and curriculum alignment. 
 
The charter holder stated in the DSP (Pg. 3 Par. 1) that C. Doby Preparatory had Professional Learning 
Communities (PLCs) working to finish pacing guides and curriculum maps which they began last year.  At 
the time of the site visit, the charter holder provided Board staff with pacing guides for the ALS 
curriculum begun last year, and stated it is no longer used as the primary curriculum but as a 
supplement.  The ALS pacing guides were not collected because they are no longer used as the primary 
curriculum.  The charter representative provided Board staff with math and language arts curriculum 
maps for grades 3-5, stating that was all that was completed at this time.  After the site visit, Board staff 
was provided with curriculum maps for K-2 and 6th grade.  For multiple standards identified on each of 
the curriculum maps, there was a lack of alignment to the lesson plans provided.  No curriculum maps 
for grades 7 or 8 were provided.   
 
The charter holder stated in the DSP (Pg. 24 Par. 3) that it has a process to regularly evaluate curriculum 
for improvement.  At the time of the site visit, Board staff was provided with a rubric template, but no 
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documentation to support the use of the rubric was provided.  No evidence to support a system to 
regularly evaluate curriculum was provided. 
 
The charter holder stated in the DSP (Pg. 18 Par. 1) that C. Doby Preparatory had the data review team, 
the reading specialist, and the administration working together to implement, evaluate, and revise 
curriculum as needed based on the evidence gathered from assessments.  At the time of the site visit, 
the only data review documentation provided to Board staff was documentation of data meetings 
regarding the acquisition of early literacy skills for grades K-3.  No documentation was provided for 
language arts for grades 4-8 and no documentation was provided for math K-8. 
 
A Common Core standards curriculum alignment document generated by the publisher of Harcourt 
Trophies (reading text) was provided for grades 2 and 3 at the site visit.  There was no evidence 
provided of how this document was being used, nor was there evidence of curriculum alignment to the 
Arizona College and Career Ready Standards for language arts for grades K-1 and 4-8.  There was no 
evidence of curriculum alignment to the Arizona College and Career Ready Standards for math for 
grades K-8. 
 
The charter holder provided data charts generated from Auto Skills Academy of Math and Auto Skills 
Academy of Reading for grade levels and individual students. However, there was no analysis of the data 
provided that demonstrated that the curriculum contributed to increased student growth and 
proficiency in math or reading. 
 
Monitoring Instruction: 
C. Doby Preparatory did not successfully demonstrate a system to monitor the integration of Arizona 
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and the evaluation of instructional practices of the 
teachers supported by data, data analysis and feedback to further develop the system.  Based on the 
DSP, Board staff expected to collect documentation regarding lesson plans that reflect Arizona College 
and Career Ready Standards and appropriate level of rigor, lesson plan review, standards checklists, 
informal and formal observations, and data review teams. 
 
The charter holder stated in the DSP (Pg. 3 Par. 2) that the teachers are required to submit lesson plans 
reflecting Common Core Standards and that each lesson is to be taught at the appropriate level of rigor 
using instructional best practices.  At the time of the site visit, Board staff requested C. Doby 
Preparatory’s best example of grade level lesson plans and were provided with ten weeks of 5th/6th 
grade combination class lesson plans.  Upon review of the documents, it was determined that many of 
these plans were duplicative of one another.  Additionally, the plans did not align with the curriculum 
maps and the objectives and activities did not align with the standard listed.  The 5th/6th grade 
combination class was not differentiated between 5th and 6th grades and these plans did not reflect the 
“I do, we do, you do” method as identified in the DSP (Pg. 3 Par. 2).  Some of the lesson plans included 
the signature of the school principal.  The school principal stated that this signified she had reviewed the 
plans and determined they were acceptable.  There was no documentation provided that the 
appropriate level of rigor was occurring in the instruction.  After the site visit, Board staff was provided 
with eleven weeks of Kindergarten lesson plans, five weeks  of 1st/2nd grade combination class lesson 
plans, thirteen weeks of 3rd/4th grade combination class, and five weeks of 7th-12th math lesson plans.  
The deficiencies found in the 3rd/4th grade combination class were similar to those described for the 
5th/6th combo class.  Additionally, the only lesson plans to include the “I do, we do, you do” method as 
identified in the DSP and grade level differentiation were the 1st/2nd grade combination class lesson 
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plans where two of the five of the lesson plans identified these elements.  Board staff was not provided 
with curriculum maps for 7th and 8th grades so no determination of alignment could be made. 
 
The charter holder stated in the DSP (Pg. 12 Par. 1) that the teachers use standards checklists within 
their lesson plans and instruction.  At the site visit, Board staff was provided with lists of highlighted 
standards used at the beginning of the school year to monitor the incorporation of standards into 
instruction.  The charter representative provided Board staff with the standards checklist template 
stating that the template was provided to teachers three weeks prior to the site visit.  After the site visit, 
Board staff was provided with completed standards checklists since the beginning of the year.  In 
multiple instances, the standards checklists provided did not align with the curriculum maps provided.  
 
The DSP (Pg. 14 Par. 2) identified that a minimum of three informal observations and two formal 
observations are completed each school year per teacher.  At the time of the site visit, a formal 
evaluation template was provided and the charter representative stated that no formal evaluations had 
yet been completed.  Board staff was also provided with one informal observation for two different 
teachers; each was completed in a note-taking fashion; one included mention of the standards; and 
neither included the instructional strategies to be monitored by observations as stated in the DSP (Pg. 9 
Par. 2).   
 
Assessment: 
C. Doby Preparatory did not successfully demonstrate a comprehensive assessment system based on 
clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology that 
includes data collection and analysis from multiple assessments.  Based on the DSP, Board staff 
expected to review relevant data from multiple assessments aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology and the analysis and documentation to support it. 
 
The charter holder stated in multiple sections of the DSP (Pg. 4 Par.1, Pg. 8 Par. 4, Pg. 12 Par. 2, Pg. 17 
Par. 2) that C. Doby Preparatory uses Auto Skills Academy of Math and Auto Skills Academy of Reading 
which are aligned to the Common Core Standards.  At the time of the site visit, Board staff was provided 
with Auto Skills pretest reports in August and post-tests reports in October for each grade level in 
reading and math, including two grade levels’ individualized school report. Interpretation of the graphs 
was provided but no specific analysis of the data or documentation of data analysis meetings was 
provided.   
 
Based on follow-up with a representative from Auto Skills Academy of Math and Auto Skills Academy of 
Reading, these products are intended to be an intervention software program.  Neither program is 
intended for the proficient or advanced student.  The data reports generated from the program are 
intended to monitor the progress within the program.  Pretests assign a grade level equivalency and 
designate foundational skills the student should work on independently in order to bring him/her up to 
grade level.  While the program is correlated to the Common Core standards the skills are assessed and 
instructed at a lower level, rather than the higher order skills of Common Core, in order to build the 
foundational skills necessary.  This is not a benchmark assessment nor is it a valid method to determine 
growth or proficiency within the general education population. 
 
After the site visit, Board staff was provided with ALS math and language arts assessment reports for 
grades 6-8 with no data analysis to accompany it. Staff was also provided with a K/1 reading assessment 
summary report with no data analysis to accompany it.  No documentation that these assessments are 
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aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology was provided.  Additionally, no 
documentation was provided to demonstrate how these programs are used to inform instruction. 
 
 
Professional Development: 
C. Doby Preparatory did not successfully demonstrate a comprehensive professional development plan 
that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow up and monitoring strategies, and is 
supported by data and analysis.  Based on the DSP, Board staff expected to collect documentation 
regarding the personalized professional development plan, needs assessment, and Professional Learning 
Community (PLC) documentation.  
 
The charter holder stated in the DSP (Pg. 9 Par. 4) that the school was moving slowly to a personalized 
professional development plan.  At the time of the site visit, the school principal stated that at this time 
surveys have been passed out to the teachers.  No documentation was available to support the school is 
in the process of developing a personalized professional development plan. 
 
The charter holder stated in the DSP (Pg. 9 Par. 3) that after assessing teacher needs at the school, 
professional development was determined.  At the time of the site visit, no documentation to support 
the assessment of needs was provided.  After the site visit, a professional development plan for 2013-
2014 was provided, as well as a professional development evaluation, an orientation schedule, and 
agendas and sign-in sheets to support the scheduled professional development.  Although some 
professional development was provided at the school, no documentation of follow-up and monitoring 
strategies, no evidence of effectiveness, and no evidence of PLCs were provided. 
 
