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Charter Contract Information Hide Section

Charter Corporate Name:
Charter CTDS:

Charter Status:

Authorizer:

Number of Schools:

Charter Grade Configuration:
FY Charter Opened:

Charter Granted:

Corp. Commission File #

Corp. Commission Status
Date

Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc.

03-87-53-000 Charter Entity ID: 79086
Open Contract Effective Date: 06/27/2000
ASBCS Contractual Days:
1 e STAR Charter School: 180
K-8 Contract Expiration Date: 06/26/2015
— Charter Signed: 05/09/2001
Corp. Commission Status Charter Holder is in Good
06/12/2000 P Standing
0243166-0 Corp. Type Non Profit
08/05/2008 Charter Enrollment Cap 120

Charter Contact Information

Mailing Address:

Phone:
Mission Statement:

Charter Representatives:
1.)

77 Leupp Road Website: _
Flagstaff, AZ 86004
602-412-3533 Fax: 928-225-2179

The mission of the STAR School is to develop and strengthen our students' competence in basic
academic technical and social skills through a comprehensive program of instruction that (1)
utilizes the tremendous wealth of information and help available through computers and the
internet, and (2) applies those skills to creative challenges around the school and in the
community. The STAR School maintains that parental involvement and community participation
are essential in teaching students sustainable living skills, history, culture, the arts, second
language acquisition, physical education and business: The STAR School will apply well-
researched and highly effective teaching strategies to help our students become successful,
contributing citizens.

Name: Email: FCC Expiration Date:
Dr. Mark Sorensen mark@ttn.org —

Academic Performance - STAR Charter School Hide Section

School Name:

STAR Charter School School CTDS: 03-87-53-101
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School Entity ID: 79090 Charter Entity ID: 79086

School Status: Open School Open Date: 08/18/2003
Physical Address: 145 Leupp Rd. Website: :
y Flagstaff, AZ 86004 http://www.starschool.org
Phone: 602-412-3533 Fax: 928-225-2179
Grade Levels Served: K-8 FY 2013 100t Day ADM: 103.403
Academic Performance Per Fiscal Year Hi ion

STAR Charter School

2012 2013
Traditional Traditional
Elementary School (K-8) Elementary School (K to 8)
Points : Points -
1. Growth Measure Assigned Weight Measure Assigned Weight
Math 8.5 75 12.5 43.5 50 12.5
la. SGP -
Reading 39 50 1245 59 75 12.5
1b. SGP Bottom 25% Math 47 50 12.5 34 50 12.5
' ' Reading 39 so 125 N
R~F Points ; Points :
2. Pr0f|C|ency Measure Assigned Weight Measure Assigned Weight
. Math 32/ 63.5 50 7.5 7.5
2a. Percent Passing -
Reading |45/ 77.3 50 [725) [/25)
2b. Composite School Math 7.5 7.5
Comparison Reading I s 7.5
Math NR 0 0 0
2c. Subgroup ELL :
Reading NR 0 0 0
2¢. Subaroun FRL Math 24 / 53.8 50 7.5 7.5
- >Hbreup Reading |41/69.6 50 | 7.5 T RE
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup SPED =
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0
T Point ' Point: s
3. State Accou ntab|||ty Measure As;)ilgnn;d Weight | Measure Ass(,)ilgnngd Weight
3a. State Accountability o | - [N o | o e
Overall Rat”’]g Overall Rating Overall Rating
Scoring for Overall Rating
89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard 48 12 100 4688 100
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard

Financial Performance Hide Section

Charter Corporate Name: Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 03-87-53-000 Charter Entity ID: 79086
Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 06/27/2000
Financial Performance - Fiscal Year 2013 Audit Hide Section

Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc.

Near-Term Indicators





Going Concern
Unrestricted Days Liquidity
Default

Sustainability Indicators
Note: Negative numbers are indicated below by parentheses.
Net Income
Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio
Cash Flow (3-Year
Cumulative)

Cash Flow Detail by Fiscal £y 2013 Py 2012 Fy 2011

($58,598) $30,852 $272,476

Meets Board's Financial Performance Expectations

Charter/Legal Compliance Hide Section

Charter Corporate Name: Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 03-87-53-000 Charter Entity ID: 79086
Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 06/27/2000

Year Timely Year Timely

2013 No 2014 Yes

2012 Yes 2013 Yes

2011 No 2012 Yes

2010 Yes 2011 Yes

2009 Yes 2010 Yes

Audit Compliance Hide Section
Charter Corporate Name: Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 03-87-53-000 Charter Entity ID: 79086
Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 06/27/2000

Year Timely
2013 Yes
2012 Yes
2011 No
2010 Yes
2009 Yes

There were no CAP Issues for fiscal years 2009 to 2013.






There were no repeat findings for fiscal years 2009 to 2013.
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Charter Holder Name: Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc.
School Name: STAR Charter School

Date Submitted: March 24, 2014

Academic Dashboard: FY13/FY12

| = Result after initial evaluation

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evaluation Instrument

Required for: Renewal

Initial Evaluation Completed: April 7, 2014
Final Evaluation Completed: May 28, 2014

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

Measure Acceptable Not Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments
Acceptable
1a. Student Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Median Growth describes a fragmented approach the school uses to create, implement | Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
Percentile (SGP) and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with | provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Math Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum | implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student
alignment, curriculum maps, and instructional material adoptions. growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of
However, the narrative does not describe a system to create, a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement,
implement, evaluate and revise curriculum evidenced by pacing guides, | evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College
committee work, data review teams, and clearly defined and and Career Ready Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided | alighment with other school improvement efforts.
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that
contributes to increased student growth in Math on Arizona's College Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
and Career Ready Standards. Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
I/s Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s

describes approaches the school uses to monitor the integration of
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and
evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson
plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, and informal classroom
observations and provides for some feedback. However, the narrative
does not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by standards
checklists, data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor
does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis to
further develop the system. The narrative provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into

College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an
assessment approach that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the
curriculum and instructional practices. The evidence demonstrated that
little data is collected and data is not used to make instructional

Page 1 of 18






Measure

Acceptable

Not

Initial Evaluation Comments

Final Evaluation Comments

Acceptable
instruction in Math. decisions.
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative . .
. . . Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.
describes assessment approaches the school uses including data . .
. . . . Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter
collection from multiple formative assessments. However, the narrative . . . . .
. . holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that
does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly | . . . .
. . . . includes implementation of a professional development plan that
defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and ) . -
. . . . . contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple . . .
. . charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, . . . . .
. development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The . . . . .
. . . . and instructional practices. The professional development described
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a . .
o L . lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student growth on school
Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for Math. '
o . . Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
Data: Limited data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate . ‘p . v
. . . . demonstrates improved academic performance in based on data
increased student growth in Math on Arizona's College and Career . .
. . . generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The data and
Ready Standards. The data provided shows inconsistent results, - . .
. . . analysis did not demonstrate improved student performance in math.
demonstrating some improvement as well as some declines.
1a. Student Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Median Growth describes a fragmented approach the school uses to create, implement | Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
Percentile (SGP) and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with | provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Reading Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum | implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student
alignment, curriculum maps, instructional material adoptions, and growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of
measureable implementation across the school. However, the narrative | a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement,
does not describe a system to create, implement, evaluate and revise evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College
curriculum evidenced by pacing guides, committee work, and data and Career Ready Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or
1/S review teams. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the alignment with other school improvement efforts.

school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student
growth in Reading on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for
Reading.

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes approaches the school uses to monitor the integration of
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and
evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into

Page 2 of 18






Not

Measure Acceptable Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments
Acceptable
plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, and informal classroom instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.
observations and provides for some feedback. However, the narrative
does not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s .
y . . & . Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. Through the
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the . - .
. . . . Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by standards . ) . ; .
. . provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
checklists, data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor . . o .
. . . . implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis to . . .
. . . proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an
further develop the system. The narrative provided did not . . . .
. . assessment approach that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the . . . . .
. . . ) . curriculum and instructional practices. The evidence demonstrated that
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into . . . . .
. L . little data is collected and data is not used to make instructional
instruction in Reading. iy
decisions.
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes assessment approaches the school uses including data Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.
collection from multiple formative assessments. However, the narrative | Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter
does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly | holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that
defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and includes implementation of a professional development plan that
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a | and instructional practices. The professional development described
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student growth on lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for Reading. school.
Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The data and
analysis for reading demonstrates increased percentages of students
reading at grade level, but did not demonstrate improved student
growth in reading.
1b. Student Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Median Growth describes a fragmented approach the school uses to create, implement | Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
Percentile (SGP) and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with | provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Bottom 25% 1/S Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum | implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student

Math

alignment, curriculum maps, and instructional material adoptions.
However, the narrative does not describe a system to create,
implement, evaluate and revise curriculum evidenced by pacing guides,

growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of
a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement,
evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Initial Evaluation Comments

Final Evaluation Comments

committee work, data review teams, and clearly defined and
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that
contributes to increased student growth in Math on Arizona's College
and Career Ready Standards for students in the bottom 25% for Math.

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes approaches the school uses to monitor the integration of
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and
evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson
plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, and informal classroom
observations and provides for some feedback. However, the narrative
does not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by standards
checklists, data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor
does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis to
further develop the system. The narrative provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction in Math for students in the bottom 25%.

Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes assessment approaches the school uses including data
collection from multiple formative assessments. However, the narrative
does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly
defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments,
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student growth on
Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for students in the
bottom 25%.

Data: Limited data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate
increased student growth in Math on Arizona's College and Career

and Career Ready Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or
alignment with other school improvement efforts.

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an
assessment approach that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the
curriculum and instructional practices. The evidence demonstrated that
little data is collected and data is not used to make instructional
decisions.

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that
includes implementation of a professional development plan that
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
and instructional practices. The professional development described
lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
school.

Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The data and
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Not

Measure Acceptable Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments
Acceptable
Ready Standards for students in the bottom 25%. The data provided analysis did not demonstrate improved student performance in math for
shows inconsistent results, demonstrating some improvement as well students in the bottom 25%.
as some declines.
1b. Student Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Median Growth describes a fragmented approach the school uses to create, implement | Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
Percentile (SGP) and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with | provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Bottom 25% Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum | implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student
Reading alignment, curriculum maps, instructional material adoptions, and growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of
measureable implementation across the school. However, the narrative | a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement,
does not describe a system to create, implement, evaluate and revise evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College
curriculum evidenced by pacing guides, committee work, and data and Career Ready Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or
review teams. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the alignment with other school improvement efforts.
school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student
growth in Reading on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for | Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
students in the bottom 25%. Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
describes approaches the school uses to monitor the integration of College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
/s Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the

evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson
plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, and informal classroom
observations and provides for some feedback. However, the narrative
does not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by standards
checklists, data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor
does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis to
further develop the system. The narrative provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction in Reading for students in the bottom 25%.

Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes assessment approaches the school uses including data
collection from multiple formative assessments. However, the narrative

integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an
assessment approach that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the
curriculum and instructional practices. The evidence demonstrated that
little data is collected and data is not used to make instructional
decisions.

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter
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Measure

Acceptable

Not

Initial Evaluation Comments

Final Evaluation Comments

Acceptable
does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly | holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that
defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and includes implementation of a professional development plan that
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a | and instructional practices. The professional development described
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student growth on lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for Reading for students school.
in the bottom 25%.
Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The data and
analysis did not demonstrate improved student performance in reading
for students in the bottom 25%.
2a. Percent Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Passing describes a fragmented approach the school uses to create, implement | Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
Math and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with | provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum | implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student
alignment, curriculum maps, and instructional material adoptions. growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of
However, the narrative does not describe a system to create, a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement,
implement, evaluate and revise curriculum evidenced by pacing guides, | evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College
committee work, data review teams, and clearly defined and and Career Ready Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided | alignment with other school improvement efforts.
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that
contributes to increased student proficiency in Math on Arizona's Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
1/S College and Career Ready Standards. Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes approaches the school uses to monitor the integration of
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and
evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson
plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, and informal classroom
observations and provides for some feedback. However, the narrative
does not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by standards
checklists, data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor

provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
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Not

Measure Acceptable Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments
Acceptable
does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis to | implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
further develop the system. The narrative provided did not proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the assessment approach that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into curriculum and instructional practices. The evidence demonstrated that
instruction in Math. little data is collected and data is not used to make instructional
decisions.
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes assessment approaches the school uses including data . .
. . . . Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.
collection from multiple formative assessments. However, the narrative . ..
. . Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter
does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly . . . . .
. . . . holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that
defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and . . . .
. . . . . includes implementation of a professional development plan that
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple . . -
. . contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, . . .
. charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The . . . . .
. . . . development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a . . . . .
o L . . and instructional practices. The professional development described
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency . .
. , lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for Math. school
Data: Limited data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate . . .
. - Y . p , Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
increased student proficiency in Math on Arizona's College and Career . .
. . . demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
Ready Standards. The data provided shows inconsistent results, . .
. . . generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The data and
demonstrating some improvement as well as some declines. L . .
analysis did not demonstrate improved student performance in math.
2a. Percent Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Passing describes a fragmented approach the school uses to create, implement | Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
Reading and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with | provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum | implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student
alignment, curriculum maps, instructional material adoptions, and growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of
measureable implementation across the school. However, the narrative | a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement,
/s does not describe a system to create, implement, evaluate and revise evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College

curriculum evidenced by pacing guides, committee work, and data
review teams. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student
proficiency in Reading on Arizona's College and Career Ready
Standards.

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative

and Career Ready Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or
alignment with other school improvement efforts.

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
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Measure

Acceptable

Not

Initial Evaluation Comments

Final Evaluation Comments

Acceptable
describes approaches the school uses to monitor the integration of College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson | integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, and informal classroom instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.
observations and provides for some feedback. However, the narrative
does not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s .
i . . & . Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. Through the
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the . - .
. . . . Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by standards . . . > .
. . provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
checklists, data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor . . o .
. . . . implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis to . . .
. . . proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an
further develop the system. The narrative provided did not . . . .
. N assessment approach that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the . . . . .
. . . , . curriculum and instructional practices. The evidence demonstrated that
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into . . . . .
. L . little data is collected and data is not used to make instructional
instruction in Reading. .
decisions.
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes assessment approaches the school uses including data Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.
collection from multiple formative assessments. However, the narrative | Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter
does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly | holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that
defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and includes implementation of a professional development plan that
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a | and instructional practices. The professional development described
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for Reading. school.
Data: The data and analysis for reading demonstrates increased
percentages of students reading at grade level.
2b. Composite Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
School describes a fragmented approach the school uses to create, implement | Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
Comparison and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with | provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
(Traditional and /s Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum | implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student
Small Schools alignment, curriculum maps, and instructional material adoptions. growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of
only) However, the narrative does not describe a system to create, a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement,
Math implement, evaluate and revise curriculum evidenced by pacing guides, | evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College

committee work, data review teams, and clearly defined and

and Career Ready Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or
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measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that
contributes to increased student proficiency to expected performance
levels for ELL, FRL, and students with disabilities in Math as compared
to similar schools.

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes approaches the school uses to monitor the integration of
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and
evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson
plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, and informal classroom
observations and provides for some feedback. However, the narrative
does not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by standards
checklists, data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor
does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis to
further develop the system. The narrative provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction in Math.

Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes assessment approaches the school uses including data
collection from multiple formative assessments. However, the narrative
does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly
defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments,
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in
comparison to expected performance levels in Math for ELL, FRL, and
students with disabilities as compared to similar schools.

Data: Limited data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate
increased student proficiency in Math to expected performance levels

alignment with other school improvement efforts.

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an
assessment approach that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the
curriculum and instructional practices. The evidence demonstrated that
little data is collected and data is not used to make instructional
decisions.

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that
includes implementation of a professional development plan that
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
and instructional practices. The professional development described
lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
school.

Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The data and
analysis did not demonstrate improved student performance in math.
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Measure Acceptable Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments
Acceptable
for ELL, FRL, and students with disabilities as compared to similar Additionally, the charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
schools. The data provided shows inconsistent results, demonstrating demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
some improvement as well as some declines. The data provided by the | generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for students with
charter holder does not address the Board’s composite school measure; | disabilities.
however the charter holder’s own data demonstrates a lower
performance as compared to the schools it selected.
2b. Composite Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
School describes a fragmented approach the school uses to create, implement | Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
Comparison and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with | provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
(Traditional and Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum | implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student
Small Schools alignment, curriculum maps, instructional material adoptions, and growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of
only) measureable implementation across the school. However, the narrative | a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement,
Reading does not describe a system to create, implement, evaluate and revise evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College
curriculum evidenced by pacing guides, committee work, and data and Career Ready Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or
review teams. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the alignment with other school improvement efforts.
school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student
proficiency to expected performance levels for ELL, FRL, and students Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
with disabilities in Reading as compared to similar schools. Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
describes approaches the school uses to monitor the integration of College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
/S Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the

evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson
plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, and informal classroom
observations and provides for some feedback. However, the narrative
does not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by standards
checklists, data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor
does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis to
further develop the system. The narrative provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction in Math for subgroups.

Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes assessment approaches the school uses including data

integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an
assessment approach that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the
curriculum and instructional practices. The evidence demonstrated that
little data is collected and data is not used to make instructional
decisions.

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter
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collection from multiple formative assessments. However, the narrative | holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that
does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly | includes implementation of a professional development plan that
defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The and instructional practices. The professional development described
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a | lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in school.
comparison to expected performance levels in Reading for ELL, FRL, and
students with disabilities as compared to similar schools. Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The data and
analysis for reading demonstrates increased percentages of students
reading at grade level, but did not demonstrate improved student
growth in reading. Additionally, the charter holder did not provide data
and analysis that demonstrates improved academic performance based
on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for
students with disabilities.
2c. Subgroup The narrative provided stated that there are not students requiring ELL | The narrative provided stated that there are not students requiring ELL
Comparison services. services.
(2b. for
Alternative) N/A N/A
ELL
Math
2c. Subgroup The narrative provided stated that there are not students requiring ELL | The narrative provided stated that there are not students requiring ELL
Comparison services. services.
(2b. for
Alternative) N/A N/A
ELL
Reading
2c. Subgroup Curriculum This area was scored as approaches. The narrative describes | Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Comparison a fragmented approach the school uses to create, implement and Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
(2b. for revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Alternative) 1/S Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum | implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student
FRL alignment, curriculum maps, and instructional material adoptions. growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of
Math However, the narrative does not describe a system to create, a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement,

implement, evaluate and revise curriculum evidenced by pacing guides,

evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College
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committee work, data review teams, and clearly defined and
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that
contributes to increased student proficiency in Math on Arizona's
College and Career Ready Standards for FRL students.

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes approaches the school uses to monitor the integration of
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and
evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson
plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, and informal classroom
observations and provides for some feedback. However, the narrative
does not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by standards
checklists, data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor
does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis to
further develop the system. The narrative provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction in Math for FRL students

Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes assessment approaches the school uses including data
collection from multiple formative assessments. However, the narrative
does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly
defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments,
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency
on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for FRL students in
Math.

Data: Limited data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate
increased student proficiency in Math on Arizona's College and Career

and Career Ready Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or
alignment with other school improvement efforts.

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an
assessment approach that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the
curriculum and instructional practices. The evidence demonstrated that
little data is collected and data is not used to make instructional
decisions.

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that
includes implementation of a professional development plan that
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
and instructional practices. The professional development described
lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
school for FRL students.

Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The data and
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Ready Standards for FRL students. The data provided shows analysis did not demonstrate improved student performance in math.
inconsistent results, demonstrating some improvement as well as some
declines.
2c. Subgroup Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Comparison describes a fragmented approach the school uses to create, implement | Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
(2b. for and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with | provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Alternative) Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum | implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student
FRL alignment, curriculum maps, instructional material adoptions, and growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of
Reading measureable implementation across the school. However, the narrative | a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement,
does not describe a system to create, implement, evaluate and revise evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College
curriculum evidenced by pacing guides, committee work, and data and Career Ready Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or
review teams. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the alignment with other school improvement efforts.
school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student
proficiency in Reading on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards | Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
for FRL students. Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
describes approaches the school uses to monitor the integration of College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
I/s evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson

plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, and informal classroom
observations and provides for some feedback. However, the narrative
does not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by standards
checklists, data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor
does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis to
further develop the system. The narrative provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction in Reading for FRL students

Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes assessment approaches the school uses including data
collection from multiple formative assessments. However, the narrative

integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an
assessment approach that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the
curriculum and instructional practices. The evidence demonstrated that
little data is collected and data is not used to make instructional
decisions.

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that
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Acceptable
does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly | includes implementation of a professional development plan that
defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The and instructional practices. The professional development described
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a | lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency school.
on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for FRL students in
Reading. Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The data and
analysis for reading demonstrates increased percentages of students
reading at grade level, but did not demonstrate improved student
growth in reading.
2c. Subgroup Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Comparison describes a fragmented approach the school uses to create, implement | Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
(2b. for and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with | provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Alternative) Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum | implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student
Students with alignment, curriculum maps, and instructional material adoptions. growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of
disabilities However, the narrative does not describe a system to create, a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement,
Math implement, evaluate and revise curriculum evidenced by pacing guides, | evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College
committee work, data review teams, and clearly defined and and Career Ready Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided | alignment with other school improvement efforts.
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that
contributes to increased student proficiency in Math on Arizona's Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
1/S College and Career Ready Standards for students with disabilities. Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes approaches the school uses to monitor the integration of
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and
evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson
plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, and informal classroom
observations and provides for some feedback. However, the narrative
does not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by standards
checklists, data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor

provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
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does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis to | proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an
further develop the system. The narrative provided did not assessment approach that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the curriculum and instructional practices. The evidence demonstrated that
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into little data is collected and data is not used to make instructional
instruction in Math for students with disabilities. decisions.
. . Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative . -
. . . Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter
describes assessment approaches the school uses including data . . . . .
. . . . holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that
collection from multiple formative assessments. However, the narrative | . . . .
. . includes implementation of a professional development plan that
does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly . . -
. . . . contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the
defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and . . .
. . . . . charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple . . . . .
. . development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, . . . . .
. and instructional practices. The professional development described
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The . .
. . . . lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a school
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency '
in Math on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for students . . .
T, 8 ¥ Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
with disabilities. . .
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
. . . generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for students with
Data: Limited data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate e
. . . . , disabilities.
increased student proficiency in Math on Arizona's College and Career
Ready Standards for students with disabilities. The data provided shows
inconsistent results, demonstrating some improvement as well as some
declines.
2c. Subgroup Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Comparison describes a fragmented approach the school uses to create, implement | Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
(2b. for and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with | provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Alternative) Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum | implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student
Students with alignment, curriculum maps, instructional material adoptions, and growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of
disabilities measureable implementation across the school. However, the narrative | a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement,
Reading 1/S does not describe a system to create, implement, evaluate and revise evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College

curriculum evidenced by pacing guides, committee work, and data
review teams. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student
proficiency in Reading on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards
for students with disabilities.

and Career Ready Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or
alignment with other school improvement efforts.

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
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Acceptable
Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
describes approaches the school uses to monitor the integration of College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson | integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, and informal classroom instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.
observations and provides for some feedback. However, the narrative
does not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s .
i . . & . Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. Through the
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the . - .
. . . . Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by standards . . . ” .
. . provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
checklists, data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor . . o .
. . . . implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis to . . .
. . . proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an
further develop the system. The narrative provided did not . . . .
. I assessment approach that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the . . . . .
. . . , . curriculum and instructional practices. The evidence demonstrated that
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into . . . . .
. L . . little data is collected and data is not used to make instructional
instruction in Reading for students with disabilities. .
decisions.
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes assessment approaches the school uses including data Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.
collection from multiple formative assessments. However, the narrative | Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter
does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly | holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that
defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and includes implementation of a professional development plan that
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a | and instructional practices. The professional development described
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
in Reading on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for school.
students with disabilities.
Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for students with
disabilities.
3a. A-F Letter Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Grade State describes a fragmented approach the school uses to create, implement | Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
Accountability 1/S and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with | provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes

System

Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum
alignment, curriculum maps, and instructional material adoptions.

implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student
growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of
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However, the narrative does not describe a system to create,
implement, evaluate and revise curriculum evidenced by pacing guides,
committee work, data review teams, and clearly defined and
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency in Math and
Reading on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards.

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes approaches the school uses to monitor the integration of
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and
evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson
plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, and informal classroom
observations and provides for some feedback. However, the narrative
does not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by standards
checklists, data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor
does the narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis to
further develop the system. The narrative provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction.

Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes assessment approaches the school uses including data
collection from multiple formative assessments. However, the narrative
does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly
defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and
instructional methodology that includes data collection from multiple
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments,
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student growth and
proficiency on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for Math
and Reading.

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 approach lacks cohesiveness or
alignment with other school improvement efforts.

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. Through the
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an
assessment approach that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the
curriculum and instructional practices. The evidence demonstrated that
little data is collected and data is not used to make instructional
decisions.

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that
includes implementation of a professional development plan that
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
and instructional practices. The professional development described
lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
school.

Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
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Data: Limited data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate
increased student growth and proficiency in Math on Arizona's College
and Career Ready Standards. The data provided shows inconsistent
results, demonstrating some improvement as well as some declines.

demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The data and
analysis did not demonstrate improved student performance in math.
The data and analysis for reading demonstrates increased percentages
of students reading at grade level, but did not demonstrate improved
student growth in reading.
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The STAR School System of
Developing and Revising
Curriculum

Charter Holder Name: Painted Deser estration Projts, I. |
School Name: STAR Charter School
Site Visit Date: May 1, 2014

Required for: Renewal
Evaluation Criteria Area: Curriculum

Charter holder indicatd the intended purpsof t doument was to deonstrate: he ystem for developing and
revising curriculum.

ASBCS staff: observed a description of the commonly agreed-on elements that are found in every classroom,
common methods of assessment (some specific to a grade or grade range), and a description of recent changes to the
curriculum.

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
develop and revise curriculum aligned to standards.

STAR Faculty Meeting
11/15/2013 Agenda

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the system for developing and
revising curriculum.

ASBCS staff: observed that it listed discussions regarding the curriculum maps, AIMSWeb first quarter data, and
portfolios.

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
develop and revise curriculum aligned to standards.

STAR Beginning of the Year
Tentative Itinerary for July 15-19

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the system for developing and
revising curriculum.

ASBCS staff: observed that the teachers were scheduled to share themes to be covered in core curricular areas
aligned to ELA and Math; different assessment tools for evaluating the students;

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
develop and revise curriculum aligned to standards.
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April 11 Important Faculty
Meeting

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the system for developing and
revising curriculum.

ASBCS staff: observed that curriculum maps were developed independently by each teacher in July and shared.

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
develop and revise curriculum aligned to standards.

April 7" Newsletter

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the system for developing and
revising curriculum.

ASBCS staff: observed a communication of the expectations that teachers have created curriculum maps for the next
school year.

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
develop and revise curriculum aligned to standards.

Montessori Curriculum
Correlation:
e Preschool &
Kindergarten
. 1$t, an, 3rd

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a curriculum including
supplemental curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: observed that the documents list Montessori learning activity and materials, correlating the anchor
standard and the 3™ grade CORE standard with the specific learning activity and materials.

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
implement curriculum aligned to standards.

Basic Overview

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a curriculum including
supplemental curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: observed a description of the Montessori work cycle including weekly plans or lesson lists, and
alignment of each lesson to Common Core standards.

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
implement curriculum aligned to standards.
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3" & 4™ grade Curriculum Map
for Voices Reading

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a curriculum including
supplemental curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: observed identification of theme by themes, date range, topics covered; states that correlation to
standard is covered in report card.

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
implement curriculum aligned to standards.

STAR School 3" Grade
Performance Report Card/

a* grade performance Report
Card — template used as key for
curriculum map

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a curriculum including
supplemental curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: observed that standards are identified by the quarter taught, with some marked C for “Constant all
year”; report card indicates when standard was introduced, partially mastered, fully mastered.

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
implement curriculum aligned to standards.

57 8& 6" grade curriculum map
for Math and ELA

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a curriculum including
supplemental curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: observed a listing by quarter of: standards taught, assessment used, instructional materials

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
implement curriculum aligned to standards.

7™ and 8™ Grade Curriculum
Map for Math

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a curriculum including
supplemental curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: observed a listing by quarter of: standards taught, assessment used, instructional materials

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
implement curriculum aligned to standards.
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7™ and 8th Grade Curriculum
Map for ELA

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a curriculum including
supplemental curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: observed a listing by theme of: standards taught, assignment, due date

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
implement curriculum aligned to standards.

Email March 18-19, 2014
between Vikki Thomas and Steve
Babcock re ixl.com

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the system for developing and
revising curriculum.

ASBCS staff: observed a discussion of ixl.com as a curricular resource, and successmaker for Math and Language Arts

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
develop and revise curriculum aligned to standards.

Email August-November 2012
between John Long of Explore
Learning and Steve Babcock re
purchase and adoption of
Gizmos; The Research Behind
Gizmos; Email from Tom Tomas
to Dr. Sorenson regarding the
implementation of Gizmos, May
1, 2014

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the system for developing and
revising curriculum.

ASBCS staff: observed that it outlines the purchasing process for curricular resources, and provides some evidence of
the process for adopting curriculum.

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
develop and revise curriculum aligned to standards.

Mastery Checklist from
Montessori Compass(original on
iPad for each student) 1% and 2™
grades Math

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a curriculum including
supplemental curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: observed it tracks student progress to lesson by page reference.

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
implement curriculum aligned to standards.
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Montessori Compass on iPad
used PreK to 2nd

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a curriculum including
supplemental curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: observed that it allowed teachers to assign lessons to students based on their mastery level. The lessons
are aligned to CC standards within the program

A copy of this document was taken through a screenshot emailed to SS because: it provides evidence of a
fragmented approach the school uses to implement curriculum aligned to standards.

NAMC Montessori Math Lesson
Binder grade 2

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a curriculum including
supplemental curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: observed that the lessons were in sequence.

A copy of this document was not taken because: it was reviewed on site and found to provide evidence of a
fragmented approach the school uses to implement curriculum aligned to standards.

3" Quarter Jupiter Grades
student printout with weekly
results — January and February
2014 (used in 3" - 8")

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a curriculum including
supplemental curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: observed a listing of dates, assignments, score {indicating mastery level with 4 being proficient), Worth
(showing value) and whether an assignment is missing.

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
implement curriculum aligned to standards.

Scope and Sequence Grade 3 —
Math Minutes, Daily Reading,
Daily Math (Used 3-6), Daily
Science, Florida Center for
Reading

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a curriculum including
supplemental curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: observed that the lists identify the lesson and what week it will be taught for Daily Reading, Math, and
Science; and center activities for supplemental areas.

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
implement curriculum aligned to standards.
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Weekly Work Cycle Grade 3-4

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a curriculum including
supplemental curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: students completion of assignments for the week based on the Scope and Sequence documents, and
including supplementary curriculum.

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
implement curriculum aligned to standards.

The Complete Common Core
State Standards Kit Grade 3

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a curriculum including
supplemental curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: Observed that the cards listsed the 3™ grade standards in both formal and student-friendly “I can”
language to share expectations with students.

A copy of this document was not taken because: it is a resource teachers use in their room.

List of Teacher Assistance Team
Meetings for year with status of
student; Intervention process
description; student initial
screening form; Curriculum
Material - SPED; Referral for
Child Study form; Child Study
Intervention Plan; Intervention
Plan log form

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: curriculum including
supplementary curriculum that contributes to increased learning of students with disabilities.

ASBCS staff: observed a system for identifying and supporting students with disabilities as evidenced by curriculum
materials, meeting logs, and completed forms.

A copy of these documents was taken because: they show evidence of a system to adopt curriculum to meet the
needs of students with disabilities.

STAR School Title | Grant
Program Measures for Federal
Performance Reporting; log of
weekly intervention minutes by
student and interventionist

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: curriculum to contribute to the
learning of students in the lowest 25%.

ASBCS staff: observed that the template form lists the person responsible for intervention for the range of grades in
Reading and Math, and tracks the time spent with students on materials from the regular classroom assignments.

A copy of this document was taken because: they provide evidence of a system to implement curriculum to meet the
needs of students with performance in the lowest 25%.
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Hertha’s SPED Minutes tracking
intervention with SPED students
by month; intervention/
observation notebook

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: implementation of curriculum
including supplementary curriculum that contributes to increased learning of students with disabilities.

ASBCS staff: observed that the template form lists the person responsible for intervention for the range of grades in
Reading and Math, and tracks the time spent with students;

A copy of this document was not taken because: it includes student identifiable information, but they show evidence
of a system to implement curriculum to meet the needs of students with disabilities.

Teaching Assistance Team
Meeting, April 14, 2014

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: implementation of curriculum
including supplementary curriculum that contributes to increased learning of students with disabilities.

ASBCS staff: observed evidence of a system to implement curriculum to meet the needs of students with disabilities.

A copy of these documents was taken because: they show evidence of a system to implement curriculum to meet the
needs of students with disabilities.

The STAR 3 to 3" Project
Curricular Films DVD and
Pampbhlet

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: the process used by the school
to adapt and implement curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: was not able to view the films on site.

A copy of this document was taken because: there was not time to review the full film during the site visit.

3"/4™ Math Testimony

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: implementation of a curriculum
including supplemental curriculum aligned to the standards.

ASBCS staff: observed an overview of the 3"’/4th math curriculum describing curricular resources and assessments.

A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a fragmented approach the school uses to
implement curriculum aligned to standards.

l, H'US-(O/\ J :’ \Q A1 80 , completed this Site Visit Inventory during the site visit conducted
5 !
by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on May 1, 2014 &@C&J\[/\Q

l, M&-HL SOW\S@V\ , remopy of this document at the end of the site visit

conducted by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on May 1, 2014
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Site Visit Date: May 1, 2014

Charter Holder Nae: Paited Desert Demonstraton Projects, Inc.
School Name: STAR Charter School

STAR School Teacher Assessment Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a procs to evaluate the

equird for: Renewal
Evaluation Criteria Area: Instruction

quality of instruction.

ASBCS staff: observed an overview and goals, frequency of observations

A copy of this document was taken because: they provided evidence of a system to evaluate the quality of
instruction.

STAR School Clinical Observation
Notes for Domains 1 and 2
{planning & preparation;
classroom environment) from
August 2013 for all grades

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a process to evaluate the
quality of instruction.

ASBCS staff: observed observation notes, feedback to teacher

A copy of this document was not taken because: of the volume of documentation.

Second Quarter STAR Teacher
Evaluations for Domain 3
{Instruction) from November
2013 for

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a process to evaluate the
quality of instruction, and monitor the integration of ACCRS into instruction.

ASBCS staff: observed observation notes and feedback, with lesson plans including feedback for 1-2, 3-4. Observation
demonstrates monitoring of instruction aligned to the standards, differentiation for students in lowest 25%.

A copy of this document was taken because: they provided evidence of an approach to monitor the integration of
ACCRS into instruction and a system to evaluate the quality of instruction, including instruction aimed at students
with growth percentiles in the lowest 25%.

1, H U.& M&d"\ , completed this Site Visit Inventory during the site visit conducted

\
by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on May 1, 2014 4&0 C:}- (/'\L

l, N\Wf’“\ % PSS EAn , received a copy of this document at the end of the site visit

conducted by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on May 1, 2014 N@;L,%M_\
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| Newsletter of August 19-23

Charter Hlder Name: Painted Desert eonsi ojects Inc.
School Name: STAR Charter School
Site Visit Date: May 1, 2014

Required for: Renewal
Evaluation Criteria Area: Assessment

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a comprehensive assessment
system based on clearly defined performance measures.