Financial Performance: 
The charter holder did not meet the Board’s financial performance expectations based on the fiscal year 
2012 audit. The following table includes the charter holder’s financial data and financial performance for 
the last three audited fiscal years. Omega Schools has not yet submitted its fiscal year 2013 audit, which 
was due by November 15, 2013. The Board is currently withholding 10% of the charter holder’s monthly 
state equalization assistance. 
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The charter holder was required to submit a financial performance response based on the fiscal year 
2012 audit (portfolio: i. Financial Evaluation and Response). Staff’s evaluation of the initial financial 
performance response resulted in zero “Acceptable” and two “Not Acceptable” determinations 
(portfolio: i. Financial Evaluation and Response). On November 19, 2013, the charter holder was given 
the opportunity to provide additional information within 48 hours. No additional information was 
submitted. 
 
 


2012 2011* 2010


Statement of Financial Position 2009


Cash $17,657 $17,695 $25,374 $283,790


Unrestricted Cash $17,657 $17,657 $25,374


Total Assets $7,536,465 $7,777,331 $8,130,273


Total Liabilities $7,569,287 $7,989,388 $8,140,727


Current Portion of Long-Term Debt & 


Capital Leases $413,000 $398,000 $373,000


Net Assets ($32,822) ($212,057) ($10,454)


Statement of Activities


Revenue $3,206,099 $4,147,472 $4,133,074


Expenses $3,026,864 $4,241,075 $4,753,684


Net Income $179,235 ($93,603) ($620,610)


Change in Net Assets $179,235 ($93,603) ($620,610)


Financial Statements or Notes


Depreciation & Amortization Expense $304,391 $279,843 $238,876


Interest Expense $319,598 $505,479 $469,483


Lease Expense -                  -                  -                  


2012 2011 2010 3-yr Cumulative


Going Concern No Yes No N/A


Unrestricted Days Cash 2.13 1.52 1.95 N/A


Default No No No N/A


Net Income $179,235 ($93,603) ($620,610) N/A


Cash Flow ($38) ($7,679) ($258,416) ($266,133)


Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio 1.10 0.77 0.10 N/A


* The fiscal year 2012 audit included prior period adjustments to financial statements.


Financial Data


Financial Performance


Near-Term Indicators


Sustainabi l i ty Indicators


Omega Schools, Inc.
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Board Options 
Option 1:  The Board may vote to issue a Notice of Intent to Revoke the charter holder’s charter 
contract. Staff recommends the following language for consideration: I move that the Board issue a 
Notice of Intent to Revoke the charter of Founding Fathers Academies, Inc. on the basis of its 
designation as an F school for FY 2013 and its failure to meet or demonstrate sufficient progress toward 
the Board’s academic expectations as set forth in the performance framework. The charter holder failed 
to provide evidence of a system to adopt, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum aligned with 
Arizona College and Career Ready Standards, failed to provide a systematic process for monitoring and 
recording the implementation of the standards in instruction, failed to provide a comprehensive 
assessment system based upon clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum, and 
failed to provide a comprehensive professional development plan that was aligned to teacher needs, 
provides for monitoring and follow-up strategies and is supported by data and analysis.  The charter 
holder has also failed to timely submit the fiscal year 2013 annual financial statement and compliance 
audit as required by A.R.S. §15-183(E)(6), A.R.S. §15-914 and the charter contract. 
 
I further move that:  
• Within 48 hours of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall notify staff and 
parents/guardians of registered students of the Notice of Intent to Revoke and the Notice of Hearing 
and provide a school location where the copy may be reviewed;  
• Within 20 days of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall provide copies of all 
correspondence and communications used to comply with the preceding provision; and  
• Within 20 days of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall provide the Board with the 
names and mailing addresses of parents/guardians of all students registered with the school.  
 
Option 2: The Board may vote to restore the charter to acceptable performance.  The following 
language is provided for consideration: I move to direct staff to work with Founding Fathers Academies, 
Inc. to create a Consent Agreement for the purpose of restoring the charter to acceptable performance 
in accordance with A.R.S. § 15-241(U) that would minimally include quarterly progress reports that 
demonstrate evidence of a system to adopt, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum aligned with 
Arizona College and Career Ready Standards supported by data and analysis, evidence of a systematic 
process for monitoring and recording the implementation of the standards in instruction supported by 
data and analysis, evidence of a comprehensive assessment system based upon clearly defined 
performance measures aligned with the curriculum supported by data and analysis, and evidence of a 
comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned to teacher needs and provides for 
monitoring and follow-up strategies supported by data and analysis, which collectively  improves 
student achievement as supported by data.    
 
I further move that if the terms of a consent agreement that cannot be reached by the January Board 
meeting that the Board issue a Notice of Intent to Revoke the charter of Founding Fathers Academies, 
Inc. on the basis of its designation as an F school for FY 2013 and its failure to meet or demonstrate 
sufficient progress toward the Board’s academic expectations as set forth in the performance 
framework. The charter holder failed to provide evidence of a system to adopt, implement, evaluate, 
and revise curriculum aligned with Arizona College and Career Ready Standards, failed to provide a 
systematic process for monitoring and recording the implementation of the standards in instruction, 
failed to provide a comprehensive assessment system based upon clearly defined performance 
measures aligned with the curriculum, and failed to provide a comprehensive professional development 
plan that was aligned to teacher needs, provides for monitoring and follow-up strategies and is 
supported by data and analysis.  The charter holder has also failed to timely submit the fiscal year 2013 
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annual financial statement and compliance audit as required by A.R.S. §15-183(E)(6), A.R.S. §15-914 and 
the charter contract. 
 
I further move that:  
• Within 48 hours of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall notify staff and 
parents/guardians of registered students of the Notice of Intent to Revoke and the Notice of Hearing 
and provide a school location where the copy may be reviewed;  
• Within 20 days of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall provide copies of all 
correspondence and communications used to comply with the preceding provision; and  
• Within 20 days of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall provide the Board with the 
names and mailing addresses of parents/guardians of all students registered with the school. 
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evaluation Instrument
Charter Holder Name:  Omega Schools, Inc.                       
School Name: C. Doby Preparatory 
Date Submitted: 11/12/13 


Required for:  Failing School                                                               
 
Evaluation Completed: 11/14/13; 11/22/13


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


 
Measure  


Acceptable 
Not 


Acceptable 
Comments 


1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) 
Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.  The 
data and analysis included provided limited support for the narrative.  The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased 
student growth in Math.  First through sixth grade curriculum maps that demonstrated lack of alignment 
to lesson plans and a report card that listed the order of concepts to be taught were provided.  Template 
forms for curriculum evaluations and revisions were provided; however there was no documentation to 
demonstrate these elements were in place as a system. It was not evident that a system to create 
implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum was clearly defined and implemented across the school that 
contributes to increased student growth in Math.   
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating standards and 
instructional practices. The narrative and limited data provided did not demonstrate that the school 
implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction.  Lesson plans provided did not demonstrate alignment with curriculum maps, learning 
activities, or demonstrate differentiation between grade levels in combo classes with the exception of 
the 1st/2nd grade class. Documentation of two informal classroom observations, the beginning stages of 
standard checklists, and a formal evaluation template were provided.  The school demonstrated the 
beginning stages of a system to monitor and evaluate standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment: The narrative describes the beginning stages of developing a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures.   The narrative and limited data provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and documenting increases in student 
growth in Math.  Academy of Math Intervention Software Program test results were provided.   No 
analysis was provided as to how these assessments demonstrate increased student growth in Math. No 
documentation was provided to demonstrate how assessments are used to inform instruction was 
provided. No evidence that a benchmark assessment is administered was provided.   These assessments 
did not demonstrate a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined performance 
measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology.   
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes the beginning stages of developing a professional 
development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and limited data provided did 
not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to 
increased student growth in Math.  Professional development schedules, agendas, sign-in sheets, plans, 
and evaluations of the presentation were provided.  However, no documentation to support follow-up 
and monitoring strategies or that the plan is aligned with teacher learning needs was provided.  The 
school demonstrated an approach to professional development that is not comprehensive nor aligned 
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with the curriculum and instructional practices. 
 
No analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated increased student growth in Math. 