ASBCS staff: observed an expectation that formative (benchmark) assessments be completed on a schedule.
A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a comprehensive assessment system based on

clearly defined performance measures aligned with curriculum and instructional methodology and includes data
collection from multiple assessments.

Words Their Way Inventory 7-8;
Mastery Checklist - Math;
Jupiter Grades student record;
Performance Record for 3-4 ELA;
5"/6™ grade Formative
Assessment Data Collection for
ELA;

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a comprehensive assessment
system based on clearly defined performance measures including data collection from multiple assessments.

ASBCS staff: observed formative assessment records including: 1“/2nd Mastery Checklist - Math*, Performance
Record 3" Phonemic/Phonics; 3™ Phonics*; 3™ Structure*; 3™ Fluency Connected; 3™ Vocabulary 1 and 2; 3™ Word
Analysis; 4™ Advanced Phonics*; 4™ Fluency; 4™ Vocab 1; 4™ Vocab 2; 4™ Comprehension 1 & 2; 5™-6™ Formative
Assessment Data Collection*; 7-8 Words Our Way Spelling Inventory*

A copy of this* document was taken because: A copy of this document was taken because: it provides evidence of a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with curriculum and
instructional methodology and includes data collection from multiple assessments.

AIMSWeb 1 Fall, Math

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a comprehensive assessment
system based on clearly defined performance measures including data collection from multiple assessments.

ASBCS staff: observed that 1% grade AIMSWeb includes multiple components: oral counting, quantity discrimination,
number identification, missing number, mathematics concepts and applications.

A copy of this document was not taken because: of the volume of material
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1*-8" Voices Oral Reading
Assessment

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a comprehensive assessment
system based on clearly defined performance measures including data collection from multiple assessments.

ASBCS staff: observed leveled groups based on fluency and comprehension.

A copy of this document was not taken because: of the volume of materials

38" AIMSWeb Math Concepts
and Applications score reports,
Fall and Winter

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a comprehensive assessment
system based on clearly defined performance measures including data collection from multiple assessments.

ASBCS staff: observed math benchmarking assessment results, grouping students by nationally normed percentiles.

A copy of this document was not taken because: of the volume of material.

Voices Tracking Spreadsheet

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a comprehensive assessment
system based on clearly defined performance measures including data collection from multiple assessments.

ASBCS staff: observed ELA performance data for three administrations in the 12-13 school year and two in the 13-14
school year.

A copy of this document was not taken because: it includes Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the
document was to demonstrate: a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures
including data collection from multiple assessments.

ASBCS staff: observed math benchmarking assessment results, grouping students by nationally normed percentiles.

A copy of this document was not taken because: it contains student identifiable information.

l, HUS‘Q/\ { EKQM‘DSGA , completed this Site Visit Inventory during the site visit conducted
by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on May 1, 2014 %{ C,W\Q

Ml‘\ﬁ g@ CUS @an receJ\l\d a copy of this document at the end of the site visit

conducted by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on May 1, 2014
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Charter Holder Name: Painted Desert Demonstration roecs, Inc.

quire for: RewI o

School Name: STAR Charter School Evaluation Criteria Area: Professional Development
Site Visit Date: May 1, 2014

Newsletters : Oct 4-18, 2013;
Oct 21-25; Oct 28-Nov 1;

Charter holder indicated the intended purpos of the dcument was to demonstrate: a comprehensive PD planthat
is aligned with teacher learning needs.

ASBCS staff: Observed evidence of schoolwide PD including: Words Our Way (newly adopted curriculum, October &
November);

A copy of this document was taken because: it provided evidence of a comprehensive PD plan aligned to teacher
need.

Certificates of participation or
Course Completion for individual
coursework for each teacher

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a comprehensive PD plan that
is aligned with teacher learning needs.

ASBCS staff: observed documentation of PD attendance at Montessori and math PD as part of school PD goals,
courses completed towards individual PD goals, including courses aimed at improving instruction for ELL students.

A copy of this document was not taken because: of the volume of materials.

PD Goals for each teacher

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: : a comprehensive PD plan that
is aligned with teacher learning needs.

ASBCS staff: observed indication of individual areas of need.

A copy of this document was not taken because: of the volume of materials.

Presentation materials for
January 16, 24 by Dr. Sigmund
Boloz on Words Their Way

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: a PD Plan focused on areas of
high importance and supports high quality implementation.

ASBCS staff: observed documentation of the resources provided to teachers to support high quality implementation
of the strategies.

A copy of this document was not taken because: of the volume of materials.
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l, H-‘Ug,o_/\‘ [ e. \)M]DSM , completed this Site Visit Inventory during the site visit conducted
by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on May 1, 2014 QZZCW\Q

l, M&A\‘k SOM&/\ , received a copy of this document at the end of the site visit
conducted by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on May 1, 2014
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Charter Holder Name: Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc. equired for: Renewal

School Name: STAR Charter School Evaluation Criteria Area: Data
Site Visit Date: May 1, 2014

Data and analysis will be sent Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate:
within 48 hours

ASBCS staff:

A copy of this document Choose an item. taken because:

l, QZC)\'/ l/\K Ht@-g\ l E‘WS&V‘ , completed this Site Visit Inventory during the site visit conducted
by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on May 1, 2014 %(/' .

1, N\QJJL SO‘WA&S@N\ , recejved a copy of this document at the end of the site visit
conducted by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on May 1, 2014 M%AQ\/ A
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Introduction

The STAR School is a small rural school located on the edge of the Navajo Nation, about 20 30 miles east of
Flagstaff and the San Francisco Peaks. Since the 1800’s this area of pinion/juniper forest that borders the high
desert, has been an interface between Navajos, Hopis and Anglos. The larger area is part of the Colorado
Plateau, which extends not only across the Navajo Nation to the north and east but also to the west including
the Grand Canyon. It is an area of incredible cultural, botanical, and geographic diversity and awesome beauty.
This is our place. The STAR School’s location is purposeful, so it is part of our core values to honor this place, the
people, the plants, and the animals that live here, as well as the cultures that have grown out of this land.

Woven into the curriculum are lessons in the uses of native plants, the local knowledge of how to
successfully farm and ranch, and lessons on the local history all integrated to math, language arts, science and
social studies. Our students are academically engaged in advancing that knowledge and sharing it with the
community.

STAR students participate in service learning activities that honor the school’s focus on relationship;
which come from the Dine’ cultural concept of K'e’. Ke’e’ emphasizes the importance of Respect, Responsibility,
Reasoning and Relationship. These four aspects of character, that we call the 4 Rs, are the basis of how we
expect students and staff at the STAR School to relate to one another. The 4Rs can be evidenced in the positive
and forward thinking attitudes of students and staff, the care shown for out place and the environment, the
thought put into student projects and school work and character of our graduates.

Since our first graduating class in 2005, STAR School has graduated 84 students from 8" grade. Of the
students who graduated between 2005 and 2009 38 out of 43 students (88%) either graduated from high school
or received their GED. This compares with a 53.4% overall graduation rate for Native Americans in Arizona. ** Of
those 38 students, 27 (71%) enrolled in a college or university. This compares to only 0.6% of Native
American/Alaskan Native students who go on to college nationwide. Six of those students received
scholarships; two of those were Gates Millennium Scholarships that will pay for their education through to their
doctoral programs. Of the 10 students who did not go on to college, one enlisted in the Marines, several others
are employed in the community and one is deceased. Although these former students are graduating from a
variety of high schools that are not connected to STAR, the dramatic difference in graduation rates speaks to our
successfully preparing our students to further their education.

We are honored and pleased to present our Academic Progress report, recognizing that we at STAR
School do not want to graduate students who, like punched out parts on an assembly line, can pass a
standardized test and nothing else. We do much better to recognize that students are individuals with unique
talents and abilities. These abilities may not, in some cases measure up to a standard for reading or math that
has been set by outside forces. We started earlier than many schools to adapt our lessons and curricula to the
Common Core Standards and have at the same time contextualized those standards towards our student’s
culture and background. We work diligently within the framework of our vision and philosophy to prepare our
students for the outside world, furthering their education and the demands that entails. We believe that our
emphasis on Character education through respect, responsibility, relationships, reasoning (our 4-R’s) supports





our students in lifelong learning. We know the future belongs to the educated and at STAR focus academic
content to the whole child.

*June 2013, Education Week annual report “Diplomas Count 2013”

** National Indian Education Association: http://www.niea.org/Research/Statistics.aspx) .

Academic Performance
Student Progress over Time (Growth)

The STAR School Curriculum is designed, implemented and constantly improved by the individual classroom
teachers, with the input and approval of the STAR School administration, consultants and educational
specialists. Specifically, the Curriculum maps are collected and reviewed by the Federal and State Programs
manager who also serves as assessment coordinator. The Curriculum and weekly lesson plans are reviewed by
the Director of Teacher Happiness and Student Accomplishment, who is also directly responsible for teacher
observation and evaluation. Teacher Evaluations are based on the Arizona Framework for Measuring Educator
Effectiveness. He observes the teachers in their teaching environment, meets with them on a regular basis, and
provides feedback on their lessons, teaching methods and professional development plans.

All Curriculum maps are reviewed to assure that they are aligned to the Arizona Common Core Standards. The
teachers received training and guidance in implementing the common core standards during the 2011-2012
school year and we achieved full implementation of the Common Core Standards in our Curriculum during the
2012-2013 School year.

Reading

The materials and methods used in the classroom, although varied across grade levels, include common
elements to provide consistency across grade levels. Our Core reading program, Used across all grade levels, is
the VOICES Reading Program published by Zaner-Bloser. This program was evaluated by representatives from
the State of Arizona in 2007 and found to be qualified as a Core Reading Program for our school. Voices Reading
Program is aligned with the Common Core Standards for Reading and Language Arts.

The Voices Reading Program focuses on comprehensive literacy instruction using leveled, multicultural trade
books. The program allows for differentiated instruction with engaging content. The systematic approach used
by voices incorporates instruction in specific skills (reading, writing, speaking, listening) aligned to relevant
strategie s reflecting on six character development themes. For instance, lessons begin with central questions
giving the students contextualization to read for in guiding comprehension. Also, core vocabulary that will be
used in the text is reviewed and studied during the unit, aligned to SIOP lesson formats. The program also
includes phonemic awareness, phonics skills and word study lessons. The program is easily adaptable to
students who are reading lower grade levels and provides reading material within the same themes for those
students to work with in closing their achievement gap. The Voices Reading program is aligned to the common
core standards.



http://www.niea.org/Research/Statistics.aspx



Our formative assessment for reading and literacy is done primarily through the Voices Reading Assessment,
which assesses phonics, fluency and comprehension skills. Teachers are always assessing students through
student products of concrete, student generated creations that reflect the knowledge, skills and standards
students have attained. STAR student performances and demonstrations (actually doing) the skills being
assessed are a valid form of formative assessment along with the use of teachers creating formal rubrics and
checklists with clearly stated criteria aligned to standards. We believe in old fashioned anecdotal observations
where informal observations are recorded sharing student performance.

Additional Literacy progress is monitored through the use of Words Their Way, Word Study for Phonics,
Vocabulary and Spelling Instruction. Both VOICES assessment and Words Their Way are being used in Grades
One through Eight. Our third and fourth grade classroom has been using Florida Center for Reading Research
materials to track student growth in phonemic awareness, fluency, vocabulary development and
comprehension. This additional assessment reflects the teacher’s integration of the Florida Center materials
into her centers based curriculum. Words Their Way assesses using a Spelling Inventory, which tracks progress
in phonemic awareness and vocabulary development. Florida Center materials include a Performance Record
tracking form which tracks progress in each of the four areas mentioned above. Both programs produce
additional growth data to compare with and supplement knowledge of the students’ progress and growth in
literacy skills. In past years, the school relied on the AIMS-Web Reading Assessment. We decided as a school to
discontinue the use of this assessment because it did not give us an accurate measure of student’s
comprehension skills. However, because Pearson did correlate the Aims-web Reading Curriculum Based
Measure raw scores with Lexile measures, in a 2011 study, we can compare Aims-Web Raw scores with the
lexile and grade level scores obtained from the Voices Reading Assessment. The Voices Reading Program assigns
students to the A through Z Levels developed by Fountas and Pinnell and used in their Guided Reading Program.
These Levels are aligned to Lexile levels, which were themselves aligned to grade level data in a separate
research study by Advantage Learning Systems Inc.

The student growth data taken from the Aims-web and Voices Reading assessments from Spring assessments of
2011 through winter assessment of 2013 can be seen below.

School-wide Students Reading At or
Above Grade Level

Winter 2013
Fall 2013

Spring 2013
® School-wide Students
Reading At or Above
Fall 2012 Grade Level

Spring 2012

Winter 2012

Spring 2011

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%






What have we done to improve our reading instruction at the STAR School? We believe that our reading
program improved when we started to focus on encouraging reading in the homes of our students and on
further professional development of our teachers. Our first efforts in this area was to begin a back-pack
program, where family activities, including books to be read and literacy activities, were sent home with
selected students each week. The back-packs were circulated through the entire student community in turn.
Professional development of our teachers concentrated on literacy across the curriculum and including writing
and presenting activities in our lessons in science and social studies. All students were required to participate in
writing and presenting Freedom and Democracy Speeches. These speeches were contextualized to the student
by being paired with service learning projects in the community. Reading, writing and presenting activities were
given meaningful purpose through this active use of the literacy skills.

More recently, through our professional development activities with Dr. Sigmund Boloz, of Northern Arizona
University, we have strengthened this approach of including writing in our literacy programs. Teachers have
increased the journaling and writing of stories in their classrooms. This has increased the student incidents of
using and working with words to create; consequently, they are more successful at reading.

During the 2013-2014 School year, the STAR School, through a new Language and Literacy Project, funded
through the U.S. Department of Education, began distributing books and e-books to every student from first
through eighth grade. The school purchased Kindle e-readers for each student to read the e-books and signed
agreements with the parents so that the students could take these Kindles to and from school with them. Every
student will receive at least 10 books from the grant each year, as well as a collection of e-books on their Kindle
readers. It is our intention to increase the amount of reading that each child does by providing books at each
student’s independent reading level. Students are included in the choice of books so that each child reads about
what interests them. Book fairs are provided once a week so that books can be ordered and passed out to
students. This program has created a lot of excitement among the students about the books. The program will
be continuing over five years.

STAR School’s partnership with the College of Education at Northern Arizona University included teacher
candidates assessing STAR student independent reading levels followed by giving appropriate leveled books to
every student at STAR School. Approximately 2,000 books have been given to children to take home as a result
of this partnership.

Math from Kindergarten through 4™ Grade (Growth)

Core Mathematics Curriculum are varied across grade levels, but generally are as follows: Grades K through 4
uses Montessori Math Materials as their core mathematics curriculum with supplemental materials in use.
Montessori Math curriculum has been aligned with the common core math standards. Grades 4 through 8 use a
variety of texts, materials and resources in comprehensive curriculums that specifically address the common
core standards in mathematics.

The STAR School’s original decision to adopt a Montessori math curriculum in Kindergarten through 4th grade
was based on success at the pre-school level that is supported by testing data gathered from a four year grant
that supported our Early Learning Center Program at STAR School. In the four years of monitored by our
program evaluator, the proportion of students who scored at or near Kindergarten Math levels on the





Woodcock Johnson Il math concepts subscales improved with each cohort of children. 38% of those Children
who finished pre-school in 2010 were at this level. 95% of those who finished pre-school in 2013 were at the
Kindergarten level. With this success in mind, we wrote our 3 to 3™ Project which implements Montessori Math
for children entering pre-school at age three through the third grade. It is our plan to improve math scores in
the same way that we have improved our reading scores, by adhering to researched based philosophy that
math instruction begins with concrete, hands on instruction and only gradually moves towards an abstract, but
firmly grounded, understanding of mathematical concepts.

Our Kindergarten is a part of our Montessori Early Learning Center, or Alchina Bighan (Children’s House in the
Navajo Language). The math curriculum in this classroom is Montessori and uses Montessori Math materials. To
assure that the common core standards are addressed, the teachers in this classroom have aligned their
curriculum to the common core standards. Tracking of student progress is individual and uses the tracking forms
used in many Montessori classrooms.

In the STAR School 1% and 2™ grade classroom, learning in the math area involves students work with concrete
educational materials that graphically show what is taking place in given mathematical process. Our students
use hands-on learning materials that make abstract concepts more concrete. They can literally see and explore
what is going on in each mathematical process. This approach to teaching mathematics offers a clear and logical
strategy for helping student understand and develop a sound foundation in mathematics and geometry. The
Montessori Math curriculum is based on the European tradition of Unified Math. Unified Math introduces
Elementary students to the study of the fundamentals of algebra, geometry, logic, and statistics along with the
principles of arithmetic. The concrete Montessori Math materials are perhaps the best known elements of Dr.
Montessori’s work. The materials proceed through several levels of abstraction, beginning with basic
foundational math skills presented in concrete ways and working up through advanced and secondary math.

The Montessori math curriculum is used by the teacher in 3" and 4™ grade to move the students from a
concrete understanding of the math standards to an abstract understanding, which is required under the
common core standards. Math centers in the 3" and 4™ grade are not only based around Montessori materials,
but are also based on supplemental materials based on Buckle Down Math, Math Minutes and collaborative
group work to solve word problems using critical thinking skills. As in other classrooms, math is taught across the
curriculum as evidenced by teaching of art with a strong geometry focus and student’s being required to
calculate the time that they were out of the classroom on the bathroom sign out sheet.

Math 5 through 8" Grade (Growth)

In grades 5" through 8™ the math curriculum does not involve Montessori methods and materials, but extends
the methodology of hands on materials and the philosophy of student choice centers based approaches that use
rotations and allow the teacher to pull aside groups for individual instruction. Each classroom has selected a
textbook as a resource, but the intention is to get away from the textbook as the center of instruction. The
curriculum focuses on independent math work, developing fluency, and expressing mathematical ideas. Math is
embedded throughout the curriculum, especially in art and science activities. The curriculum teaches vocabulary
specific to mathematics, allows for differentiated instruction with students who need additional help or have
disabilities. Teachers use math data to inform differentiated instruction.





Additionally, our STAR School teachers have received professional development Dr. Gay Johnson, Professor of
Mathematics in the Education Department at Northern Arizona University. On two separate occasions, Dr.
Johnson presented workshops where the teachers were taught and practiced specific methodologies on
incorporating hands on activities in teaching mathematics concepts in the classroom. The teachers were
observed and monitored for incorporating these methods into their classrooms. Furthermore, in the 2013-14
school year, teacher candidates under the instruction of Dr. Gay Johnson are teaching STAR School students on
ten Fridays during the school year, implementing the same math instructional goals the STAR teachers received.

At the beginning of the 2013-2014 school years the teachers from pre-school through 8" grade took two
professional development days where they were guided in creating a mathematics curriculum map aligned to
the Common Core Standards. Our 7" and 8" grade teacher is working to obtain his National Board
Certification in Math, concentrating on early adolescent mathematics (6™ -10" grades). This advanced
professional development requires evidence of improvement in his student’s math scores.

In addition to the professional development, supplemental materials have been incorporated into our
mathematics instruction. Gizmos, an online math program recommended for preparing students for the
mathematics to be presented on the upcoming PARCC assessment, prepares students on math based on the
common core standards. Khan Academy videos, from Kahnacademy.com, are used both for classroom
demonstration of concepts and for video review of concepts to assure student understanding. IXL.com
memberships have been purchased by teachers in the 3" 4th and 5™, 6™ grade classrooms. This online resource
provides additional practice in math concepts being taught.

Our formative assessment for all grades 1** through 8™ is Aims-web. The chart below shows the growth data for
the whole school from 2012 and 2013.

School Wide Average Number Correct
on Math formative Assessment

Winter 2013
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Spring 2013
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Fall 2012
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What are we doing to improve our mathematics instruction at the STAR School?

Our extension of the Montessori math curriculum from Pre-school and Kindergarten into the 1st through 4th
grades is a major push to improve our mathematics scores. Teachers in these classrooms have certificates
showing they completed training in use of these materials through the North American Montessori Center. The
growth trends on our youngest cohorts both cohort 2018 and cohort 2019, where the majority of the students
have encountered Montessori math from the beginning, is some evidence that this is a successful approach.

Average Number Correct

Winter 13
Fall 13

Spring 13 Average Number

201
Winter 12 Correct Cohort 2019

Spring 12

Winter 2013
Fall 2013
Spring 2013

' Cohort 2018 Average
Winter 2012 Number Correct in Math

Fall 2012

Spring 2012

Reading and the Lowest 25%

An intervention program was implemented to address those students who are in the lowest 25% performance in
the school on the State of Arizona Standardized test, AIMS. The intent of the intervention program was to
provide additional individualized and small group instruction in reading to our students who were identified as
the lowest 25% in reading. This intervention has been carried out by different individuals over the three years
that it has been in place. In both 2011 and 2012, we relied on pulling these individuals out for reading groups,
and we had only one interventionist during these years. As the formative assessment data shows, this had little
effect on their scores until the spring of 2013, when there was some growth.





During the 2013-2014 school year, our approach has been to put multiple interventionists into the classrooms
and provide the individualized and small group instruction within the context of the classrooms reading time.
These interventionist have been highly qualified certified classroom teachers. This has been more effective in
influencing performance on the formative assessment scores for these individuals. Interventionist work with
identified students and increase the individualized time and differentiated instruction during the classes reading
instruction time. As can be seen in the data, there has been an increase from 29% to 57% of these students
reading at or above grade level. This is reflected in the Charter Boards Academic Performance report as
exceeding the standards. Our data reflects even more progress with this group after the report was published.

Lowest 25% At or Above Grade Level
in Reading

Winter 2013
Fall 2013
Spring 2013
Winter 2012 Lowest 25% At or Above
Fall 2012 Grade Level in Reading
Spring 2012
Spring 2011

20% 40%

Math and the Lowest 25%

For our lowest 25% in math, the average math scores on formative assessments have increased by 50% from
spring Of 2012 to the winter of 2013. 57% of our lowest 25% showed consistent growth over that period. 100%
of all students in our lowest 25% are scoring higher in winter 2013 than they were in the spring of 2012.
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Intervention with the lowest 25% in mathematics has been carried out by dedicated certified teaching staff that
goes into the classrooms during the math classes and work with these students on an individual and small group
basis. The materials used in this intervention are differentiated towards the individual student’s needs, and
assessments are looked at closely to determine the particular areas where each student needs to improve.
Interventionists keep data on the number of times they work with each student and the specific skills that were
covered in each session.

Reading and Students Who Receive a Free or Reduced Lunch

The STAR School’s director and co-founder, Dr. Mark Sorensen has been administrator of Navajo community
schools for over 20 years and is experienced in Native American Education in high poverty areas. He has
provided consistent professional development and guidance, creating a community of educators and leaders for
our high poverty students in this very rural environment. STAR School serves a Native American population, the
majority of which come from the Navajo Reservation. 80% of our students come from a background of extreme
poverty, and therefore qualify to receive a free or reduced lunch. The students are served healthy balanced
lunches from our certified food service program. Our food service coordinates with the school’s Farm to School
project to put fresh vegetables and fruit on the plates. We follow the latest Nutrition guidelines published in the
Federal My Plate program. This program encourages children to be involved in growing of their own food, and
our students are very involved in planting and harvesting food from the farms involved in the Farm to School
project and also in planting and growing in the gardens and greenhouses on the school’s campus. Academic
content is integrated throughout the Farm to School project. Teachers have received a wealth of material and
professional development for integrating gardening content to academic standards. The success of our Food
Service Program helped us in obtaining another competitive grant through Navajo Approaches to School Heath.
This grant helped us to expand our efforts though developing a physical education program for the students and
to educate and train our staff, students and community members in diabetes prevention. ADE School Nutrition
Program has commended STAR School’s food service for their outstanding breakfast and lunch program.

The formative assessment growth data for our Free and Reduced lunch population shows a 44% increase in the
number of these students who are reading at or above grade level between spring 2012 and winter 2013.

Formative Assessment Data for Free and Reduced Lunch Students
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Math and Students who receive a Free and Reduced Lunch

Students receiving free and reduced lunches mirror the overall school population for scores on the formative
math assessment, only the scores for this group are slightly higher. The scores have increased from an average
of 5 correct in spring 2006 to an average of 20 correct In Winter 2013. The average number of questions on the
math probes is 30. With this in mind we are looking at an increase of 16% to 66%.

Average Number Correct Free and Reduced
Students

Winter 2013

Fall 2013

Spring 2013

Free and Reduced Lunch Students

Winter 2012 Average Number Correct in Math

Fall 2012

Spring 2012

Reading and Disabled Students





Our special education population is made up of students who have learning disabilities in the areas of math and
reading. 36% of those students have a specific learning disability in the area of reading. Our special education
staff consists of one special education teacher and a part time aide who work under the inclusion model with
those students who receive special education services.

Our special education teacher provides individualized instruction to each student according to the requirements
of their individual education plans. Our special education population represents students from the 2 through
8" grades. Although none of these students is reading at grade level, this data demonstrates that 75% of these
students have advanced one or more grade levels in their reading. Three students have advanced three grade
levels in their reading in the period from spring 2011 to winter 2013. One student has advance 2 grade levels in
reading and two others have advanced one grade level.

The curriculum followed by the special education teacher follows that designed by the classroom teacher with
accommodations and modifications made in the amount and reading level of the work that the students
accomplish. Additional assessments, such as the Jerry Johns Reading Inventory are used by the special
education teacher to monitor the students ‘progress. Goals for the special education students focus on reading
fluency, vocabulary development and comprehension at their individual developmental levels. Goals are
measurable and progress reports are written and included in their special education reports.

Reading growth data for disabled students

Student 8
Student 7

Student 6 B Winter 2013

W Fall 2013

Student 5 Spring 2013
Winter 2012

Student 4
M Fall 2012

Spring 2012

Student 3
Spring 2011

Student 2

Student 1






Math growth data for disabled students

45% of our special education students have a Specific Learning Disability in the area of Math. Our special
education teacher provides individualized instruction to each student according to the requirements of their
individual education plans. Our special education population represents students from the 2™ through 6"
grades. Using an inclusion model, our special education teacher works with these students on individualized
goals through their Individual education plans. The average number of correct answers on our formative math
probes has increased for these students from 1.3 correct in spring 2012 to 10.8 correct in Winter 2012.

Disabled Students Average Number Correct:
Math

Winter 2013
Fall 2013
Spring 2013
Disabled Students Average
Winter 2012 Number Correct: Math

Fall 2012

Spring 2012

Student Achievement (Proficiency)

Proficiency in Reading

The overall percentage of students who fall far below in the reading portion of the AIMS test has fallen from
16% in 2010 to only 6% in 2013. The overall percentage of students who meet or exceed on the reading section
of the AIMS had risen from 45% in 2013 to 53% in 2013. We fully expect our reading scores on the AIMS to
continue to improve. With the introduction of the literacy grant that provides a number of independent reading
level books to our students, the reading intervention with our lowest 25% and those students who show any
indication of needing additional help, and our NAU-STAR School Partnership the students receive an increased
focus on the importance of reading and development of reading skills.

Aims Data for Reading
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The school opened its first library during the 2013-2014 school year. Our literacy grant is providing funds to put
books on the shelf of this library. The library provides both fiction and non-fiction material, and this year’s focus,
to meet the demands of the common core standards, has been on increasing the number on informational text
in the library and available to our student population. The Library currently has over 3000 texts available for
students and their families to borrow.

The STAR School provides monthly parent meetings that have been well attended. During these meetings , the
parents have been educated on how to use their student’s Kindle e-readers and encouraged to read with their
students at home. Permission to take the Kindle home was contingent upon the parents attending one of these
trainings, where they signed a Kindle agreement outlining the care and responsibility for the Kindle.

Those students who received a score on the 2013 AIMS Reading section that was Falls Far Below are also
receiving additional instruction from our intervention team. Along with our lowest 25% in reading, any student
who fell far below in reading is also included in small group and individual reading intervention.

Our NAU Partnership has been a great help in giving our students additional reading time and reading
instruction. During the year, students from NAU have been in the classrooms reading with and to the students.
On our Friday visits to the NAU campus, students under the tutelage of Dr. Sigmund Boloz and using methods
that he teaches have presented additional reading lessons to STAR School students.

As mentioned earlier, the teaching staff attended professional development with Dr. Boloz during October and
November of 2012. During these workshops, the teachers learned how to use the Words Their Way materials
that they have been implementing in their classroom for ongoing instruction and assessment in reading fluency,
phonics and comprehension. This is in addition to our core VOICES reading program and assessments that
accompany that program.





Proficiency in Math

The overall percentage of students who fall far below on the math portion of the AIMS test has fallen from 45%
in 2010 to 29% in 2013. The overall percentage of students who meet or exceed on the math portion of the
AIMS has risen slightly from 28% in 2010 to 32% in 2013. These data indicate that we are increasing the number
of students who meet or exceed while dramatically decreasing the number of students who fall far below the
standards. The trend is in the right direction, and we fully expect, that just as we have been able to improve the
reading scores on our students we will also be able to improve their math scores. As mentioned in SGP section
on math, our Montessori math program coupled with the training that we have had in hands on math
instruction will go a long way to improving the math scores in cohorts that have had the full advantage of
Montessori math from the beginning. In addition our supplemental materials such as Gizmos, IXL math, Khan
academy review (all discussed in the previous math section) will help improve the math scores even among our
older students who did not have the Montessori foundations.

Aims Data in Math

Reading Proficiency and the Lowest 25%

On the AIMS Reading section for 2013 only 20% of our students who are identified as the lowest 25% in math
fell far below in reading. In 2013, 43% of these students who fell far below in reading and none of these students
met on the reading standards. In 2013 30% of these students met the reading standards and more of them
approached the standards.

Lowest 25% AIMS Reading Data
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Math Proficiency and the Lowest 25%

The percentage of students who are identified as our lowest 25%, that fall far below on the math section of the
AIMS dropped from 90% and 100% in 2010 and 2011 to 55% in 2013. The percent of these students who meet
or exceed on the math section of the AIMS has not been consistent. In 2010 10% met or exceeded. In 2012 8%
met or exceeded.
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It is our plan that continued intervention with the students that fall in the lowest 25% will improve performance
in future years. The strong foundations that we are providing through the Montessori program will also strongly
affect the performance of this group of students.

Reading Proficiency for Free and Reduced Lunch Students

Between 2010 and 2012 there was a 12% increase in the number of free and reduced lunch students who met
or exceeded in reading. During the same period there was a 5% drop in the number of free and reduced lunch





students who fell far below in reading. It is also significant that there was a 7% increase in the number of free
and reduced lunch students who approached in reading, reflecting the 5% that no longer fall far below.

AIMS Reading Data on Free and Reduced Students
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Math proficiency and Students who receive a Free and Reduced Lunch

In 2013, 32% of students who receive free and reduced lunch fell far below in reading, which is the lowest level
of fell far below for this group in the four years being reported. The chart below shows that for the past three
years there has been a steady decrease in the percentage that fell far below and a steady increase in the
percentage that approach, meet or exceed.

Aims Data for Math and Free and Reduced Lunch Students
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Reading Proficiency for Disabled Students

Disabled students receive accommodations approved for IEP students during the administration of the AIMS
test. As none of our disabled students qualify for administration of the AIMS A, a form of the AIMS designed for
severely disabled students, they all take the AIMS with these modifications. Often they are tested separately
from their classmates in a small group setting. Instructions for the reading portion of the AIMS are read to them,
and the wording of the instructions is simplified to assure that they understand. They are allotted as much time
as they need to complete the test, but they are given more breaks.

36% of our Special Education Students have Specific Learning Disabilities in the area of Reading. The data shows
that the percentage of disabled students who fall far below on the reading standards varies from year to year.
Currently the percentage that fall far below is 25% which is the lowest percentage in the four years of data
reported here. In addition 38% of the disabled students met the reading standards of the AIMS test in 2013, the
first time any students have done so in the four years being reported.
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Math Proficiency for Disabled Students





45% of our Special Education students have a Specific Learning Disability in Math. 100% of our disabled students
fall far below on the math portion go the AIMS in 2010 and 2011. In 2012 29% of these students approached the
standards. In 2013 22% of these students approached the standards.
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ELL Students and Reading Growth and Proficiency

Currently the State count of ELL students at our school is zero. Although, officially we have no ELL students, we
do recognize that many of our students come from homes where more than one language is spoken and that
their language skills do need support. With this in mind, all STAR School teachers use the essential components
of SIOP in their classrooms. They start all lessons by introducing vocabulary and keep it posted during the day.
They teach vocabulary across the curriculum. In addition, we have instituted the STAR Literacy and language
project. This five year grant provides bi-lingual teachers who carry out small group instruction in English
language intervention and also provide enrichment understanding of concepts by providing immersion Navajo
instruction at scheduled times outside of regular instruction. The intervention includes:

e Small group instruction daily using SIOP Model for ELL instruction

e Small group immersion in Navajo language instruction

e Testing Non-proficient students using the WIDA Model, an accepted assessment for English Language
Proficiency that was deemed most reliable for our purposes by our evaluator

e Testing Non-proficient students on the VOICES Reading Assessment

e Collaborating with classroom teachers on teaching reading and English language groups





The requirement that only students who are identified on the Home Language Survey be tested with the AZELLA
and in this way be identified as English Language Learners has in the past few years stood in the way of
identifying these students. For what we believe are cultural and economic reasons few Home Language Surveys
indicated that the student speaks more than one language at home. The school is remediating this situation by
providing staff that are familiar with the requirements of the home language survey to review the survey with
the parents at the time they are filling it out.

ELL Math Growth and Proficiency

All classroom teachers, when designing their lesson plans and curriculum maps, use the SIOP Standards. The
School also has done training on the CREDE (Center for Research on Education, Diversity and Excellence)
standards. Developing Language and Literacy Skills across the Curriculum is one standard in CREDE that is
matched by the inclusion of Language and Vocabulary objectives in any SIOP lesson plan including those that are
written for math. STAR school has for many years provided professional development and training for their staff
members in both CREDE standards and the use of the SIOP model in their lesson planning. Students who may be
non-proficient in English are at less of a disadvantage in our classrooms where teachers are fully aware of the
standards and methods used SIOP planning.

Response to Composite School Comparison

Although we do not know the demographic makeup of the composite school to which we are being compared, it
is clear from the low measures we received (-33.2 in math and — 24.8 in reading) that we need to show
comparison data with schools that are, in our estimation, demographically similar to our own. The following
data compares STAR School to other rural schools of similar size, serving the same or similar grade levels, with
predominantly Native American Populations of similar socio-economic status.

STAR School is a Charter School serving a primarily Navajo student population. This population comes from a
very rural area on and near the Navajo Reservation. Reservation students live in environments where
opportunities that are available, even to other socio-economically disadvantaged populations, are not available
to them. These services include public libraries, recreational facilities, public transportation just to name a few.

Historical and cultural factors disadvantage our students and the students in the schools we have chosen to
compare ourselves to. One of the most devastating outcomes of the boarding school period was the forcible
removal of children from their families. Because of this, they did not receive the caring and nurturing of their
parents and the example of the elders in their community. In addition to the devastating effects of poverty on
children’s educational achievement, Native American children have the legacy of educational policies that create
enormous challenges. For example, many of the parents and grandparents of our students were raised in
boarding schools environments. This system imposed the English language and culture on them at school, while





Navajo language and culture was practiced in their homes and communities. These held as closely as they could
to their cultural traditions and a rural life style of raising sheep and cattle. Because it was more important to
them to have the children at home to help with the chores and in an environment where cultural traditions
were taught, resentment against the educational system became widespread. The next generation learned
Navajo less fluently, but had only the broken English learned by their parents as an example outside of school.
Although English was spoken more fluently by the succeeding generation, the English spoken in homes is not
Standard English and habits of reading to children at a young age are not present in the homes of current
reservation students. A resentful attitude towards education remains widespread, coupled with the old
mentality that the school will care for the education of the children. Besides these historical boundaries, parent
participation in education is also impeded by the common situation where both parents work far from the
reservation. Latch key situations are common. Facilities such as YMCAs or Boy’s and Girl’s Clubs are non-
existent. A supervised environment for doing homework is often unavailable, and most learning must happen
during school hours and in after-school tutoring programs.