1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) 
Reading 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.  The 
data and analysis included provided limited support for the narrative. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased 
student growth in Reading.   First through sixth grade curriculum maps that demonstrated lack of 
alignment to lesson plans and a report card that listed the order of concepts to be taught were provided.  
Template forms for curriculum evaluations and revisions were provided; however there was no 
documentation to demonstrate these elements were in place as a system.   Additionally, curriculum 
alignment was provided for 2nd and 3rd grade and documentation to support Dibels data meetings for K-3 
was provided. 
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating standards and 
instructional practices. The narrative and limited data provided did not demonstrate that the school 
implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into 
instruction.    Lesson plans provided did not demonstrate alignment with curriculum maps, learning 
activities, or demonstrate differentiation between grade levels in combo classes with the exception of 
the 1st/2nd grade class. Documentation of two informal classroom observations, the beginning stages of 
standard checklists, and a formal evaluation template were provided.   The school demonstrated the 
beginning stages of a system to monitor and evaluate standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment: The narrative describes the beginning stages of developing a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures.   The narrative and limited data provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and documenting increases in student 
growth in Reading.   Academy of Reading Intervention Software Program, Spalding spelling scores for 3rd 
and 4th grades, and Riverdeep Reading Test Prep reports for Grades K-3 were provided. No analysis was 
provided as to how these assessments demonstrate increased student growth in Reading. No evidence 
that a benchmark assessment is administered was provided.  These assessments did not demonstrate a 
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the 
curriculum and instructional methodology.   
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes the beginning stages of developing a professional 
development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and limited data provided did 
not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to 
increased student growth in Reading.   Professional development schedules, agendas, sign-in sheets, 
plans, and evaluations of the presentation were provided.  However, no documentation to support 
follow-up and monitoring strategies or that the plan is aligned with teacher learning needs was provided.  
The school demonstrated an approach to professional development that is not comprehensive nor 
aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. 
 
No analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated increased student growth in Reading. 


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


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.  The 
data and analysis included provided limited support for the narrative. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased 
student growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Math.   First through sixth grade 
curriculum maps that demonstrated lack of alignment to lesson plans and a report card that listed the 
order of concepts to be taught were provided.  Template forms for curriculum evaluations and revisions 
were provided; however there was no documentation to demonstrate these elements were in place as a 
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system. It was not evident that a system to create implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum was 
clearly defined and implemented across the school that contributes to increased student growth for 
students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Math.   
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and limited data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards 
into instruction.   Lesson plans provided did not demonstrate alignment with curriculum maps, learning 
activities, or demonstrate differentiation between grade levels in combo classes with the exception of 
the 1st/2nd grade class. Documentation of two informal classroom observations, the beginning stages of 
standard checklists, and a formal evaluation template were provided. The school demonstrated the 
beginning stages of a system to monitor and evaluate standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures.   The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and documenting 
increases in student growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Math.  Academy of 
Math Intervention Solution test results were provided.   No analysis was provided as to how these 
assessments demonstrate increased student growth for the lowest performing students in Math. No 
evidence that a benchmark assessment is administered was provided.   
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a 
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Math.    
Professional development schedules, agendas, sign-in sheets, plans, and evaluations of the presentation 
were provided.  However, no documentation to support follow-up and monitoring strategies or that the 
plan is aligned with teacher learning needs was provided.  The school demonstrated an approach to 
professional development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and instructional 
practices. 
 


No analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated increased student growth for students with 
growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Math. 


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


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.  The 
data and analysis included provided limited support for the narrative. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased 
student growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Reading.    First through sixth 
grade curriculum maps that demonstrated lack of alignment to lesson plans and a report card that listed 
the order of concepts to be taught were provided.  Template forms for curriculum evaluations and 
revisions were provided; however there was no documentation to demonstrate these elements were in 
place as a system.   Additionally, curriculum alignment was provided for 2nd and 3rd grade and 
documentation to support Dibels data meetings for K-3 was provided.    
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and limited data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards 
into instruction.    Lesson plans provided did not demonstrate alignment with curriculum maps, learning 
activities, or demonstrate differentiation between grade levels in combo classes with the exception of 
the 1st/2nd grade class. Documentation of two informal classroom observations, the beginning stages of 
standard checklists, and a formal evaluation template were provided.   The school demonstrated the 
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beginning stages of a system to monitor and evaluate standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures.   The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and documenting 
increases in student growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Reading.    Academy 
of Reading Intervention Software Program, Spalding spelling scores for 3rd and 4th grades, and Riverdeep 
Reading Test Prep reports for Grades K-3 were provided. No analysis was provided as to how these 
assessments demonstrate increased student growth in Reading for the lowest performing students. No 
evidence that a benchmark assessment is administered was provided.   These assessments did not 
demonstrate a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures 
aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology. 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a 
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in 
Reading.    Professional development schedules, agendas, sign-in sheets, plans, and evaluations of the 
presentation were provided.  However, no documentation to support follow-up and monitoring 
strategies or that the plan is aligned with teacher learning needs was provided.  The school 
demonstrated an approach to professional development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the 
curriculum and instructional practices. 
 
No analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated increased student growth for students with 
growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Reading. 


2a. Percent Passing 
Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.  The 
data and analysis included provided limited support for the narrative.  The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased 
student proficiency in Math.   First through sixth grade curriculum maps that demonstrated lack of 
alignment to lesson plans and a report card that listed the order of concepts to be taught were provided.  
Template forms for curriculum evaluations and revisions were provided; however there was no 
documentation to demonstrate these elements were in place as a system. It was not evident that a 
system to create implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum was clearly defined and implemented 
across the school that contributes to increased student growth in Math.   
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and limited data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards 
into instruction.   Lesson plans provided did not demonstrate alignment with curriculum maps, learning 
activities, or demonstrate differentiation between grade levels in combo classes with the exception of 
the 1st/2nd grade class. Documentation of two informal classroom observations, the beginning stages of 
standard checklists, and a formal evaluation template were provided.   The school demonstrated the 
beginning stages of a system to monitor and evaluate standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures.   The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and documenting 
student proficiency in Math.   Academy of Math Intervention Software Program test results were 
provided.   No analysis was provided as to how these assessments demonstrate increased student 
proficiency in Math. No documentation was provided to demonstrate how assessments are used to 
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inform instruction was provided. No evidence that a benchmark assessment is administered was 
provided.   These assessments did not demonstrate a comprehensive assessment system based on 
clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a 
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student proficiency in Math.    Professional development schedules, agendas, 
sign-in sheets, plans, and evaluations of the presentation were provided.  However, no documentation to 
support follow-up and monitoring strategies or that the plan is aligned with teacher learning needs was 
provided.  The school demonstrated an approach to professional development that is not comprehensive 
nor aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. 
 
No analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated increased student proficiency in Math. 


2a. Percent Passing 
Reading 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.  The 
data and analysis included provided limited support for the narrative. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased 
student proficiency in Reading.    First through sixth grade curriculum maps that demonstrated lack of 
alignment to lesson plans and a report card that listed the order of concepts to be taught were provided.  
Template forms for curriculum evaluations and revisions were provided; however there was no 
documentation to demonstrate these elements were in place as a system.   Additionally, curriculum 
alignment was provided for 2nd and 3rd grade and documentation to support Dibels data meetings for K-3 
was provided.    
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and limited data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards 
into instruction.    Lesson plans provided did not demonstrate alignment with curriculum maps, learning 
activities, or demonstrate differentiation between grade levels in combo classes with the exception of 
the 1st/2nd grade class. Documentation of two informal classroom observations, the beginning stages of 
standard checklists, and a formal evaluation template were provided.   The school demonstrated the 
beginning stages of a system to monitor and evaluate standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures.   The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and documenting 
student proficiency in Reading.    Academy of Reading Intervention Software Program, Spalding spelling 
scores for 3rd and 4th grades, and Riverdeep Reading Test Prep reports for Grades K-3 were provided. No 
analysis was provided as to how these assessments demonstrate increased student proficiency in 
Reading. No evidence that a benchmark assessment is administered was provided.   These assessments 
did not demonstrate a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined performance 
measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology. 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a 
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student proficiency in Reading. Professional development schedules, agendas, 
sign-in sheets, plans, and evaluations of the presentation were provided.  However, no documentation to 
support follow-up and monitoring strategies or that the plan is aligned with teacher learning needs was 
provided.  The school demonstrated an approach to professional development that is not comprehensive 
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nor aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. 
 
No analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated increased student proficiency in Reading. 


2b. Composite School Comparison (Traditional and 


Small Schools only)  


Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.  The 
data and analysis included provided limited support for the narrative. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing 
student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities.   First through 
sixth grade curriculum maps that demonstrated lack of alignment to lesson plans, a report card that 
listed the order of concepts to be taught, and a sample ILLP were provided.  Template forms for 
curriculum evaluations and revisions were provided; however there was no documentation to 
demonstrate these elements were in place as a system. It was not evident that a system to create 
implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum was clearly defined and implemented across the school that 
contributes to increased student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students with 
disabilities.   
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and limited data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards 
into instruction.   Lesson plans provided did not demonstrate alignment with curriculum maps, learning 
activities, or demonstrate differentiation between grade levels in combo classes with the exception of 
the 1st/2nd grade class. Documentation of two informal classroom observations, the beginning stages of 
standard checklists, and a formal evaluation template were provided.   The school demonstrated the 
beginning stages of a system to monitor and evaluate standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures.   The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and documenting 
student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities.   Academy of 
Math Intervention Software Program test results were provided.   No analysis was provided as to how 
these assessments demonstrate increased student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, 
and students with disabilities.  No documentation was provided to demonstrate how assessments are 
used to inform instruction was provided. No evidence that a benchmark assessment is administered was 
provided.   These assessments did not demonstrate a comprehensive assessment system based on 
clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a 
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students with 
disabilities.    Professional development schedules, agendas, sign-in sheets, plans, and evaluations of the 
presentation were provided.  However, no documentation to support follow-up and monitoring 
strategies or that the plan is aligned with teacher learning needs was provided.  The school 
demonstrated an approach to professional development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the 
curriculum and instructional practices. 
 
No analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated increased student proficiency in Math for 
ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities. 
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2b. Composite School Comparison (Traditional and 


Small Schools only)  


Reading 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.  The 
data and analysis included provided limited support for the narrative. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing 
student proficiency in Reading for ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities.    First through 
sixth grade curriculum maps that demonstrated lack of alignment to lesson plans and a report card that 
listed the order of concepts to be taught were provided.  Template forms for curriculum evaluations and 
revisions were provided; however there was no documentation to demonstrate these elements were in 
place as a system.   Additionally, curriculum alignment was provided for 2nd and 3rd grade and 
documentation to support Dibels data meetings for K-3 was provided.    
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and limited data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards 
into instruction. Lesson plans provided did not demonstrate alignment with curriculum maps, learning 
activities, or demonstrate differentiation between grade levels in combo classes with the exception of 
the 1st/2nd grade class. Documentation of two informal classroom observations, the beginning stages of 
standard checklists, and a formal evaluation template were provided.   The school demonstrated the 
beginning stages of a system to monitor and evaluate standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures.   The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and documenting 
student proficiency in Reading for ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities.    Academy of 
Reading Intervention Software Program, Spalding spelling scores for 3rd and 4th grades, and Riverdeep 
Reading Test Prep reports for Grades K-3 were provided. No analysis was provided as to how these 
assessments demonstrate increased student proficiency in Reading for ELL students, FRL students, and 
students with disabilities. No evidence that a benchmark assessment is administered was provided.  
These assessments did not demonstrate a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined 
performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a 
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student proficiency in Reading for ELL students, FRL students, and students with 
disabilities.    Professional development schedules, agendas, sign-in sheets, plans, and evaluations of the 
presentation were provided.  However, no documentation to support follow-up and monitoring 
strategies or that the plan is aligned with teacher learning needs was provided.  The school 
demonstrated an approach to professional development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the 
curriculum and instructional practices. 
 
No analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated increased student proficiency in Reading for 
ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities. 


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


ELL 


    Math  I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.  The 
data and analysis included provided limited support for the narrative. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing 
student proficiency in Math for ELL students.   First through sixth grade curriculum maps that 
demonstrated lack of alignment to lesson plans and a report card that listed the order of concepts to be 
taught were provided.  Template forms for curriculum evaluations and revisions were provided; however 
there was no documentation to demonstrate these elements were in place as a system. It was not 
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evident that a system to create implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum was clearly defined and 
implemented across the school that contributes to increased student proficiency for ELL students in 
Math.   
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and limited data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards 
into instruction.   Lesson plans provided did not demonstrate alignment with curriculum maps, learning 
activities, or demonstrate differentiation between grade levels in combo classes with the exception of 
the 1st/2nd grade class. Documentation of two informal classroom observations, the beginning stages of 
standard checklists, and a formal evaluation template were provided.   The school demonstrated the 
beginning stages of a system to monitor and evaluate standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures.   The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and documenting 
student proficiency in Math for ELL students.   Academy of Math Intervention Software Program test 
results were provided.   No analysis was provided to demonstrate how these assessments demonstrate 
increased student proficiency in Math for ELL students. No documentation was provided as to how 
assessments are used to inform instruction was provided. No evidence that a benchmark assessment is 
administered was provided.   These assessments did not demonstrate a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional 
methodology. 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a 
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student proficiency in Math for ELL students.    Professional development 
schedules, agendas, sign-in sheets, plans, and evaluations of the presentation were provided.  However, 
no documentation to support follow-up and monitoring strategies or that the plan is aligned with 
teacher learning needs was provided.  The school demonstrated an approach to professional 
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. 
 
No analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated increased student proficiency in Math for 
ELL students. 


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


ELL 


    Reading 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.  The 
data and analysis included provided limited support for the narrative.  The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing 
student proficiency in Reading for ELL students.   First through sixth grade curriculum maps that 
demonstrated lack of alignment to lesson plans and a report card that listed the order of concepts to be 
taught were provided.  Template forms for curriculum evaluations and revisions were provided; however 
there was no documentation to demonstrate these elements were in place as a system.   Additionally, 
curriculum alignment was provided for 2nd and 3rd grade and documentation to support Dibels data 
meetings for K-3 was provided.    
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and limited data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards 
into instruction.    Lesson plans provided did not demonstrate alignment with curriculum maps, learning 
activities, or demonstrate differentiation between grade levels in combo classes with the exception of 
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the 1st/2nd grade class. Documentation of two informal classroom observations, the beginning stages of 
standard checklists, and a formal evaluation template were provided.   The school demonstrated the 
beginning stages of a system to monitor and evaluate standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures.   The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and documenting 
student proficiency in Reading for ELL students.    Academy of Reading Intervention Software Program, 
Spalding spelling scores for 3rd and 4th grades, and Riverdeep Reading Test Prep reports for Grades K-3 
were provided. No analysis was provided as to how these assessments demonstrate increased student 
proficiency in Reading for ELL students. No evidence that a benchmark assessment is administered was 
provided.  These assessments did not demonstrate a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly 
defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology. 
  
Professional Development: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a 
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student proficiency in Reading for ELL students.    Professional development 
schedules, agendas, sign-in sheets, plans, and evaluations of the presentation were provided.  However, 
no documentation to support follow-up and monitoring strategies or that the plan is aligned with 
teacher learning needs was provided.  The school demonstrated an approach to professional 
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. 
 
No analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated increased student proficiency in Reading for 
ELL students. 


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


FRL 


   Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.  The 
data and analysis included provided limited support for the narrative. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing 
student proficiency in Math for FRL students.   First through sixth grade curriculum maps that 
demonstrated lack of alignment to lesson plans and a report card that listed the order of concepts to be 
taught were provided.  Template forms for curriculum evaluations and revisions were provided; however 
there was no documentation to demonstrate these elements were in place as a system. It was not 
evident that a system to create implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum was clearly defined and 
implemented across the school that contributes to increased student proficiency for FRL students in 
Math.   
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and limited data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards 
into instruction.   Lesson plans provided did not demonstrate alignment with curriculum maps, learning 
activities, or demonstrate differentiation between grade levels in combo classes with the exception of 
the 1st/2nd grade class. Documentation of two informal classroom observations, the beginning stages of 
standard checklists, and a formal evaluation template were provided.   The school demonstrated the 
beginning stages of a system to monitor and evaluate standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures.   The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and documenting 
student proficiency in Math for FRL students.   Academy of Math Intervention Software Program test 
results were provided.   No analysis was provided as to how these assessments demonstrate increased 
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student proficiency in Math for FRL students. No documentation was provided to demonstrate how 
assessments are used to inform instruction was provided. No evidence that a benchmark assessment is 
administered was provided.   These assessments did not demonstrate a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional 
methodology 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a 
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student proficiency in Math for FRL students.    Professional development 
schedules, agendas, sign-in sheets, plans, and evaluations of the presentation were provided.  However, 
no documentation to support follow-up and monitoring strategies or that the plan is aligned with 
teacher learning needs was provided.  The school demonstrated an approach to professional 
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. 
 
No analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated increased student proficiency in Math for 
FRL students. 


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


FRL 


    Reading 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.  The 
data and analysis included provided limited support for the narrative. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing 
student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities.    First through sixth grade curriculum maps 
that demonstrated lack of alignment to lesson plans and a report card that listed the order of concepts to 
be taught were provided.  Template forms for curriculum evaluations and revisions were provided; 
however there was no documentation to demonstrate these elements were in place as a system.   
Additionally, curriculum alignment was provided for 2nd and 3rd grade and documentation to support 
Dibels data meetings for K-3 was provided.    
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and limited data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards 
into instruction.    Lesson plans provided did not demonstrate alignment with curriculum maps, learning 
activities, or demonstrate differentiation between grade levels in combo classes with the exception of 
the 1st/2nd grade class. Documentation of two informal classroom observations, the beginning stages of 
standard checklists, and a formal evaluation template were provided.   The school demonstrated the 
beginning stages of a system to monitor and evaluate standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures.   The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and documenting 
student proficiency in Reading for FRL students.    Academy of Reading Intervention Software Program, 
Spalding spelling scores for 3rd and 4th grades, and Riverdeep Reading Test Prep reports for Grades K-3 
were provided. No analysis was provided as to how these assessments demonstrate increased student 
proficiency in Reading for FRL students. These assessments did not demonstrate a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology.  No evidence that a benchmark assessment is administered was provided. 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a 
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student proficiency in Reading for FRL students.    Professional development 
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schedules, agendas, sign-in sheets, plans, and evaluations of the presentation were provided.  However, 
no documentation to support follow-up and monitoring strategies or that the plan is aligned with 
teacher learning needs was provided.  The school demonstrated an approach to professional 
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. 
 
No analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated increased student proficiency in Reading for 
FRL students. 


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


Students with  disabilities 


    Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.  The 
data and analysis included provided limited support for the narrative.  The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing 
student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities.   First through sixth grade curriculum maps that 
demonstrated lack of alignment to lesson plans and a report card that listed the order of concepts to be 
taught were provided.  Template forms for curriculum evaluations and revisions were provided; however 
there was no documentation to demonstrate these elements were in place as a system. It was not 
evident that a system to create implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum was clearly defined and 
implemented across the school that contributes to increased student proficiency for students with 
disabilities in Math.   
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and limited data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards 
into instruction.   Lesson plans provided did not demonstrate alignment with curriculum maps, learning 
activities, or demonstrate differentiation between grade levels in combo classes with the exception of 
the 1st/2nd grade class. Documentation of two informal classroom observations, the beginning stages of 
standard checklists, and a formal evaluation template were provided.   The school demonstrated the 
beginning stages of a system to monitor and evaluate standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures.   The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and documenting 
student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities.   Academy of Math Intervention Software 
Program test results were provided.   No analysis was provided as to how these assessments 
demonstrate increased student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities.  No documentation was 
provided to demonstrate how assessments are used to inform instruction was provided. No evidence 
that a benchmark assessment is administered was provided.   These assessments did not demonstrate a 
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the 
curriculum and instructional methodology. 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a 
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities.    Professional 
development schedules, agendas, sign-in sheets, plans, and evaluations of the presentation were 
provided.  However, no documentation to support follow-up and monitoring strategies or that the plan is 
aligned with teacher learning needs was provided.  The school demonstrated an approach to 
professional development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and instructional 
practices. 
 
No analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated increased student proficiency in Math for 
students with disabilities. 
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2c. Subgroup Comparison 
(2b. for Alternative)  


Students with  disabilities 


    Reading 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.  The 
data and analysis included provided limited support for the narrative.  The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing 
student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities.    First through sixth grade curriculum maps 
that demonstrated lack of alignment to lesson plans and a report card that listed the order of concepts to 
be taught were provided.  Template forms for curriculum evaluations and revisions were provided; 
however there was no documentation to demonstrate these elements were in place as a system.   
Additionally, curriculum alignment was provided for 2nd and 3rd grade and documentation to support 
Dibels data meetings for K-3 was provided.    
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and limited data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards 
into instruction.    Lesson plans provided did not demonstrate alignment with curriculum maps, learning 
activities, or demonstrate differentiation between grade levels in combo classes with the exception of 
the 1st/2nd grade class. Documentation of two informal classroom observations, the beginning stages of 
standard checklists, and a formal evaluation template were provided.   The school demonstrated the 
beginning stages of a system to monitor and evaluate standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures.   The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and documenting 
student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities.    Academy of Reading Intervention Software 
Program, Spalding spelling scores for 3rd and 4th grades, and Riverdeep Reading Test Prep reports for 
Grades K-3 were provided. No analysis was provided as to how these assessments demonstrate 
increased student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities. No evidence that a benchmark 
assessment is administered was provided.  These assessments did not demonstrate a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology. 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a 
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs. The narrative and limited data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities.    Professional 
development schedules, agendas, sign-in sheets, plans, and evaluations of the presentation were 
provided.  However, no documentation to support follow-up and monitoring strategies or that the plan is 
aligned with teacher learning needs was provided.  The school demonstrated an approach to 
professional development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and instructional 
practices. 
 
No analysis was provided to identify data that demonstrated increased student proficiency in Reading for 
students with disabilities. 


3a. A-F Letter Grade  State Accountability System 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, 
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.  The 
data and analysis included provided limited support for the narrative. The narrative and data provided did 
not demonstrate that the school is increasing student growth and proficiency or meeting targets as 
described in the A-F Letter Grade Model.   First through sixth grade curriculum maps that demonstrated 
lack of alignment to lesson plans and a report card that listed the order of concepts to be taught were 
provided.  Template forms for curriculum evaluations and revisions were provided; however there was 
no documentation to demonstrate these elements were in place as a system. It was not evident that a 
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system to create implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum was clearly defined and implemented 
across the school that contributes to increased student growth and proficiency in Math and Reading.   
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and limited data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards 
into instruction.  The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school is increasing student 
growth and proficiency or meeting targets as described in the A-F Letter Grade Model.   Lesson plans 
provided did not demonstrate alignment with curriculum maps, learning activities, or demonstrate 
differentiation between grade levels in combo classes with the exception of the 1st/2nd grade class. 
Documentation of two informal classroom observations, the beginning stages of standard checklists, and 
a formal evaluation template were provided.   The school demonstrated the beginning stages of a system 
to monitor and evaluate standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures.   The narrative and data provided did 
not demonstrate that the school is increasing student growth and proficiency or meeting targets as 
described in the A-F Letter Grade Model.    Academy of Math Intervention Software Program test results 
were provided.   No analysis was provided to demonstrate how these assessments demonstrate 
increased student growth and proficiency in Math and Reading. No documentation was provided as to 
how assessments are used to inform instruction was provided. No evidence that a benchmark 
assessment is administered was provided.   These assessments did not demonstrate a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology. 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes the school is in the beginning stages of developing a 
professional development plan based on identified teacher learning needs.  The narrative and data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school is increasing student growth and proficiency or meeting 
targets as described in the A-F Letter Grade Model.    Professional development schedules, agendas, sign-
in sheets, plans, and evaluations of the presentation were provided.  However, no documentation to 
support follow-up and monitoring strategies or that the plan is aligned with teacher learning needs was 
provided.  The school demonstrated an approach to professional development that is not comprehensive 
nor aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. 








Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evidence Reviewed at Site Visit 


 
Omega Schools, Inc.  
Charter/School Name: C. Doby Preparatory                           Charter Representative: Patricia Keech 
Date: 11/19/13                                     Other leadership members present: Katy Goodwin 
Staff: Lisa Weisberg, Martha Morgan, DeAnna Rowe, Katie Poulos  
The table below reflects materials/items referenced in the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress that were confirmed on site for C. Doby 
Preparatory 


Evidence Requested Reviewed at Site Visit 


PLC documentation 
 
 
 


 No documentation provided 


Pacing guides and 
curriculum maps progress 
thus far 
 


 Report card transcript broken down into concepts 


 Sample Recommended Instructional Time form 


 Curriculum maps for grades K-6 


Lesson plans 
 
 
 


 Ten weeks of 5/6
th


 grade lesson plans provided at site visit 


 Eleven weeks of Kindergarten lesson plans 


 Five weeks of 1
st


/2
nd


 grade lesson plans 


 Thirteen weeks of 3
rd


/4
th


 grade lesson plans 


 Five weeks of 7
th


-12
th


 math lesson plans 


 Lesson Plan Evaluation Questions form 


Lesson plan review 
documentation 
 
 


 The documentation was a signature of the school principal on the lesson plan 


Professional development 
documentation, including 
teacher surveys 
 


 Pre-service schedule and the PD sign-in sheets that have been completed so far this year 
 


Standards checklist 
 
 
 


 Template 


 After the site visit provided completed standards checklists for K-8 
 


Informal and formal  Two Informal observations completed by two different administrators using different formats 







evaluations 
documentation 
 


 


Data to support the use of 
the multiple assessments 
mentioned in the DSP 
 


 Grade 6 Academy of Math  Assessment data – Class Gains Summary Report, Class Test Results, Student Training Progress 
Report 


 Grade 3 Academy of Math Assessment data – Class Snapshot Report, Student Training Progress Report 


 3
rd


-8
th


 grade Academy of Math and Reading Class Gain Summary Report 


 ALS data report for 6
th


,7
th


, and 8
th


 language arts and math  


 Grade 5 Individual student gain reports  


 Grade 7 four Individual student gain reports  


 Academic Performance Documentation for an unidentified assessment for 3
rd


, 4
th


, 5
th


, and 6
th


 grade 


 Grade 3 Spalding spelling data Grade 4 Spalding spelling data  


 Grade 3 Beginning of the Year Pretest assessment scores for Math, Language Arts, Science, and Social Studies  


 4
th


 Grade Beginning of the Year Pretests  


 ALS math and reading assessment reports 6-8 


Data review team 
documentation 
 
 


 Notes from K-3 Dibels Review  


Personalized professional 
learning plan for each 
teacher progress thus far 
 


 No documentation provided 


Reading and math 
specialist schedule 
 
 


 Schedule provided - Specialists teach a regular class and support other students through tutoring after school 


Tutoring documentation/ 
Friday school 
documentation 
 


 K-3 Tutoring bottom 25% determined from Dibels; Dibels data not provided 


 Tutoring schedule  and attendance for Specialists  


Rubric used to evaluate 
curriculum 
 
 


 Template provided 


 
 







 
Staff requested further information regarding areas not addressed in the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress. The table below identifies 
documents provided for those areas. 
 


Measure Evidence 
Requested 


Evidence Provided 


SGP Math 
 


Percent 
Passing 
Math 


 
 


Curriculum 
 
 
 


 Growing with Mathematics K-4, includes manipulatives – program not aligned to Arizona College and Career Ready Standards but 
states that there is a correlation guide to them; no correlation provided 


 States that there was a training provided to the teachers in how to crosswalk this curriculum to the common core; no 
documentation provided 


 Resources 
o They’ve added math “drills” not related to the program 
o Macro as an Enrichment program K-6, stated its not aligned with instruction 
o ALS is available to teachers for supplement; reports provided reading and math for 6-8


th
 grade 


o Extra Math is available to teachers for supplement but there is no systematic approach to this program 


 Academy of Math; program is used two times per week for 5o minute sessions.  Standards not aligned to instruction in 
classroom. Students are prescribed a lesson and program monitors their progress through additional assessments.  This is not a 
benchmark assessment program. 


 ELL – no Azella last year; creating ILLPs this year 


 FRL – Title 1 plan; SIP plan 


 SPED - IEP Pull-Out; SPED teacher works with classroom teachers; Resource Room – no documentation provided 


Monitoring 
Instruction 
 
 
 


 Report card tracker – tracks the concepts “to know what to teach” 


 Lesson plans with standards –5/6
th


 grade the lesson plans were duplicative in some instances; inconsistencies among other grade 
level plans 


 Curriculum maps provided for 3-5
th


 grades (the only ones complete); K-2 and 6
th


 provided after site visit 


 Standards checklist, only been in place 3 weeks; provided after site visit completed since the beginning of the year 


 Formal observation not completed 


 Informal observation – only 2 completed  by different administrators and not following the same format 


 Accommodations/modifications section of lesson plan intended to be small group instruction lesson plan 


Assessment 
 
 
 


 Academic documentation form previous administration – they stated they are not sure what assessment 


 Academy of Math 


 ALS assessment reports 6-8 


Professional 
Development 
 
 


 Professional Development Pre-service schedule 


 Two common core trainings; documentation was not provided 


 Training on new programs and new staff on programs that they already have 







Measure Evidence 
Requested 


Evidence Provided 


SGP Reading 
 


Percent 
Passing 
Reading 


Curriculum 
 
 
 


 Harcourt Trophies approved by Move on When Reading K-8 adopted last year 


 Spalding Phonics K-4 


 K-8 Academy of Reading 


 Data review team for Dibels K-3, no data review team for 4-8 or for Math 


 Report Card provides concepts that the teachers are intended to follow and that are intended to align with the standards 
checklist and lesson plans 


 Tutoring is for K-3 based on Dibels Intensive scores – no data is collected on effectiveness of tutoring 


 ELL – no Azella last year; creating ILLPs 


 FRL – Title 1 plan; SIP plan 


 SPED - IEP Pull-Out; SPED teacher works with classroom teachers; Resource Room 


Monitoring 
Instruction 
 
 
 


 Grades 3-6 language arts curriculum maps 


Assessment 
 
 
 


 K-3 Riverdeep reading assessment 


 Academy of Reading 


 ALS assessment reports 6-8 


Professional 
Development 
 
 


 Professional Development Pre-service schedule 


 Two common core trainings (PowerPoint to be provided in 48 hours) 


 Training on new programs and new staff on programs that they already have 


 
Additional Information: 


 5th administrator since last Fall 
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AGENDA ITEM:  Consideration of Revocation or Restoration of a Charter of a Charter Holder Operating 
an F School  
 


Issue 
C. Doby Preparatory operated by Omega Schools, Inc. was assigned an F letter grade by the Arizona 
Department of Education based on its academic performance during the 2012-2013 school year.  The 
Board must determine whether to restore the charter to acceptable performance or to revoke the 
charter. 
 
Background Information 
In FY2011, the school, C. Doby Preparatory, received an achievement profile of Underperforming. In 
FY2012, the school earned a D Ietter grade. In FY2013, the school was assigned an F letter grade. On 
September 9, 2013, the Arizona Department of Education (ADE) notified the Board of the F letter grade 
status (failing level of performance) of C. Doby Preparatory (portfolio: b. Letter Grade Notification). 
Pursuant to A.R.S. § 15-241(U), if a charter school is assigned a letter grade of F, the ADE shall 
immediately notify the charter school's sponsor. The charter school's sponsor shall either take action to 
restore the charter school to acceptable performance or revoke the charter school's charter. 
   
Omega Schools, Inc. operates two schools, Oasis High School serving grades 9-12 and C. Doby 
Preparatory serving grade K-8.  C. Doby Preparatory is the school that is designated an F letter grade. 
Oasis High School was designated as Performing in FY2011.  In FY 2012, the school earned a C letter 
grade.  In FY2013, the school earned a D letter grade.    
 
The graph below shows the total ADM for Omega Schools, Inc., C. Doby Preparatory, and Oasis High 
School’s actual 100th day average daily membership (ADM) for fiscal years 2010-2013 and 40th day ADM 
for fiscal year 2014.   
 


 


 


434 407 


305 


186 180 309 
272 


214 


125 130 125 135 
91 


61 50 
0


100


200


300


400


500


FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013 FY2014


Omega Schools, Inc.: 
Total Charter Enrollment Compared To  


C. Doby Preparatory 's and Oasis High School's 
Individual Enrollment 


FY 2010-2014 


Charter C. Doby Oasis







2 


ASBCS Board Meeting, December 9, 2013 


C. Doby Preparatory and Oasis High School were both small schools in FY12 (dashboard contains three 
years of pooled data).  With the State Board of Education’s and the Board’s changes to the small school 
definition, both are now classified as traditional schools for FY13 (dashboard represents academic data 
for FY13).  A dashboard representation of C. Doby Preparatory’s and Oasis High School’s academic 
outcomes, based upon the indicators and measures adopted by the Board, is provided below.  
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The following is a timeline of activities that have occurred related to the academic performance of 
Omega Schools, Inc.: 
 
July 2011  Omega Schools, Inc. was required to submit a Performance Management Plan 


(portfolio: h. Performance Management Plan) as a component of a transfer 
application because the schools did not meet the academic expectations set 
forth by the Board.  


 
August 2011  Omega Schools, Inc.’s request for a transfer from the State Board of Education 


to the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools was denied based on their 
academic performance because the schools did not meet the academic 
expectations set forth by the Board.  
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November 2011 The Board reconsidered and approved Omega Schools, Inc.’s request for a 


transfer from the State Board of Education to the Arizona State Board of Charter 
Schools with the understanding that continued or additional deficiencies in 
future performance may negatively impact the Board's decision with regard to 
any future action taken with this charter. 


 
January 2012 Omega Schools, Inc.’s renewal application was approved contingent upon the 


consolidation of the six schools into one elementary school and one high school. 
 
February 8, 2013  In accordance with the Board’s processes and based on the schools’ 


performance in FY 2012 (see dashboard representation above), the charter 
holder was notified of its requirement to submit a Demonstration of Sufficient 
Progress (DSP) as an annual report for the schools on a Performance 
Management Plan that did not meet the Board’s academic performance 
expectations. 


 
May 8, 2013  C. Doby Preparatory submitted its DSP timely. 


 A DSP site visit scheduled for July 24 was postponed pending the release 
of the FY2013 data. 
 


September 6, 2013  The charter representative resigned.   
 
September 9, 2013 The ADE notified the Board of the F letter grade status of C. Doby Preparatory.   
 