The graphs and charts show comparisons with schools that are located on or near the Navajo reservation. Short
discussions follow each set of data.

AIMS Performance (Math % Passing) Local Native American Schools

STAR School

Indian Wells Elementary

Leupp Public School

Ganado Intermediate School

Chinle Elementary School

Jedito School

Although 5 schools in this group scored higher on math, our score of 30% passing is just below the median score
of 34 for this group. Math scores are obviously a concern, not only at our school, but at most schools in our
demographic comparison group; only one school scoring above 50% in any of the last three years.





AIMS Performance (Reading % Passing) Local Native American Schools

STAR School

Indian Wells Elementary

Leupp Public School

Ganado Intermediate School

Chinle Elementary School

Jeddito School

STAR School has increased its percent passing each year, and though some of the schools have higher
percentages passing, we are the only school in this comparison group that is consistently trending towards
improvement in reading percentage passed. We fully expect to continue improving our reading scores,
especially with our drive toward getting more independent reading level books into our student’s hands through
our Language and Literacy grant, discussed earlier.






Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evaluation Instrument

Charter Holder Name: Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc.

School Name: STAR Charter School
Date Submitted: March 26, 2013

| = Result after initial evaluation

Required for: Review - Annual Report

Evaluation Completed: May 13, 2013; May 23, 2013

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

Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

1a. Student Median Growth Percentile
(SGP)
Reading

Curriculum: The narrative does not describe a school curriculum aligned with the
Arizona State Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that
the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth in
Reading. At the site visit, evidence of a curriculum aligned with the Arizona State
Standards that contributes to increased student growth in Reading was
demonstrated.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach that is not
comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum. The narrative and data provided did
not demonstrate that the school implemented a system for monitoring and
documenting increases in student growth in Reading. At the site visit, an assessment
system aligned with AZ Academic Standards was demonstrated that included
documentation on data and data analysis for monitoring and documenting
increases in student growth in Reading.

Professional Development: The narrative describes an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and
instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased
student growth in Reading. At the site visit, a professional development plan that
contributed to increased student growth in Reading was demonstrated, that
included professional development based on teacher evaluations, teacher
reflections, and teacher effectiveness.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

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

Curriculum: The narrative does not describe a school curriculum aligned with the
Arizona State Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that
the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth
for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Math. At the site visit,
evidence of a curriculum aligned with the Arizona State Standards that contributes
to increased student growth in Math for the bottom 25% was demonstrated.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach that is not
comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum. The narrative and data provided did
not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and
documenting increases in student growth for students with growth percentiles in the
lowest 25% in Math. At the site visit, an assessment system, including intervention
practices, aligned with AZ Academic Standards was demonstrated that included
documentation on data and data analysis for monitoring and documenting
increases in student growth for the bottom 25% in Math.

Professional Development: The narrative describes an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and
instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased
student growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Math. At
the site visit, a professional development plan that contributed to increased student
growth in Math for the bottom 25% was demonstrated, that included professional
development based on teacher evaluations, teacher reflections, and teacher
effectiveness.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

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

Curriculum: The narrative does not describe a school curriculum aligned with the
Arizona State Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that
the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth
for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Reading. At the site visit,
evidence of a curriculum aligned with the Arizona State Standards that contributes
to increased student growth in Reading for the bottom 25% was demonstrated.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach that is not
comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum. The narrative and data provided did
not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and
documenting increases in student growth for students with growth percentiles in the
lowest 25% in Reading. At the site visit, an assessment system, including
intervention practices, aligned with AZ Academic Standards was demonstrated that
included documentation on data and data analysis for monitoring and documenting
increases in student growth for the bottom 25% in Reading.

Professional Development: The narrative describes an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and
instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased
student growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Reading. At
the site visit, a professional development plan that contributed to increased student
growth in Reading for the bottom 25% was demonstrated, that included
professional development based on teacher evaluations, teacher reflections, and
teacher effectiveness.
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Measure Not Comments
Acceptable |Acceptable

2a. Percent Passing Curriculum: The narrative does not describe a school curriculum aligned with the

Math Arizona State Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that
the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student
proficiency in Math. At the site visit, evidence of a curriculum aligned with the
Arizona State Standards that contributes to increased student proficiency in Math
was demonstrated.
Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach that is not
comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum. The narrative and data provided did
not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and
documenting student proficiency in Math. At the site visit, an assessment system

S | aligned with AZ Academic Standards was demonstrated that included

documentation on data and data analysis for monitoring and documenting
increases in student proficiency in Math.

Professional Development: The narrative describes an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and
instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a plan for professional development that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Math. At the site visit, a professional development
plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in Math was demonstrated,
that included professional development based on teacher evaluations, teacher
reflections, and teacher effectiveness.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

2a. Percent Passing
Reading

Curriculum: The narrative does not describe a school curriculum aligned with the
Arizona State Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that
the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student
proficiency in Reading. At the site visit, evidence of a curriculum aligned with the
Arizona State Standards that contributes to increased student proficiency in
Reading was demonstrated.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach that is not
comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum. The narrative and data provided did
not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and
documenting student proficiency in Reading. At the site visit, an assessment system
aligned with AZ Academic Standards was demonstrated that included
documentation on data and data analysis for monitoring and documenting
increases in student proficiency in Reading.

Professional Development: The narrative describes an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and
instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased
student proficiency in Reading. At the site visit, a professional development plan
that contributed to increased student proficiency in Reading was demonstrated,
that included professional development based on teacher evaluations, teacher
reflections, and teacher effectiveness.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

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

Curriculum: The narrative does not describe a school curriculum aligned with the
Arizona State Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that
the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing student
proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities. At
the site visit, evidence of a curriculum aligned with the Arizona State Standards that
contributes to increased student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students,
and students with disabilities was demonstrated.

Instruction: The narrative describes an approach to monitor the integration of
Arizona Standards into instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the
teachers. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school
implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into
instruction. Documentation provided on the site visit, as well as the additional
documentation provided within the 48 hour grace period demonstrated a plan for
monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction for grades
K-3. However, documentation provided on the site visit did not demonstrate a
comprehensive system for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards
for grades 4-8.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach that is not
comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum. The narrative and data provided did
not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and
documenting student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students
with disabilities. At the site visit, an assessment system, including intervention
practices, aligned with AZ Academic Standards was demonstrated that included
documentation on data and data analysis for monitoring and documenting
increases in student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and
students with disabilities.

Professional Development: The narrative describes an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and
instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased
student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students with
disabilities. At the site visit, a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students
with disabilities was demonstrated, that included professional development based
on teacher evaluations, teacher reflections, and teacher effectiveness.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

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

Curriculum: The narrative does not describe a school curriculum aligned with the
Arizona State Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that
the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing student
proficiency in Reading for ELL students, FRL students, and students with disabilities.
At the site visit, evidence of a curriculum aligned with the Arizona State Standards
that contributes to increased student proficiency in Reading for ELL students, FRL
students, and students with disabilities was demonstrated.

Instruction: The narrative describes an approach to monitor the integration of
Arizona Standards into instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the
teachers. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school
implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into
instruction. Documentation provided on the site visit, as well as the additional
documentation provided within the 48 hour grace period demonstrated a plan for
monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction for grades
K-3. However, documentation provided on the site visit did not demonstrate a
comprehensive system for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards
for grades 4-8.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach that is not
comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum. The narrative and data provided did
not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and
documenting student proficiency in Reading for ELL students, FRL students, and
students with disabilities. At the site visit, an assessment system, including
intervention practices, aligned with AZ Academic Standards was demonstrated that
included documentation on data and data analysis for monitoring and documenting
increases in student proficiency in Reading for ELL students, FRL students, and
students with disabilities.

Professional Development: The narrative describes an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and
instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased
student proficiency in Reading for ELL students, FRL students, and students with
disabilities. At the site visit, a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Reading for ELL students, FRL students, and
students with disabilities was demonstrated, that included professional
development based on teacher evaluations, teacher reflections, and teacher
effectiveness.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

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

ELL
Math

Curriculum: The narrative does not describe a school curriculum aligned with the
Arizona State Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that
the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing student
proficiency in Math for ELL students. At the site visit, evidence of a curriculum
aligned with the Arizona State Standards that contributes to increased student
proficiency in Math for ELL students was demonstrated.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach that is not
comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum. The narrative and data provided did
not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and
documenting student proficiency in Math for ELL students. At the site visit, an
assessment system, including intervention practices, aligned with AZ Academic
Standards was demonstrated that included documentation on data and data
analysis for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency in Math
for ELL students.

Professional Development: The narrative describes an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and
instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased
student proficiency in Math for ELL students. At the site visit, a professional
development plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in Math for ELL
students that included professional development based on teacher evaluations,
teacher reflections, and teacher effectiveness.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

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

ELL
Reading

Curriculum: The narrative does not describe a school curriculum aligned with the
Arizona State Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that
the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing student
proficiency in Reading for ELL students. At the site visit, evidence of a curriculum
aligned with the Arizona State Standards that contributes to increased student
proficiency in Math for ELL students was demonstrated.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach that is not
comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum. The narrative and data provided did
not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and
documenting student proficiency in Reading for ELL students. At the site visit, an
assessment system, including intervention practices, aligned with AZ Academic
Standards was demonstrated that included documentation on data and data
analysis for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency in Reading
for ELL students.

Professional Development: The narrative describes an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and
instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased
student proficiency in Reading for ELL students. At the site visit, a professional
development plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in Reading for
ELL students was demonstrated, that included professional development based on
teacher evaluations, teacher reflections, and teacher effectiveness.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

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

FRL
Math

Curriculum: The narrative does not describe a school curriculum aligned with the
Arizona State Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that
the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing student
proficiency in Math for FRL students. At the site visit, evidence of a curriculum
aligned with the Arizona State Standards that contributes to increased student
proficiency in Math for FRL students was demonstrated.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach that is not
comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum. The narrative and data provided did
not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and
documenting student proficiency in Math for FRL students. At the site visit, an
assessment system, including intervention practices, aligned with AZ Academic
Standards was demonstrated that included documentation on data and data
analysis for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency in Math
for FRL students.

Professional Development: The narrative describes an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and
instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased
student proficiency in Math for FRL students. At the site visit, a professional
development plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in Math for FRL
students was demonstrated, that included professional development based on
teacher evaluations, teacher reflections, and teacher effectiveness.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

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

FRL
Reading

Curriculum: The narrative does not describe a school curriculum aligned with the
Arizona State Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that
the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing student
proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities. At the site visit, evidence of a
curriculum aligned with the Arizona State Standards that contributes to increased
student proficiency in Reading for FRL students was demonstrated.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach that is not
comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum. The narrative and data provided did
not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and
documenting student proficiency in Reading for FRL students. At the site visit, an
assessment system, including intervention practices, aligned with AZ Academic
Standards was demonstrated that included documentation on data and data
analysis for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency in Reading
for FRL students.

Professional Development: The narrative describes an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and
instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased
student proficiency in Reading for FRL students. At the site visit, a professional
development plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in Reading for
FRL students was demonstrated, that included professional development based on
teacher evaluations, teacher reflections, and teacher effectiveness.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

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

Students with disabilities
Math

Curriculum: The narrative does not describe a school curriculum aligned with the
Arizona State Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that
the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing student
proficiency in Math for students with disabilities. At the site visit, evidence of a
curriculum aligned with the Arizona State Standards that contributes to increased
student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities was demonstrated.

Instruction: The narrative describes an approach to monitor the integration of
Arizona Standards into instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the
teachers. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school
implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into
instruction. Documentation provided on the site visit, as well as the additional
documentation provided within the 48 hour grace period demonstrated a plan for
monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction for grades
K-3. However, documentation provided on the site visit did not demonstrate a
comprehensive system for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards
for grades 4-8.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach that is not
comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum. The narrative and data provided did
not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and
documenting student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities. At the site
visit, an assessment system, including intervention practices, aligned with AZ
Academic Standards was demonstrated that included documentation on data and
data analysis for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency in
Math for students with disabilities.

Professional Development: The narrative describes an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and
instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased
student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities. At the site visit, a
professional development plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in
Math for students with disabilities was demonstrated, that included professional
development based on teacher evaluations, teacher reflections, and teacher
effectiveness.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

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

Students with disabilities
Reading

Curriculum: The narrative does not describe a school curriculum aligned with the
Arizona State Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that
the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increasing student
proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities. At the site visit, evidence of a
curriculum aligned with the Arizona State Standards that contributes to increased
student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities was demonstrated.

Instruction: The narrative describes an approach to monitor the integration of
Arizona Standards into instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the
teachers. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school
implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into
instruction. Documentation provided on the site visit, as well as the additional
documentation provided within the 48 hour grace period demonstrated a plan for
monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction for grades
K-3. However, documentation provided on the site visit did not demonstrate a
comprehensive system for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards
for grades 4-8.

Assessment: The narrative describes an assessment approach that is not
comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum. The narrative and data provided did
not demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring and
documenting student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities. At the site
visit, an assessment system, including intervention practices, aligned with AZ
Academic Standards was demonstrated that included documentation on data and
data analysis for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency in
Reading for students with disabilities.

Professional Development: The narrative describes an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and
instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to increased
student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities. At the site visit, a
professional development plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in
Reading for students with disabilities was demonstrated, that included professional
development based on teacher evaluations, teacher reflections, and teacher
effectiveness.
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit

Charter/School Name: Painted Desert Demonstration Project — STAR  Charter Representative:

Other leadership members present: Mr. Steve Babcock,
Dr. Mark Sorenson, and Mrs. Kate Sorenson

Staff: Lisa Weisberg, Steve Sarmento, and Martha Morgan

Date: 5/20/13

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

whether the evidence was confirmed:

Evidence Requested

Confirmed at Site

Visit

Intervention documentation X
AIMSweb data for 12-13 school year X
Teacher evaluations X
Example of a teacher completed lesson plan using common core X
standards

Curriculum map X
Documentation from professional development X

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

Sufficient Progress:

Evidence Requested Evidence Provided Sufficient
Evidence of a curriculum that Curriculum maps for reading and math X
contributes to increased student Common core standards
growth in Reading.

Evidence of a curriculum that Curriculum maps X
contributes to increased student Subject specific vocabulary

growth for student with growth Writing/Speaking Projects

percentiles in the lowest 25% in Intensive pull-outs

Math and Reading.

Evidence of a curriculum that Curriculum maps X
contributes to increased student Subject specific vocabulary

proficiency in Math and Reading. Writing/Speaking Projects

Evidence of a curriculum that Curriculum maps X
increases student proficiency in Subject specific vocabulary

Math and Reading for ELL, FRL, and Writing/Speaking Projects

SPED students

Evidence of an assessment system AIMS web given three times/ year X
for monitoring and documenting Data broken down during pre-service

increases in student growth in

Reading.

Evidence of an assessment system AIMS web progress monitoring for X

for monitoring and documenting
increases in student growth for
students with growth percentiles in
the lowest 25% in Reading and
Math.

intervention students
AIMS web given three times/ year
Data broken down during pre-service






Evidence of an assessment system
for monitoring and documenting
student proficiency in Reading and
Math.

AIMS web given three times/ year
Data broken down during pre-service

Evidence of an assessment system
for monitoring and documenting
student proficiency in Reading and
Math for ELL, FRL, and SPED.

81.4% FRL, no ELL or SPED
AIMS web given three times/ year
Data broken down during pre-service

Evidence of a professional
development plan that contributes
to increased student growth in
Reading.

Staff meetings once a month

PLC documentation

PD based on areas of ineffectiveness
determined through observations —
observations are given by Mr. Babcock, Dr.
Sorenson, and a Board member.
Individualized plans for each teacher
Agendas

Evidence of a professional
development plan that contributes
to increased student growth for
students with growth percentiles in
the lowest 25% in Math and
Reading.

Staff meetings once a month

PLC documentation

PD based on areas of ineffectiveness
determined through observations —
observations are given by Mr. Babcock, Dr.
Sorenson, and a Board member.
Individualized plans for each teacher
Agendas

Evidence of a professional
development plan that contributed
to increased student proficiency in
Reading and Math.

Staff meetings once a month

PLC documentation

PD based on areas of ineffectiveness
determined through observations —
observations are given by Mr. Babcock, Dr.
Sorenson, and a Board member.
Individualized plans for each teacher
Agendas

Evidence of a professional
development plan that contributed
to increased student proficiency in
Math and Reading for ELL, FRL, and
SPED students.

Staff meetings once a month

PLC documentation

PD based on areas of ineffectiveness
determined through observations —
observations are given by Mr. Babcock, Dr.
Sorenson, and a Board member.
Individualized plans for each teacher
Agendas

Evidence of an approach to monitor
the integration of AZ Standards into
instruction and evaluate the
instructional practices of teachers as
it relates to ELL, FRL, and students
with disabilities.

Lesson plans did not identify the standards
Standards checklist was a part of the report
card

Teacher evaluation

Rating Scale based on success of report cards







The STAR School
Performance Management Plan

Annual Report 2011-2012

A: Narrative

Analysis of Relevant Pupil Achievement Data

As part of this management plan, our school is expected to develop hypotheses, based on the data analysis, about
the underlying reasons for the school’s academic performance. The STAR School was labeled Under-performing
for the 2008-09 school years and was labeled as performing for the 2009-10, 2010-11and 2011-12 school years.
The A through F school rating system was implemented by the State of Arizona during the 2010- 2011 school
year. The performing label is now categorized as a D. The hypotheses we developed during the 2010
Management Plan has been revised:

1. School wide, math is the particular academic area in which the greatest percentage of students fell far
below on AIMS and is where we decided to focus our most extensive efforts.