September 12, 2013 In accordance with the Board’s processes, the charter holder (via an email to 


the statutory agent and the board members) was notified (portfolio: c. DSP 
Notification Letter) of its requirement to submit a DSP and a Financial 
Performance Response as part of a requirement for a failing school that does 
not meet the Board’s academic performance expectations. In the letter, the 
charter holder was also told that the determination by the Board of whether to 
restore or to revoke the charter for Omega Schools, Inc. would be based on the 
evidence of the charter holder’s performance in accordance with the 
performance framework adopted by the Board, including the charter holder’s 
demonstration of sufficient progress toward the academic performance 
expectations of the Board.   


 
October 17, 2013 In accordance with the Board’s processes, the charter holder was notified 


(portfolio: d. Site Visit Notifications) that Board staff would conduct a site visit 
on November 19, 2013 and that Board staff would verify information included in 
the DSP. 


 
October 25, 2013 A new charter representative for Omega Schools, Inc. was identified. 
 
November 12, 2013 The charter holder submitted the DSP (portfolio: e. Demonstration of Sufficient 


Progress) and the Financial Performance Response timely. 
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November 15, 2013  Board staff sent an email to the charter representative, which confirmed the 
site visit date, identified items to be reviewed on site, and provided the initial 
evaluation of the DSP (portfolio: d. Site Visit Notifications), submitted on 
November 12, 2013. 


 
November 19, 2013 Board staff conducted a site visit to meet with the leadership team (Pat Keech, 


Charter Representative and School Principal, and Katy Goodwin, Assistant to the 
Principal) to confirm the documentation presented in the DSP and review 
additional information to be considered in the final evaluation of the charter 
holder’s DSP submission.  


 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress 
The DSP submitted by Omega Schools, Inc. was required to address the areas (curriculum, monitoring 
instruction, assessment, and professional development) for the measures, for which the charter holder 
was required to provide a response.  The charter holder was provided a copy of the initial evaluation 
prior to the site visit and informed that areas initially evaluated as not acceptable could be addressed 
with additional evidence and documentation at the time of the visit.  The charter holder also had 48 
hours following the site visit to submit relevant documentation.   
 
After considering information in the DSP, evidence and documentation provided at the time of the site 
visit, and additional documentation submitted following the site visit, the charter holder failed to 
provide evidence of a curriculum aligned to the standards, failed to provide a systematic process for 
monitoring and recording the implementation of the standards in instruction, failed to provide a 
comprehensive assessment system based upon clearly defined performance measures aligned with the 
curriculum, and failed to provide a comprehensive professional development plan that was aligned to 
teacher needs.  A summary of findings for each required area as evaluated is provided below:     
 
Curriculum: 
C. Doby Preparatory did not successfully demonstrate a system to create, implement, evaluate, and 
revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum aligned with Arizona College and Career Ready 
Standards and are supported by data and analysis.  Based on the DSP, Board staff expected to collect 
documentation on pacing guides, curriculum maps, curriculum evaluation documentation, meeting 
documentation, and curriculum alignment. 
 
The charter holder stated in the DSP (Pg. 3 Par. 1) that C. Doby Preparatory had Professional Learning 
Communities (PLCs) working to finish pacing guides and curriculum maps which they began last year.  At 
the time of the site visit, the charter holder provided Board staff with pacing guides for the ALS 
curriculum begun last year, and stated it is no longer used as the primary curriculum but as a 
supplement.  The ALS pacing guides were not collected because they are no longer used as the primary 
curriculum.  The charter representative provided Board staff with math and language arts curriculum 
maps for grades 3-5, stating that was all that was completed at this time.  After the site visit, Board staff 
was provided with curriculum maps for K-2 and 6th grade.  For multiple standards identified on each of 
the curriculum maps, there was a lack of alignment to the lesson plans provided.  No curriculum maps 
for grades 7 or 8 were provided.   
 
The charter holder stated in the DSP (Pg. 24 Par. 3) that it has a process to regularly evaluate curriculum 
for improvement.  At the time of the site visit, Board staff was provided with a rubric template, but no 
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documentation to support the use of the rubric was provided.  No evidence to support a system to 
regularly evaluate curriculum was provided. 
 
The charter holder stated in the DSP (Pg. 18 Par. 1) that C. Doby Preparatory had the data review team, 
the reading specialist, and the administration working together to implement, evaluate, and revise 
curriculum as needed based on the evidence gathered from assessments.  At the time of the site visit, 
the only data review documentation provided to Board staff was documentation of data meetings 
regarding the acquisition of early literacy skills for grades K-3.  No documentation was provided for 
language arts for grades 4-8 and no documentation was provided for math K-8. 
 
A Common Core standards curriculum alignment document generated by the publisher of Harcourt 
Trophies (reading text) was provided for grades 2 and 3 at the site visit.  There was no evidence 
provided of how this document was being used, nor was there evidence of curriculum alignment to the 
Arizona College and Career Ready Standards for language arts for grades K-1 and 4-8.  There was no 
evidence of curriculum alignment to the Arizona College and Career Ready Standards for math for 
grades K-8. 
 
The charter holder provided data charts generated from Auto Skills Academy of Math and Auto Skills 
Academy of Reading for grade levels and individual students. However, there was no analysis of the data 
provided that demonstrated that the curriculum contributed to increased student growth and 
proficiency in math or reading. 
 
Monitoring Instruction: 
C. Doby Preparatory did not successfully demonstrate a system to monitor the integration of Arizona 
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and the evaluation of instructional practices of the 
teachers supported by data, data analysis and feedback to further develop the system.  Based on the 
DSP, Board staff expected to collect documentation regarding lesson plans that reflect Arizona College 
and Career Ready Standards and appropriate level of rigor, lesson plan review, standards checklists, 
informal and formal observations, and data review teams. 
 
The charter holder stated in the DSP (Pg. 3 Par. 2) that the teachers are required to submit lesson plans 
reflecting Common Core Standards and that each lesson is to be taught at the appropriate level of rigor 
using instructional best practices.  At the time of the site visit, Board staff requested C. Doby 
Preparatory’s best example of grade level lesson plans and were provided with ten weeks of 5th/6th 
grade combination class lesson plans.  Upon review of the documents, it was determined that many of 
these plans were duplicative of one another.  Additionally, the plans did not align with the curriculum 
maps and the objectives and activities did not align with the standard listed.  The 5th/6th grade 
combination class was not differentiated between 5th and 6th grades and these plans did not reflect the 
“I do, we do, you do” method as identified in the DSP (Pg. 3 Par. 2).  Some of the lesson plans included 
the signature of the school principal.  The school principal stated that this signified she had reviewed the 
plans and determined they were acceptable.  There was no documentation provided that the 
appropriate level of rigor was occurring in the instruction.  After the site visit, Board staff was provided 
with eleven weeks of Kindergarten lesson plans, five weeks  of 1st/2nd grade combination class lesson 
plans, thirteen weeks of 3rd/4th grade combination class, and five weeks of 7th-12th math lesson plans.  
The deficiencies found in the 3rd/4th grade combination class were similar to those described for the 
5th/6th combo class.  Additionally, the only lesson plans to include the “I do, we do, you do” method as 
identified in the DSP and grade level differentiation were the 1st/2nd grade combination class lesson 
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plans where two of the five of the lesson plans identified these elements.  Board staff was not provided 
with curriculum maps for 7th and 8th grades so no determination of alignment could be made. 
 
The charter holder stated in the DSP (Pg. 12 Par. 1) that the teachers use standards checklists within 
their lesson plans and instruction.  At the site visit, Board staff was provided with lists of highlighted 
standards used at the beginning of the school year to monitor the incorporation of standards into 
instruction.  The charter representative provided Board staff with the standards checklist template 
stating that the template was provided to teachers three weeks prior to the site visit.  After the site visit, 
Board staff was provided with completed standards checklists since the beginning of the year.  In 
multiple instances, the standards checklists provided did not align with the curriculum maps provided.  
 
The DSP (Pg. 14 Par. 2) identified that a minimum of three informal observations and two formal 
observations are completed each school year per teacher.  At the time of the site visit, a formal 
evaluation template was provided and the charter representative stated that no formal evaluations had 
yet been completed.  Board staff was also provided with one informal observation for two different 
teachers; each was completed in a note-taking fashion; one included mention of the standards; and 
neither included the instructional strategies to be monitored by observations as stated in the DSP (Pg. 9 
Par. 2).   
 
Assessment: 
C. Doby Preparatory did not successfully demonstrate a comprehensive assessment system based on 
clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology that 
includes data collection and analysis from multiple assessments.  Based on the DSP, Board staff 
expected to review relevant data from multiple assessments aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology and the analysis and documentation to support it. 
 