Past efforts to address this problem: In the school year, 2009-2010, a Math Coach was hired to identify all students
who fell far below and provide intervention lessons and assessments to observe progress. As a school we
improved during that year to Performing. Aims-web was used as the assessment tool. Although this tool was
not aligned with the Pearson Company, who publishes the test has since begun to provide correlation data with
AIMS performance. We decided in the 2010-11 school year to continue using a Math coach in the classroom.
This strategy, judging from the 2011 math results was not sufficient. During the 2011-2012 school years, we
identified all of the students who needed intervention using not only the AIMS results from 2011, but also our
initial Aims-web fall math assessments. Those students the Fell Far Below on AIMS or were below or well below
average on the Aims-web were pulled out of the classroom for direct math intervention several times per week.
As aresult, the percentage of students who Falls far below on the AIMS math section fell from 47% in 2011 to
33% in 2012. Those students with Meets or Exceeds scores on the math section rose from 20% in 2011 to 36% in
2012. Because of these encouraging results, we have continued and enhanced our intervention pull out
program for the 2012-2013 school years.

2. Students who stay at our school over multiple years are more likely to meet state standards than students
who stay two years or less.

Past efforts to address this problem: 93 % of our students who scored Meets or Exceeds the AIMS Reading section
for 2012 had been students at our school for more than two years. Also, 70 % of our students who scored Meets
or Exceeds on the AIMS Math section have been students at our school for two years or more. Conversely, 66.5%
of our students who scored Falls Far Below on the AIMS reading section had been at the school for less than two
years. Similarly, 61% of our students who scored Falls Far Below on the AIMS Math section had been at the
school for less than 2 years. Our interpretation of this data is that we really do know how to raise these students’
performance up to the state standards, but the students need to attend our school and have the benefit of our
excellent teaching for several years. Therefore, retention of students from year to year is an important goal.

Student retention year to year school wide from 2011 to 2012 was 80.5 %. By this past year, retention of
students from year to year had increased by 8.5 %. We now have a waiting list for students to get into most
grades. Student retention, we have realized, depends upon developing positive relationships among students and
between students and adults at the school. Our school utilizes the 40 Developmental Assets and a character
building reading program (Voices) in addition to our school wide values of 4R’s (Respect, Relationship,





Responsibility, and Reasoning) to establish a school culture of caring for one another.

3. The high poverty of most families (80% free and reduced lunch) and the fact that most parents and
grandparents speak Navajo as their first language, mean many students do not come to school with math
concept vocabulary with which to discuss and understand math concepts.

Past efforts to address this problem: In the past two years we have had a math professor from Northern Arizona
University provide training to our teachers on including specific vocabulary and language objectives in math lessons
for all grades. In addition, the teachers have attended training on Common Core Standards Math which requires the
inclusion of specific vocabulary and language in math lessons. Many students that entered our 1%, 2" and 3" grades in
the past two years have received the benefit of having been through our Alchini Bighan ( Children’s House)
program which uses Montessori teaching methods for math instruction. One of the objectives of the program is that
preschoolers and kindergarten students receive daily activities in math; as well as their other curricular subjects. The
Program Evaluator for the program assesses the students at the beginning and end of each school year, using the
Woodcock Johnson III as his evaluation instrument for math. According to his reporting “This year’s returning
preschoolers (2011-12 school years) scored much higher in the fall and many began this year with age-equivalence
scores well beyond their chronological ages”. By the spring testing, 17 out of 23 students had made progress equal to
at least one full year’s development. Seven of these students scored more than a year beyond their chronological age.
We have observed promising scores such as these since the inception of our STARII preschool/kindergarten program.
Because of these results, we have instituted the Montessori math curriculum in our 1%, 2" and 3" grades as well.

4, Many students do not have the familiarity with standardized test taking procedures and strategies and
therefore sometimes make mistakes on format and filling out answers properly.

Past efforts to address this problem: Teachers have worked with all students who are expected to take
standardized testing familiarity with standardized test taking procedures and strategies. Our 2010-2011 math
interventionists focused on these procedures with all students that received math intervention. Teachers have
designed in classroom tests that use the format and the bubble sheets similar to those that will be used on the
AIMS.

5. Time on task as evidenced by behavior procedures in place and thoroughly practiced has a great impact
on academic performance.

Past efforts to address this problem: Teacher classroom observations in the 2008-09 school year indicated that in
several classrooms, the behavior management was so undeveloped that a good percentage of students were not
attending long enough to the lesson to obtain the objective. This resulted in a concerted effort of developing
classroom management through training in the Harry Wong procedures. The principal then evaluated teachers on their
degree of implementation and teachers were released at the end of the school year who were not fully implementing
the procedures. Classrooms in which procedures were faithfully implemented demonstrated significant improvements
in achievement from the previous years.

We have compared student data for the AIMS over the past five years, from 2008 through 2012. As shown by the
charts below, the number of students that scored Meets or Exceeds on the Math portion of the AIMS has risen
from 33% in 2008 to 36% in 2012. The number of students that meet in exceed in Reading has risen from 23%
in 2008 to 46% in 2012. Conversely, the number of students who fell far below in math has dropped from 40% in
2008 to 33% in 2012. The number of students who scored Falls Far Below in Reading has dropped form 21% in
2008 to 7% in 2012.

Data Collected and Analysis Process

Data in the form of AIMS scores in percentages and graphs is included in the attached documents. This data
includes averages of AIMS scores by grade for the past five years. Multiple meetings of the entire STAR School
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faculty were held looking at AIMS scores averages for the past five years as well as an analysis by concept
category. Teachers and the Principal also considered Aimsweb quarterly assessments, which were utilized this
past two years as formative assessments in grades 1 -8. The school received a rating of D for the past two years.
This is a Performing rating. In order to address this D rating, we have adjusted our scheduling so that teachers
have more collaborative planning time. We continue to provide intervention services to our under performing
students, and have implemented a dedicated intervention classroom so that these services can be provided in a
consistent atmosphere and on a consistent schedule.

Interpretation of Findings

The STAR School just began its 11th year of operation. It has made AYP for the past seven years. In the past
five years the school has received the ranking of Performing or Performing Plus in four of those years. In 2010, The
STAR School again received a rating of Performing. In 2011 the state began to use the A to F rating scale in rating
schools performance status. The STAR School received a D rating (which is equivalent to Performing) in both the
2011 and 2012 school years. The STAR School is located on the edge of the Navajo Reservation. 92% of our
students are Native American.

During the 2012 school year, multiple observations were made in the classrooms by several individuals.
These included Steve Babcock, the Federal and State Programs Coordinator, who has among his responsibilities the
supervision and evaluation of classroom teachers, Dr. Rick St. Germaine who is a member of our board and Dr. James
Manly, a professor of education at Northern Arizona University and consultant working with the STAR School on
improving curriculum and instruction. A summary of the comments made by these evaluators is as follows:

All teachers at the STAR School have implemented the Common Core Standards in planning their lessons.
Curriculum maps are expected from each of the teachers for the areas of Mathematics and Language Arts. These
curriculum maps are turned in at the beginning of the school year and are followed by the teachers in their planning
throughout the school year. The teachers turn in an outline of their lesson plans to Mr. Babcock on a weekly basis.

It is observed in most classrooms at the STAR School that the students are focused and on task. Where off-task
behavior was noted, it was brought to the teacher’s attention along with some helpful suggestions on how this might
be addressed in the classroom. For example, one newly constructed classroom had poor acoustics and the noise was
distracting the students from staying on-task. After consultation with the observers, wall hangings were added to the
classroom walls. This made a large improvement in student focus and on-task behavior.

Teachers are doing on-going assessment of their student’s progress by planning assessment activities into
their curriculum. These are authentic assessments where the teacher observes and monitors the success of the student.
Teachers are using Aims-web formative assessment data to inform their instruction, make accommodations within the
classroom and recommend students for extra help through our intervention program.

In the 4™ through 8™ grade classroom, Collaborative planning time has been taking place on a regular basis.
This time is afforded when the students go to our Physical Education, Art and Home economics classes in the
afternoons. This time was also made available to the lower grades. Although the kindergarten and preschool
classrooms are doing a great deal of planning together, the first and second grade teachers have not been able to form
a cohesive way to plan together within the time provided. This has been reviewed with them and administration is
working with them on ways to work cooperatively within the time constraints.

Without exception, the communication with parents from the classroom teachers has been ample and
frequent. Teachers send home weekly letters to the parents updating them on homework, student progress and
classroom activities. Parent-Student-Teacher conferences have been well attended. Where age appropriate, these
conferences are student lead under the watchful eye of the teacher.

Classrooms, for the most part, are organized as a text rich environment. There is a great deal of writing taking
place in all subject areas. All grades have classroom libraries. Student’s written work is displayed on the walls or
available to view in their journals. In most cases, there were interactive word walls posted and students worked with
these walls during their literacy activities. Where these word walls and text rich practices had not been implemented,
the staff were given help by administration and consultants to improve these features in their classrooms.

Teachers have been afforded opportunities for professional development both at the school and through travelling to
workshops and conferences; the on-site professional development has been well attended.

Overall, the report cards issued by the teachers are easily understood and provide ample information to the parents on
their student’s progress. This is true despite the fact that the design of the reports cards between K through 3™ grade





and 4" through 8™ grade show marked differences in the grading system and the detail provided about the standards
being taught. The upper grades list only the categories under which the standards fall. This is necessity because the
large number of standards, if listed, would present a confusing and lengthy report to the parents. Standards covered in
class are relayed to the parents through frequent progress reports given separate from the regular report card periods.
The upper grades are scored using a F.A.M.E. grading rubric. The younger grades are scored using a 1 through 5
rubric to indicate level of mastery. All the standards are listed on the report card with clear indications of the standards
that have been taught and those that have not yet been covered.

During the 2011 and 2012 school years, the principal and staff at the STAR school maintained and refined the
Avrizona School Improvement plan, which is kept online at the ALEAT section of the Common Logon on the Arizona
Department of Education web page. The school improvement coordinator, in cooperation with the teaching staff,
closely tracks the progress of the students throughout the school year using formative assessment and classwork data.
By monitoring and recording formative assessment scores for each student in both mathematics and reading, we can
refer any student who who scores below average on these measures to intervention classes. This PMP follows this
Arizona Improvement Plan.

One of the goals of the school improvement plan is the assurance that all of our teachers are highly qualified
to teach at their grade levels and subject areas. Teachers are required to have passed the Arizona Educator’s
Proficiency Exam (AEPA) in order to be highly qualified. One teacher, during the 2012 school year, took this test and
was successful. Currently all of our teaching staff are highly qualified.

As the STAR instructional staff analyzed the data from the AIMS tests as well as the formative data, the
pattern that emerged for us is that Reading has made good progress. Math, however, though moving in the right
direction, remains the area that needs the most improvement. In every one of the past five years the percentage of
students who scored in the Falls Far Below category was larger by a significant amount for Math than for Reading.
This can be seen in the attached graphs and data summaries. In addition, the percentage of students who fell far below
in reading shows a clear downward trend, this is not the case in mathematics. In mathematics the falls far below
percentage dropped in 2009, only to rise above the 2008 levels in both 2010 and 2011. It did fall below the 2008 level
in 2012. Another pattern that emerges is that the lower elementary grades (2,3,4, and 5) have lower percentages of
students who either meet or exceed the state standard in math. The attached graphs show that 83% of 7" grade in
2009-10 met or exceeded the state standard, which is above the state average of 59%. Also, 55% of the 8" graders
met the Math standard, close to the state average. On the other hand, in grades 3, 4, and 5, the percentage of students
meeting the state standard in Math in 2010, ranged between 0% and 22%, well below the state average. While our
Kindergarten assessments show that students generally enter the STAR School a full year behind in math concepts,
our data on the improvement we see in students who stay with our school more than three years tells us that these
deficits can be reversed when students are provided with consistent quality teaching with a supportive environment
that strengthens relationships and sets high expectations for behavior as well as academic performance.

In the 2012 School year, we began to offer consistent intervention to those students who fell far below
on the AIMS. The chart shows that all classes, with the exception of the seventh grade, raised the percentage of
students who met and exceeded between the 2011 and 2012 school year. We see this as being in support of
having a strong intervention program. We have strengthened and expanded our intervention program during
the 2013 school year and expect good results.

Further analysis of the AIMS data revealed that the Math concepts that are most in need of improved
instruction and assessment in grades K-3 are Numerical Operations, Estimation, Analysis of Change, and Geometric
Principles. In grades 4-6, the concepts of Probability, Discrete Math, Coordinate Geometry, and Algorithms are in
greatest need of improved instruction and assessment. Our intervention teacher has been able to do additional
assessment with those students who come to her with the intention of individualizing instruction and giving attention
to the areas where they are most in need of help.

Another significant factor that was identified by the Principal that inhibited adequate performance in
the past five years was lack of adequate classroom management in certain classrooms. Classroom observations
by the principal and an outside expert indicated that in school year 2011- 12 one of the lower grade classrooms
showed evidence of a lack of effective classroom management techniques as one of the most significant features
inhibiting learning. The AIMS test results also indicated a low performance in this grade as shown in the attached
AIMS summaries. The School Board had mandated in the at the end of the 2009-10 school year that all
classrooms the implementation of classroom management procedures as defined by Harry Wong in his book and
video series. “The First Day of School: How To be an Effective Teacher”. The Principal trained the entire staff at





the beginning of the school year and over the summer. Teachers were informed that they must implement these
classroom management procedures to keep their jobs as STAR School teachers. One of the teachers (3rd grade)
totally adopted the classroom management procedures and turned her classroom’s performance around, raising
the percentage of students who met the state standard in Math from 0% to 29% and reducing the percentage of
students Falling Far Below from 17% to 0%. One other teacher only partially implemented the procedures and
was let go at the end of the school year. Unfortunately, the 3rd grade teacher let go of implementing procedures in
the 2011-2012 school year. The percentage of students who met and exceeded dropped to 8%, and she was also
let go. New teachers who have been hired since then and all new teachers who will come on staff in the future
will be required to fully implement these procedures. The principal continues to check on classroom procedures
and has implemented with the staff procedures for behavior throughout the school. In addition, the principal
has also trained the new staff on classroom management techniques described in the book “Teach Like a
Champion”. The staff has enthusiastically embraced these procedures because time on task has increased in the
classrooms and behavioral referrals are lower than ever.

Staffing fluctuations have also had an impact on student achievement. Having high quality teachers who
are healthy is very important to the achievement of our students. The teacher for the 5th and 6t grades, for
example, had an outstanding record of student AIMS performance from 2006 through 2009. As you can see from
the attached AIMS score summaries, her 6t grade students had met or exceeded the state standards in Reading on
the AIMS test between 57% and 75% of the time for the previous three years, and had met or exceeded the state
standards in Math on the AIMS test between 53% and 75% of the time from 2006 through 2009. However in the
summer of 2009, she discovered she had developed cancer and during the 2009-10 school year, she had to be
absent from school at least one day and sometimes two days a week for nearly four months of the school year
for her chemotherapy treatments. Although we provided substitute teachers during her absence, the scores of
her students dropped significantly, with 40% meeting the state standard in Reading and 20% meeting the state
standard in Math. A similar pattern can be seen for the 5t grade students. This teacher had a second year of
health challenges related to her cancer recovery in the 2011 school year. The chart shows very little
improvement in her percentages for that school year. During the 2012 school year, however, she was back to a
healthy state and teaching as strongly as ever. Both her 5th and 6th grade scores percentages of meets and exceeds
students have risen. Similarly, up until the beginning of the 2011 school year we had trouble attracting a talented
and well trained teacher in our 1st and second classroom since the resignation of a very capable teacher in 2007.
At the beginning of the 2011 school year we hired a teacher who worked tirelessly to improve the curriculum
and teaching in the 1st and 2nd grade. We also hired a co-teacher for that classroom, who, though he wasn’t as
experienced and capable, worked hard at improving his skills with the children. The resulting rise in the Stanford
10 scores was significant and can be seen in the attached charts. This highlights the importance of attracting and
retaining high quality teachers who have a high quality relationship with their students to obtain high academic
performances. The Governing Board is also considering ways to include in teachers’ evaluations will include
between 33% and 50% consideration for improvement of student scores. This weighting will include AIMS
scores but will also include formative data from the Aims-web and classroom grade data.

Our data show that some of our teachers are consistently getting their students to do better on the AIMS test
than others. Our data also show that teachers who implement our approaches to instruction generally show
improvement in their students’ AIMS scores. For the past two years, the school has provided all teachers with
intensive Reading coaching and instruction by an outside consultant and additionally coaching in updated math
instruction techniques by an another outside consultant. In discussing with the instructional staff why some teachers
have succeeded in students’ scores increasing on the AIMS tests in either math or reading, and some have not, the staff
determined that teachers should have time to share with one another how they effectively teach important concepts in
math and reading, especially focusing on curriculum mapping. Curriculum maps in both mathematics and reading
have been required and collected from all teachers from 1% through 8" grade for the past two years. In the process, we
have transitioned to the Common Core Standards in preparation for the PARCC assessment that will replace the AIMS
in the 2014 school year. In order to improve instruction in math and in reading, weekly staff meetings are scheduled
to provide sharing between successful teachers and teachers who are less successful, as measured by performance of
their students on the AIMS tests in Reading and Math. Teachers are also encouraged to do peer reviews in which
teachers are given time to observe in other teachers’ classrooms and then discuss what has been observed as either
problematic or particularly successful. Teachers have been encouraged during the 2013 school year to do planning in
Pods of teachers. The upper pod consists of the 3"/4™ grade teacher, the 5"/6" grade teacher and the 7"/8™ grade
teacher. This pod has been partially successful in planning together. They do meet together regularly. The lower pod
consists of the pre-school, kindergarten and 1% and 2™ grade teachers. Although the pre-school and kindergarten work





closely together in planning and throughout the teaching day, The 1% and 2" grade teachers are seldom included in
their planning. In addition, discussions with the 1% and 2" grade team have revealed that they do very little
cooperative planning even among themselves. The administration is addressing this, as cooperative team planning is
seen as a way to implement more effective curriculum in the classroom. Overall, we need to continue to focus on
training the teachers in effective cooperative planning. The addition of staff to teach Physical Education and Art was
part of our plan, not only to provide cooperative planning time to the teaching teams, but to add the art and Physical
Education teachers as teaching team members in the classrooms in the mornings when they are not teaching their
specials. These staff members were also planned to be a pod team of their own. Although they have been working in
the classrooms consistently, it has not been observed that they plan together in a coordinated manner. This being said,
we have confidence that their additional help with the reading and math instruction will show results.