The charter holder stated in multiple sections of the DSP (Pg. 4 Par.1, Pg. 8 Par. 4, Pg. 12 Par. 2, Pg. 17 
Par. 2) that C. Doby Preparatory uses Auto Skills Academy of Math and Auto Skills Academy of Reading 
which are aligned to the Common Core Standards.  At the time of the site visit, Board staff was provided 
with Auto Skills pretest reports in August and post-tests reports in October for each grade level in 
reading and math, including two grade levels’ individualized school report. Interpretation of the graphs 
was provided but no specific analysis of the data or documentation of data analysis meetings was 
provided.   
 
Based on follow-up with a representative from Auto Skills Academy of Math and Auto Skills Academy of 
Reading, these products are intended to be an intervention software program.  Neither program is 
intended for the proficient or advanced student.  The data reports generated from the program are 
intended to monitor the progress within the program.  Pretests assign a grade level equivalency and 
designate foundational skills the student should work on independently in order to bring him/her up to 
grade level.  While the program is correlated to the Common Core standards the skills are assessed and 
instructed at a lower level, rather than the higher order skills of Common Core, in order to build the 
foundational skills necessary.  This is not a benchmark assessment nor is it a valid method to determine 
growth or proficiency within the general education population. 
 
After the site visit, Board staff was provided with ALS math and language arts assessment reports for 
grades 6-8 with no data analysis to accompany it. Staff was also provided with a K/1 reading assessment 
summary report with no data analysis to accompany it.  No documentation that these assessments are 
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aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology was provided.  Additionally, no 
documentation was provided to demonstrate how these programs are used to inform instruction. 
 
 
Professional Development: 
C. Doby Preparatory did not successfully demonstrate a comprehensive professional development plan 
that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow up and monitoring strategies, and is 
supported by data and analysis.  Based on the DSP, Board staff expected to collect documentation 
regarding the personalized professional development plan, needs assessment, and Professional Learning 
Community (PLC) documentation.  
 
The charter holder stated in the DSP (Pg. 9 Par. 4) that the school was moving slowly to a personalized 
professional development plan.  At the time of the site visit, the school principal stated that at this time 
surveys have been passed out to the teachers.  No documentation was available to support the school is 
in the process of developing a personalized professional development plan. 
 
The charter holder stated in the DSP (Pg. 9 Par. 3) that after assessing teacher needs at the school, 
professional development was determined.  At the time of the site visit, no documentation to support 
the assessment of needs was provided.  After the site visit, a professional development plan for 2013-
2014 was provided, as well as a professional development evaluation, an orientation schedule, and 
agendas and sign-in sheets to support the scheduled professional development.  Although some 
professional development was provided at the school, no documentation of follow-up and monitoring 
strategies, no evidence of effectiveness, and no evidence of PLCs were provided. 
 
Financial Performance: 
The charter holder did not meet the Board’s financial performance expectations based on the fiscal year 
2012 audit. The following table includes the charter holder’s financial data and financial performance for 
the last three audited fiscal years. Omega Schools has not yet submitted its fiscal year 2013 audit, which 
was due by November 15, 2013. The Board is currently withholding 10% of the charter holder’s monthly 
state equalization assistance. 
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The charter holder was required to submit a financial performance response based on the fiscal year 
2012 audit (portfolio: i. Financial Evaluation and Response). Staff’s evaluation of the initial financial 
performance response resulted in zero “Acceptable” and two “Not Acceptable” determinations 
(portfolio: i. Financial Evaluation and Response). On November 19, 2013, the charter holder was given 
the opportunity to provide additional information within 48 hours. No additional information was 
submitted. 
 
 


2012 2011* 2010


Statement of Financial Position 2009


Cash $17,657 $17,695 $25,374 $283,790


Unrestricted Cash $17,657 $17,657 $25,374


Total Assets $7,536,465 $7,777,331 $8,130,273


Total Liabilities $7,569,287 $7,989,388 $8,140,727


Current Portion of Long-Term Debt & 


Capital Leases $413,000 $398,000 $373,000


Net Assets ($32,822) ($212,057) ($10,454)


Statement of Activities


Revenue $3,206,099 $4,147,472 $4,133,074


Expenses $3,026,864 $4,241,075 $4,753,684


Net Income $179,235 ($93,603) ($620,610)


Change in Net Assets $179,235 ($93,603) ($620,610)


Financial Statements or Notes


Depreciation & Amortization Expense $304,391 $279,843 $238,876


Interest Expense $319,598 $505,479 $469,483


Lease Expense -                  -                  -                  


2012 2011 2010 3-yr Cumulative


Going Concern No Yes No N/A


Unrestricted Days Cash 2.13 1.52 1.95 N/A


Default No No No N/A


Net Income $179,235 ($93,603) ($620,610) N/A


Cash Flow ($38) ($7,679) ($258,416) ($266,133)


Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio 1.10 0.77 0.10 N/A


* The fiscal year 2012 audit included prior period adjustments to financial statements.


Financial Data


Financial Performance


Near-Term Indicators


Sustainabi l i ty Indicators


Omega Schools, Inc.
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Board Options 
Option 1:  The Board may vote to issue a Notice of Intent to Revoke the charter holder’s charter 
contract. Staff recommends the following language for consideration: I move that the Board issue a 
Notice of Intent to Revoke the charter of Founding Fathers Academies, Inc. on the basis of its 
designation as an F school for FY 2013 and its failure to meet or demonstrate sufficient progress toward 
the Board’s academic expectations as set forth in the performance framework. The charter holder failed 
to provide evidence of a system to adopt, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum aligned with 
Arizona College and Career Ready Standards, failed to provide a systematic process for monitoring and 
recording the implementation of the standards in instruction, failed to provide a comprehensive 
assessment system based upon clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum, and 
failed to provide a comprehensive professional development plan that was aligned to teacher needs, 
provides for monitoring and follow-up strategies and is supported by data and analysis.  Additionally, 
Omega Schools, Inc.’s failure to meet the Board’s financial performance expectations reflects a lack of 
capacity to support improved performance. The charter holder has also failed to timely submit the fiscal 
year 2013 annual financial statement and compliance audit as required by A.R.S. §15-183(E)(6), A.R.S. 
§15-914 and the charter contract. 
 
I further move that:  
• Within 48 hours of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall notify staff and 
parents/guardians of registered students of the Notice of Intent to Revoke and the Notice of Hearing 
and provide a school location where the copy may be reviewed;  
• Within 20 days of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall provide copies of all 
correspondence and communications used to comply with the preceding provision; and  
• Within 20 days of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall provide the Board with the 
names and mailing addresses of parents/guardians of all students registered with the school.  
 
Option 2: The Board may vote to restore the charter to acceptable performance.  The following 
language is provided for consideration: I move to direct staff to work with Founding Fathers Academies, 
Inc. to create a Consent Agreement for the purpose of restoring the charter to acceptable performance 
in accordance with A.R.S. § 15-241(U) that would minimally include quarterly progress reports that 
demonstrate evidence of a system to adopt, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum aligned with 
Arizona College and Career Ready Standards supported by data and analysis, evidence of a systematic 
process for monitoring and recording the implementation of the standards in instruction supported by 
data and analysis, evidence of a comprehensive assessment system based upon clearly defined 
performance measures aligned with the curriculum supported by data and analysis, and evidence of a 
comprehensive professional development plan that is aligned to teacher needs and provides for 
monitoring and follow-up strategies supported by data and analysis, which collectively  improves 
student achievement as supported by data.    
 
I further move that if the terms of a consent agreement that cannot be reached by the January Board 
meeting that the Board issue a Notice of Intent to Revoke the charter of Founding Fathers Academies, 
Inc. on the basis of its designation as an F school for FY 2013 and its failure to meet or demonstrate 
sufficient progress toward the Board’s academic expectations as set forth in the performance 
framework. The charter holder failed to provide evidence of a system to adopt, implement, evaluate, 
and revise curriculum aligned with Arizona College and Career Ready Standards, failed to provide a 
systematic process for monitoring and recording the implementation of the standards in instruction, 
failed to provide a comprehensive assessment system based upon clearly defined performance 
measures aligned with the curriculum, and failed to provide a comprehensive professional development 
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plan that was aligned to teacher needs, provides for monitoring and follow-up strategies and is 
supported by data and analysis.  Additionally, Omega Schools, Inc.’s failure to meet the Board’s financial 
performance expectations reflects a lack of capacity to support improved performance. The charter 
holder has also failed to timely submit the fiscal year 2013 annual financial statement and compliance 
audit as required by A.R.S. §15-183(E)(6), A.R.S. §15-914 and the charter contract. 
 
I further move that:  
• Within 48 hours of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall notify staff and 
parents/guardians of registered students of the Notice of Intent to Revoke and the Notice of Hearing 
and provide a school location where the copy may be reviewed;  
• Within 20 days of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall provide copies of all 
correspondence and communications used to comply with the preceding provision; and  
• Within 20 days of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall provide the Board with the 
names and mailing addresses of parents/guardians of all students registered with the school. 
 
 