The final obstacle to performance that came out of the data is in the area of assessment. During the
2009-10 through 2011-2012 school years the STAR School utilized Aims-web to provide quarterly formative
assessments of all students in math and reading. The quarterly Aims-web results showed consistent but gradual
improvement across all grades in math skills and concepts during those years. But this was not reflected in some of
the grades’ performance on the 2012 AIMS tests, particularly the 4th grade scores in math in which 85% of the class
scored in Falls Far Below, while the Aims-web quarterly scores for those same students indicated that over 70% of the
students scored either above average or excelling. When the staff analyzed this outcome, one conclusion was that we
needed to make sure students actually learned the concepts in the state standards through sharing better teaching as
indicated in the above paragraph. Another conclusion was that we needed a formative assessment program that was
actually aligned with the AIMS test and the state standards. Because a student has to receive an above average score
on the Aims-web in order for us to be assured that he will meet on the AIMS, in either math or reading. We can see
that the Aims-web is not well aligned with the AIMS test. The staff can agree, however, that Aims-web does measure
growth in both reading and math even without AIMS alignment. The school is looking for a better formative
assessment system that aligns with the AIMS assessment, however, with the introduction of the PARCC assessment in
the 2014 school year this search is also focused on finding an assessment that is aligned with the common-core
standards. Because we have heard that the PARCC is to be given three times a year and may serve as a formative
assessment as well as a summative assessment, this has also delayed our intention to adopt some other formative
assessment. Switching to another assessment requires a great deal of time and effort if we are not going to be using it
long enough to measure growth. Teachers in the 2nd through 8" grades have worked at providing exposure to the
format and bubble sheet answer techniques that are used on the AIMS and Stanford 10. We feel our students are more
prepared in this way than we were in the 2009 school year. The addition of an intervention program in math and
reading was successful based on our improved scores from 2011 to 2012 school years on the AIMS. We still have
more improvement to make, and feel the the expansion of the intervention program and the addition of staff to work
with the children on math and reading skills will have a positive effect on their 2013 scores All of these conclusions
have been woven into the STAR School’s approach to improving math and reading instruction.





Representation of Findings

AIMS Math Data 2008-2012
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B: Status of Performance Management Plan:

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

Action Steps

Action
Steps

Math
Progress

We added Montessori Math Not
Curriculum and Materials 1% Yet
through 3" grades and Gizmos
online in 7" and 8" grade d
curriculum. Kindergarten
Curriculum is now entirely
Montessori. Intel Math training
was completed. First through

third teachers have taken
Montessori math training.

Supplement Houghton Mifflin
Math curriculum in grades 1
through 8 with Aha Math

In Kindergarten, supplement
Houghton Mifflin Math with
Montessori math instructional
materials

The teachers who have received
training as math mentors in the
intel math program will continue
to provide training to other
teachers in ways to improve
their math instruction.

Reading

Evid
ence

Progress

The voices training was completed in ~ Not
the 2012 school year. New teachers are Yet
being trained by those teachers already Start
using the program. ed

\oices reading curriculum grades K-8
will include 6 , 1.5 day training
sessions (on how to more effectively
teach reading) throughout the year,
provided by a professional Voices

Starte

Evidence Budget
Expenditures
Starte In Compl
Progre eted
ss
X
X
X

Budget Expenditures

In Com
Pro plete
gre d
ss

X





Strategy I: After one year of implementation, were the identified action steps for Strategy I appropriate?
Yes the steps were appropriate, although we made more use of Montessori training and materials than
originally planned. Teachers received Montessori math training in addition to other training in effective

Reading teacher.

Teachers will supplement the reading
curriculum with an intensive focus on
journal writing which will be shared
with parents and reinforced in annual
public speaking contests for the
students to present to the community.

Reflection

math instruction.

STRATEGY II: Develop and implement a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic

Standards into instruction.

Action
Steps

Math
Progress: Monitoring was Evi
assigned to school den
improvement coordinator; ce
school is now teaching from Not Starte
common-core standards. Yet d
Galileo was replaced with Sta
Aims-web assessment. rted

School improvement
Coordinator will monitor all
teacher lesson plans weekly to
assure that all math instruction
includes the common-core

Budget Expenditures

Progress eted





standards

2 Teachers and school X
improvement coordinator will
review quarterly Aims-web
assessment results and the
common-core standards that the
students still need to learn

Reading

Action Progress Evid Budget Expenditures
Steps ence

Again, the school is now teaching to the Not Sta In Co

common-core standards. We are using Yet rte Pr mp

Aims-web and not Galileo Start d ogr let

ed ess ed

1 School improvement coordinator will X

monitor all teacher lesson plans weekly to
assure that all reading instruction includes
relevant Common-core standards

2 Teachers and the school improvement X
coordinator will review each quarter the
aims-web assessment in reading and
identify the common-core standards that
still need to be addressed.

Reflection

Strategy II: Yes the steps were appropriate, however there were a few modifications due to our selection
of Aims-web instead of Galileo and our use of common-core standards





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

Action
Steps

Action
Steps

Math

Progress Evid Budget Expenditures
ence

We are no longer using a math coach. Not Star In  Com
We have hired an interventionistto  Yet ted Prog plete
work with students who fall far Start ress d
below or do not meet the standards as ed

determined by AIMS and Aims-web

scores. Again, head teacher

responsibilities have been taken by

school improvement coordinator

Math coach will be hired to assist all X
teachers in all grades to assess all

students monthly in their progress in

math concepts as determined by the

AIMS and Aims-web program then

determine concepts that need to be

emphasized in instruction.

School Improvement coordinator will X
check lesson plans at the beginning

of each week to assure alignment of

lesson plans to common-core

standards he will report to principal.

Reading
Progress Evid Budget Expenditures
ence
\oices trainer visit completed in 2011 Not Start In  Co
school year. Aims-web reading Yet ed Pro mpl
assessment in use along with Voices Start gres eted
reading assessment. Interventionistis ed S

working with those students who fall
far below or do not meet standards.

\oices Reading Trainer will X





demonstrate for all teachers all the
ways to use the reading curriculum and
assessments in the curriculum and
check the teacher's use of these
assessments during a 6 week visit and
report to principal

Assessment Coordinator will assist
teachers in all grades to asses student
progress quarterly as determined by
AIMS and Aims-web program and
then determine concepts that need to be
emphasized in instruction

Reflection

Strategy III: Yes the action steps were appropriate, although we no longer have a voices trainer; our
teaching staff is familiar enough with the voices reading program to train each other. We no longer have
math coaches, but we have had consultant math professionals provided training and have a math
intervention teacher working with the students who fall far below or are not meeting the standards based
on AIMS and Aims-web assessments.

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

Action
Steps

Math

Progress

As part of the ongoing weekly in-
service trainings, experienced teachers
will present to the whole staff on

Evid Budget Expenditures
ence

Not Start In Co
Yet ed Pro mpl

Start gres eted
ed S
X





Action
Steps

aspects of effective curriculum
mapping throughout the school year

All teachers will be trained in X
administering Aims-web assessment to

their students and interpreting results to

more finely hone their teaching to

concepts in need of emphasis.

Reading

Progress Eviden
ce

All teachers are familiar with how to  Not Star In Co
administer the Aim-web. We review  Yet ted Pro mpl

Aims-web results as a staff after each  Started gre eted
quarterly administration. SS
As part of the ongoing weekly in- X

service trainings, experienced teachers
will present to the whole instructional
staff on aspects of effective curriculum
mapping throughout the school year.

All teachers will be trained in X
administering the Aims-web

assessment and giving instructions to

their students and in interpreting

results to more finely hone their

teaching to the concepts in need of

emphasis.

Once a quarter a Friday staff meeting
will focus around the results of Aims-
web.

Budget Expenditures





Reflection

Strategy IV: Yes these action steps are appropriate. We have several teachers taking classes towards their
National board certifications and are encouraging all of our instructional staff to get this training and
certification.






The STAR School

Performance Management Plan

Data Self-analysis and Interpret Findings

Data in the form of AIMS scores in percentages and graphs is included in the attached
documents. This data includes averages of AIMS scores by grade for the past five years.
Multiple meetings of the entire STAR School faculty were held looking at AIMS scores
averages for the past five years as well as an analysis by concept category. Teachers and the
Principal also considered AIMS Web monthly assessments, which were utilized this past year as
formative assessments in grades K -8 as part of our ASIP plan to address the one year of being
labeled Underperforming. For the 2009-10 school year, the school received a ranking of
Performing, indicating that the strategies addressed in the ASIP are working. However, we
believe our formative assessments will be much more targeted if we utilize Galileo instead of
AIMS Web, so we are using that program instead this year. More in-depth discussion of the data
self-analysis and the interpretation of the findings is in the section called Introductory Narrative.

Determining the Underlying Reasons for Performance

As part of this management plan, our school is expected to develop hypotheses, based on the data
analysis, about the underlying reasons for the school’s academic performance. The STAR
School was labeled Underperforming for the 2008-09 school year and was labeled as Performing
for the 2009-10 school year. The following are hypotheses we developed:

1. School wide, math is the particular academic area in which the greatest percentage of
students fell far below on AIMS and is therefore the area where we should focus our most
extensive efforts.

Past efforts to address this problem: The past school year, 2009-2010, a Math Coach was
hired to identify all students who fell far below and provide intervention lessons and
assessments to observe progress. As a school we improved during that year to
Performing. AIMS Web was used as the assessment tool, but this tool is not aligned
with the AIMS test and we noticed that even though our AIMS Web monthly results
showed steady progress toward meeting the standards, The AIMS test results showed that
in several grades Falls Far Below percentages increased even while in some grades
Meets/Exceeds percentages increased. This year we are utilizing Galileo which is
aligned with AIMS and which has a prescriptive format for lessons to teach the concept
needing to be taught. The Math coach is still being utilized to intervene with those
students falling far below, but weekly concept lessons and mastery levels will be
identified by Galileo formative test results .





2. Students who stay at our school over multiple years are more likely to meet state
standards than students who stay two years or less.

Past efforts to address this problem: We noticed that 83% of our 7" graders who met or
exceeded the state standard in Reading have been students at our school for more than
two years. Also, 80% of the 7™ graders who met or exceeded the state standard in Math
have been students at our school for two years or more. Conversely, 100% of 7" graders
who Fell Far Below in both Reading and Math were students here for less than two
years. Similarly, we noticed that 86% of our 8" graders who met or exceeded the state
standard in Reading have been students at our school for 3 years or more. Also, 80% of
the 8" graders who met or exceeded the state standard in Math have been students at our
school for three years or more. Similarly, 80% of the 8" graders who Fell Far Below on
the AIMS math, have been students at our school for less than 3 years. Our interpretation
of this data is that we really do know how to raise these students’ performance up to the
state standards, but the students need to attend our school and have the benefit of our
excellent teaching for several years. Therefore, retention of students from year to year is
an important goal.

Retention of students year to year school wide in from 2005 to 2006 was 72%. By this
past year, retention of students from year to year had increased to 94%. We now have a
waiting list for students to get into most grades. Student retention, we have realized,
depends upon developing positive relationships among students and between students
and adults at the school. Our school utilizes the 40 Developmental Assets and a character
building reading program (\Voices) in addition to our school wide values of 4R’s
(Respect, Relationship, Responsibility, and Reasoning) to establish a school culture of
caring for one another.

3. The high poverty of most families (85% free and reduced lunch) and the fact that most
parents and grandparents speak Navajo as their first language, mean many students do
not come to school with math concept vocabulary with which to discuss and understand
math concepts.

Past efforts to address this problem: Acknowledging that research shows that children
coming from poverty situations have the same intuitive math concepts as children coming
from higher income areas, but lack the vocabulary to manipulate and discuss those
concepts, we began this past year to include specific vocabulary and language objectives
in math lessons for all grades. This is still a goal, but we need to work with a local
professor of mathematics to determine the best use of these vocabulary goals. This is
being planned for this school year.

4. Many students do not have a familiarity with standardized test taking procedures and
strategies and therefore sometimes make mistakes on format and filling out answers
properly.

Past efforts to address this problem: None of the 3 and 4" grade students have
received practice lessons in taking AIMS tests. The results on the math portion of the





AIMS test for these grades in 2010 was far worse than their performance all the way
through the year on the AIMS Web formative tests. On the other hand, the 7" and 8"
graders who did receive AIMS training practice, performed fairly well on the AIMS.
This lead the teaching staff and principal to suspect that these students need some test
taking practice . This will be implemented this year before the spring testing dates.

5. Time on task as evidenced by behavior procedures in place and thoroughly practiced has
a great impact on learning and academic performance.
Past efforts to address this problem: Teacher/ classroom observations in the 2008-09
school year indicated that in several classrooms, the behavior management was so
undeveloped that a good percentage of students were not attending long enough to the
lesson to obtain the objective. This resulted in a concerted effort of developing
classroom management through training in the Harry Wong procedures. The principal
then evaluated teachers on their degree of implementation and teachers were released at
the end of the school year who were not fully implementing the procedures. Classrooms
in which procedures were faithfully implemented demonstrated significant improvements
in achievement from the previous years.

Introductory Narrative

The STAR School just began its 9" year of operation. It has made AYP for the past five years.
In the past five years the school has received the ranking of Performing or Performing Plus in
four of those years. In 2010, The STAR School again received a rating of Performing. The
STAR School is located on the edge of the Navajo Reservation. 99% of our students are Native
American. In October 2008, Keith Brown, Director of Academic Service for the ASBCS, met
with the staff of The STAR School, observed classrooms, reviewed curriculum resources,
attendance rosters, bus driver licenses, and Fingerprint clearance cards. Mr. Brown found that
the school was meeting requirements in all of these areas. In his summary on Curriculum and
Instruction, Mr. Brown provided the following:

“* During classroom observation, instruction was observed to be orderly and
systematic. Long and short range plans and assessments indicated alignment to Arizona
Academic Standards. Resources (i.e. texts, computers, trade books, etc.) were evident and in
sufficient quantity for all students to access.

* In the primary grades, evidence that formative assessments (Voices Curriculum
and DIBELS) are conducted periodically.

*Teachers and students had access to relevant technology such as SMARTBoard
and desktop computers. Access to high-speed Internet was available

*A character development program (i.e. Service Learning) is being implemented
which supports the STAR School’s charter.





*Through discussion with teachers, it was evident that formative assessments are
used for diagnostic purposes and results are used to modify instruction and communicate with
parents.

*In fifth —eighth grades, students were actively involved in projects that integrate
science and language arts, as well as the character development program.” No comment or
further action was required from Mr. Brown’s letter.

During the beginning of the 2009-10, the principal and staff of the STAR School developed the
Arizona School Improvement Plan in response to the schools’ first time ever labeling as
Underperforming. A coach was sent by the ADE to assist the staff in developing that plan. The
plan was submitted to ADE, and subsequently the school hosted a Visitation Team, who
thoroughly observed and reviewed the school and its plans to address the issues that led to its
Underperforming label. During their visit, the Visitation team commended the school staff for
our efforts and indicated that they thought our plan was measureable, well focused, and
attainable. The ASIP plan was followed throughout the 2009-10 school year to address the
priority of math skills development and math teaching. This PMP builds onto that ASIP plan
and adds to it with further refinements.

As the STAR instructional staff analyzed the data from the AIMS tests as well as the formative
data, the pattern that emerged for us is that while Reading still needs improvement, we are
moving in the right direction in Reading with our new reading curriculum. Math is clearly the
area that needs the most improvement. In nearly every one of the past five years, and for nearly
every grade, the percentage of students who scored in the Falls Far Below category was larger
by a significant amount for Math than for Reading. This can be seen in the attached graphs and
data summaries for each grade for the past five years. Another pattern that emerges is that the
lower elementary grades (2,3,4, and 5) have the lowest percentage of students who either meet
or exceed the state standard in math. The attached graphs show that 71% of 7" grade in 2009-
10 met or exceeded the state standard, which is above the state average of 59%. Also, 46% of
the 8" graders met the Math standard, close to the state average. On the other hand, in grades 3,
4, and 5, the percentage of students meeting the state standard in Math in 2010, ranged between
0% and 29%, well below the state average. While our Kindergarten assessments show that
students generally enter the STAR School a full year behind in math concepts, our data on the
improvement we see in students who stay with our school more than three years tells us that
these deficits can be reversed when students are provided with consistent quality teaching with a
supportive environment that strengthens relationships and sets high expectations for behavior as
well as academic performance.

Further analysis of the AIMS data revealed that the Math concepts that are most in need of
improved instruction and assessment in grades K-3 are Numerical Operations, Estimation,
Analysis of Change, and Geometric Principles. In grades 4-6, the concepts of Probability,
Discrete Math, Coordinate Geometry, and Algorithms are in greatest need of improved





instruction and assessment. As a result of this analysis, the focus of the interventions by the
classroom teachers and the Math coach will be especially in these concept areas, utilizing the
Galileo assessment system to determine if further instruction is needed.

Another significant factor that was identified by the Principal that inhibited adequate
performance in the past five years was lack of adequate classroom management in certain
classrooms. Classroom observations by the principal and an outside expert indicated that in
school year 2008-09, the year the school was identified as Underperforming, two of the lower
grade classrooms showed evidence of a lack of effective classroom management techniques as
one of the most significant features inhibiting learning. The AIMS test results also indicated a
low performance in these grades as shown in the attached AIMS summaries. The School Board
responded by mandating in all classrooms the implementation of classroom management
procedures as defined by Harry Wong in his book and video series. “The First Day of School:
How To be an Effective Teacher”. The Principal trained the entire staff at the beginning of the
school year and over the summer. Teachers were informed that they must implement these
classroom management procedures to keep their jobs as STAR School teachers. One of the
teachers (3" grade) totally adopted the classroom management procedures and turned her
classroom’s performance around, raising the percentage of students who met the state standard in
Math from 0% to 29% and reducing the percentage of students Falling Far Below from 17% to
0%. One other teacher only partially implemented the procedures and was let go at the end of
the school year. New teachers who have been hired since then and all new teachers who will
come on staff in the future will be required to fully implement these procedures. The principal
continues to check on classroom procedures and has implemented with the staff procedures for
behavior throughout the school. In addition, the principal has also trained the new staff on
classroom management techniques described in the book “Teach Like a Champion”. The staff
has enthusiastically embraced these procedures because time on task has increased in the
classrooms and behavioral referrals are lower than ever.

Staffing fluctuations have also had an impact on student achievement. Having high quality
teachers who are healthy is very important to the achievement of our students. The teacher for
the 5th and 6" grades, for example, had an outstanding record of student AIMS performance
from 2006 through 2009. As you can see from the attached AIMS score summaries, her 6
grade students had met or exceeded the state standards in Reading on the AIMS test between
57% and 75% of the time for the previous three years, and had met or exceeded the state
standards in Math on the AIMS test between 53% and 75% of the time from 2006 through 2009.
However in the summer of 2009, she discovered she had developed cancer and during the 2009-
10 school year, she had to be absent from school at least one day and sometimes two days a
week for nearly four months of the school year for her chemotherapy treatments. Although we
provided substitute teachers during her absence, the scores of her students dropped significantly ,
with 40% meeting the state standard in Reading and 20% meeting the state standard in Math. A
similar pattern can be seen for the 5™ grade students. We are fortunate that she is healthy again,





and eagerly teaching, and we expect outstanding performance from her students again this year
and in years to come. Similarly, the past five years of 2™ grade Terra Nova test scores show the
drop in performance when one very capable teacher resigned in 2007. In 2008 another teacher
was hired who turned out to be a less capable teacher. He was let go in 2008, and replaced by
another teacher who was let go at the end of the 2009-10 school year. The new teacher in that
classroom, hired in July, 2010 is fully implementing classroom management techniques required
by the Board. The monthly Galileo assessments will be monitored carefully to see that the
students are progressing toward the goal of the state average of 59% meeting or exceeding the
math standard, and 74% meeting or exceeding the reading standard. This highlights the
importance of attracting and retaining high quality teachers who have a high quality relationship
with their students to obtain high academic performances. The Governing Board is also
considering ways to include in teachers’ evaluations will be weighted to include between 33%
and 50% consideration for improvement of student AIMS test scores.

Our data show that some of our teachers are consistently getting their students to do better on the
AIMS test than others. Our data also show that teachers who implement our approaches to
instruction generally show improvement in their students’” AIMS scores. For the past two years,
the school has provided all teachers with monthly intensive Reading coaching and instruction by
an outside consultant and specialized coursework in updated math instruction techniques over the
summers. In discussing with the instructional staff why some teachers have succeeded in
students’ scores increasing on the AIMS tests in either math or reading, and some have not, the
staff determined that teachers should have time to share with one another how they effectively
teach important concepts in math and reading, especially focusing on curriculum mapping. In
order to improve instruction in math and in reading, weekly staff meetings are scheduled to
provide sharing between successful teachers and teachers who are less successful, as measured
by performance of their students on the AIMS tests in Reading and Math. Teachers are also
encouraged to do peer reviews in which teachers are given time to observe in other teachers’
classrooms and then discuss what has been observed as either problematic or particularly
successful.

The final obstacle to performance that came out of the data is in the area of assessment. During
the 2009-10 school year, the STAR School utilized AIMS Web to provide monthly formative
assessments of all students in math and reading. The monthly AIMS Web results showed
consistent improvement across all grades in math skills and concepts. But this was not reflected
in some of the grades’ performance on the AIMS tests, particularly the 4th grade scores in math
in which 85% of the class scored in Falls Far Below, while the AIMS Web monthly scores for
those same students indicated that over 70% of the students scored either above average or
excelling. When the staff analyzed this outcome, one conclusion was that we needed to make
sure students actually learned the concepts in the state standards through sharing better teaching
as indicated in the above paragraph. Another conclusion was that we needed a formative
assessment program that was actually aligned with the AIMS test and the state standards.





Galileo, which is an online formative assessment and prescriptive teaching program that is
aligned to the Arizona state standards, was chosen to replace the AIMS web program as our
formative assessment system. Our school is currently establishing the pre test base in math and
reading for all students in the Galileo system. Another conclusion reached by the staff
analyzing the assessment issue was that the 2" through 4™ grade students who did not have
much experience with standardized tests should have practice test experience so that they are
totally familiar with the proper way to take a standardized test. Practice tests will be made
available to teachers in these grades prior to the spring AIMS testing dates. The fourth
conclusion reached by the staff when analyzing the assessment indicators is that the
supplemental instruction of the Math coach should be especially focused in the 2", 3" 4™ and
5" grades and that math instruction by the coach and all classroom teachers should be based on
concepts to be taught by the Galileo formative assessments. All of these conclusions have been
woven into the STAR School’s approach to improving math and reading instruction.





PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
The STAR School

INDICATOR: (Academic Area) Mathematics
_June 30_, 2012

DURATION OF THE PLAN: Begins __September 1 , 2010 _ to

MEASURE METRIC TARGET

(Identify what aspect of indicator, i.e.
academic area, will be focused upon.)
AIMS test in math in April, 2011 and in
April, 2012

(Reasonable and appropriate ways to
measure the identified improvement
area — generally numeric.)

Within two years, 60% of students
school-wide will reach proficiency
in AIMS math

(Intended results or definition of
success within a certain period of time)
As determined by the spring, 2012
AIMS test, 60% of students, school-
wide, including students with
disabilities, English language
learners and the economically
disadvantaged, will be proficient in
math by April, 2012

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

Action Steps Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Budget
Steps
1. Supplement Houghton Mifflin | Implement Teachers in grades 2 | Monthly reports of math lessons | $750.00 per
Math curriculum in grades 1 Aha Math 9- | through 8 completed checked by Head year
through 8 with Aha Math!, 15-10 and Teacher and Principal
online math instruction. continue
through 6-1-
12
2. In Kindergarten, supplement | Implement Kindergarten teacher, | Weekly reports of math $3,200.00
Houghton Mifflin Math Montessori Montessori trained instructional progress to
Approved March 8, 2010 Attachment D 1






curriculum with Montessori math teacher mentor Principal; Weekly observations
Kindergarten math instructional | materials by Principal and mentor.
materials. with

guidance in

teaching on

9-1-10
3. The teachers who have Monthly in- STAR School Math Principal will check monthly
received training as Math service Mentors with Math mentors on trainings
mentors in the Intel math beginning 9- they are providing to other
program will continue to provide | 1-10 teachers.

mentoring to other teachers in
ways to improve their math
instruction

STRATEGY II: Develop and implement a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic Standard for

Mathematics into instruction.

Action Steps Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Budget
Steps
1. Head teacher will monitor all Weekly, Head Teacher Head teacher will review written
teacher lesson plans weekly to assure | beginning on lesson plans of each teacher
that all math instruction includes the | g_15.10 and provide written statement to
rse’;laer\]’j;‘:dp‘sr'zona Academic Principal on any teachers who
have not met the standard
2. Teachers and Math Coach Monthly Math Coach and Math Coach and teachers will
will review monthly the Galileo | beginning on | teachers maintain the monthly Galileo
assessment results and the 9-1-10 assessment results and

state standards that students
still need to learn

demonstrate monthly to the
Principal how those results
have influenced their teaching.

3.
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STRATEGY llIl: Develop and implement a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in

mathematics.

Action Steps Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Budget
Steps
1. Math Coach will be hired to assist | 9-15-10 Math Coach and Monthly Galileo assessments $20,000 per
all teachers in all grades to assess all teachers will indicate a rate of 60% or year
students monthly in their progress in more meeting proficiency in the
math co_ncepts as_determlned by the concepts taught.
AIMS aligned Galileo program and . .
then determine concepts that need to Annual AIMS testing will result
be emphasized in instruction. in 60% or more of the students
school-wide meeting or
exceeding the math proficiency
standard
2. Head teacher will check 8-15-10 Head teacher and Teachers are expected to have | $0
lesson plans at the beginning of Principal 100% compliance with this
each week to assure alignment expectation. Teachers who
of lesson plans with state miss the deadline will be
standards and report to required to meet with the
Principal Principal
Principal will meet monthly with | 9-1-10 Principal Attendance sheets will provide |0

teachers to go over the school-
wide progress toward the
proficiency goal on student
assessments

evidence of teachers present.
Teachers who are not meeting
the expected growth in student
scores will have conferences
with Principal to develop an
improvement plan.
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STRATEGY IV: Develop and implement a professional development plan that supports effective implementation

of the mathematics curriculum.

Action Steps Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Budget
Steps
1. As part of the ongoing 9-1-10 Head teacher and Head teacher will review each $0
weekly in-service selected teachers month running record notes on
trainings, experienced each teacher’s curriculum maps
teachers will present to of any changes or adjustments
the whole instructional they need to make including
staff on aspects of dates of instruction of each
effective curriculum standard.
mapping throughout the
school year.
2. All teachers will be trained in | 9-15-10 Math Coach, Monthly Galileo assessments $2,000
administering Galileo Assessment aligned with AIMS will
assessments to their students coordinator and influence the next month’s
and in interpreting results to teachers instruction based on concepts
more finely hone their teaching that need to be strengthened.
to concepts that need
emphasis.
3. Once a month, staff in- Monthly Principal, Head Attendance at training based on | 0
service will center around the beginning 9- | Teacher, Instructional | sign in sheet; assistance

results of the assessments in
Galileo and discussion among
teachers about how they can
improve student performances.

staff

provided by Principal when
identified as a teacher need in
in-service

ANNUAL BENCHMARK TARGETS:

Baseline

Year 1

Year 2

Target For This Plan

Currently, the

As measured by

As measured by

As determined by the spring 2012 AIMS test, 60% of
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school-wide
average of
students achieving
proficiency on
AIMS math is 31%.

the spring, 2011
AIMS test, the
school wide
average of
students achieving
proficiency on
AIMS math will be
46%

the spring, 2012
AIMS test, the
school-wide
average of
students achieving
proficiency on the
AIMS math will be
60%

students, school-wide, including students with
disabilities, English language learners and the
economically disadvantaged, will be proficient in
math by April, 2012
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INDICATOR: (Academic Area) Reading

_,2012

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The STAR School

DURATION OF THE PLAN: Begins September 1_ , 2010 to June 30,

MEASURE

METRIC

TARGET

AIMS test in Reading in April, 2011

and in April, 2012.

Within two years, 75% of students

school-wide will reach proficiency in

AIMS Reading.

(Intended results or definition of
success within a certain period of time)
As determined by the spring, 2012
AIMS test, 75% of students, school-
wide, including students with
disabilities, English language
learners, and the economically

reading by April, 2012.

disadvantaged, will be proficient in

STRATEGY |. Provide and implement a reading curriculum that improves student achievement.

Action Steps Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Budget
Steps
1. Voices Reading curriculum, K-8, Beginning 8- | Principal Sign-in sheets will provide $16,000
willinclude six 1.5 day advanced 1-10 and teacher attendance records.
training sessions( on how to more continuing Teachers will observe peers

effectively teach reading) throughout
the year provided by a professional
Voices Reading trainer.

through 6-30-
12

teaching Voices bi monthly. Part
of the training will include the
trainer observing in the
classrooms about the
effectiveness of implementation
by the teachers. Trainer will
meet with the principal quarterly
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to determine what needs to be
focused on to improve student
reading.

2. Teachers will supplement
the reading curriculum with an
intensive focus on journal
writing which will be shared
with parents and reinforced in
annual public speaking contest
for the students to present to
the community

Beginning 8-
1-10 and
continuing
through 6-30-
12

Teachers

Every student in the school will
research, write and read a
speech on a topic of their
concern. Students will compete
before the whole school to read
their speeches. Teacher
records will reflect students
meeting this goal.

$500

3. DEAR (Drop Everything and
Read) will be implemented
school wide as an after school
enrichment program

Beginning 8-
15-10 and
continuing
through 6-30-
12

After school
enrichment
coordinator

Charts identifying books read
will be kept by the after school
coordinator and shared with
teachers.

STRATEGY Il
for Reading into instruction.

Develop and implement a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic Standard

Action Steps Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Budget
Steps
1.Head teacher will monitor all | Weekly Head Teacher Head teacher will review written | 0
teacher lesson plans weekly to | beginning on lesson plans of each teacher
assure that all reading 8-15-10 and provide written statement
instruction includes relevant to the Principal on any teachers
Arizona Academic Standards who have not included AZ
Academic standards for
Reading in their lesson plans.
2. Teachers and Head Teacher | Monthly Teachers and Assessment Coordinator and

will review each month the

beginning on

Assessment

teachers will maintain the
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Galileo assessments in reading
with the assessment
coordinator and identify the
state standards that still need to
be learned.

9-1-10

coordinator

monthly Galileo assessment
results and demonstrate to the
Principal how those results
have influenced their teaching.

STRATEGY llI: Develop and implement a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency in reading.

Action Steps Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Budget
Steps
1. Voices Reading trainer will Beginning 8- | Voices Reading Trainer will provide Principal $16,000
demonstrate for all teachers all the 15-10 and Trainer and Principal | with written checklist and verbal
ways 1o use the tre.adtiﬁg C“”.icul'“m every six report on each teachers
o Seseesments e suTou | weeks progress on teaching reading
these assessments during each 6 thereafter and steps to be taken
week visit and report to the Principal..
2. Assessment Coordinator will | 9-15-10 Assessment Monthly assessments will aim | $0
assist all teachers in all grades Coordinator and at a rate of 60% meeting
to assess student progress Teachers proficiency in the concepts

monthly as determined by the
AIMS aligned Galileo online
program and then determine
concepts that need to be
emphasized in instruction.

taught in year one. Students not
reaching proficiency will be
offered additional tutoring.
Annual AIMS testing will aim to
have 60% of the students
school-wide meeting the
reading proficiency standard in
year one. Year two will aim at
75% proficient.
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3. Principal will meet monthly
with all Instructional staff on
progress being made school-
wide toward the proficiency
goals in reading.

9-1-10

Principal

Attendance sheets will reflect
teachers in attendance.
Teachers whose Galileo scores
show students are not making
adequate progress toward the
proficiency targets will be
identified and meet with the
Principal and develop
improvement plans.

STRATEGY IV: Develop and implement a professional development plan that supports effective implementation

of the reading curriculum.

Action Steps Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Budget
Steps

1. As part of the ongoing weekly in- 9-1-10 Head Teacher and Head teacher will review each

service trainings, experienced selected teachers month running record notes on

teachers will present to the whole each teacher’s curriculum maps

i o e of any changes or adjustments

throughout the school year they need to make, including
dates of instruction of each
reading standard

2. All teachers will be trained in | 9-15-10 Assessment Monthly Galileo assessments

administering Galileo Coordinator, teachers | aligned with AIMS will influence

assessments and instruction to and Galileo trainer the next month’s instruction

their students and in based on concepts that need to

interpreting results to more be strengthened.

finely hone their teaching to

concepts that need emphasis.

3.0nce a month, Friday staff in- | Monthly Principal, Head Attendance at training based on

service will center around the beginning 9- | Teacher, Assessment | sign-in sheet; assistance

results of the Galileo 1-10 Coordinator, and provided by Principal when
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assessments and discussion
among teachers about how
they can improve student

performances.

Instructional staff

identified as a teacher need in
the in-service.

ANNUAL BENCHMARK TARGETS:

Baseline Year 1 Year 2 Target For This Plan
Currently, the As measured by As measured by As determined by the spring, 2012 AIMS test, 75% of
school-wide the spring, 2011 the spring, 2012 students, school-wide, including students with
average of AIMS test, the AIMS test, the disabilities, English language learners, and the

students achieving
proficiency on
AIMS math is 44%

school-wide
average of
students achieving
proficiency in
reading will be
60%.

school-wide
average of
students achieving
proficiency in
reading will be
75%

economically disadvantaged, will be proficient in
reading by April, 2012.
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Charter Holder Governance Notification Request

Back to Dashboard

Charter Holder Information

Charter Holder
Name:
Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc.
CTDS:
03-87-53-000
Mailing Address:
77 Leupp Road
Flagstaff, AZ 86004
View detailed info
Representative
Name:
Mark Sorensen
Phone Number:
602-412-3533
Fax Number:
928-225-2179
Double Check

Be sure to verify that the charter holder information is correct before beginning
this amendment or notification.

Instructions

The Charter Holder Governance Notification Request should be completed if there is a
change in officers, directors, members, or partners of the charter holder. If the charter
holder and school governing body are the same, please complete this form rather than the
School Governing Body Notification Request. If the Charter Holder Governance
Notification Request is not the right form for the change you wish to make, please select
“Submit Forms” in the light gray bar above to access a different form or click on the
“Amendment & Notification FAQs” link in the Help files below for assistance in finding
the appropriate form.

Because charter holders and their schools may evolve and mature over the charter
contract term, the charter contract may be modified by mutual agreement of the charter
holder and the Board through the amendment and notification process. The Board’s
policy for conducting compliance checks requires Board staff to determine a charter
holder’s compliance with applicable contractual, statutory, and Board requirements as
part of the amendment and notification process. In accordance with the Board’s policy,
Board staff will review the areas listed below to ensure the charter holder meets the level



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

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/charterholders/information/374/painted-desert-demonstration-projects-inc



of compliance as specified. In order for the notification request to be considered by the
Board, the charter holder must:

e Be in “good standing” with the Arizona Corporation Commission. This is
determined by accessing information available through the Commission’s
website.

Additionally, please note that while it will not affect the processing of the notification
request, Board staff will conduct a compliance check covering all of the areas in the
Board’s policy and provide this information, in writing, to the new officers, directors,
members or partners of the charter holder.

Please work through the form, filling in all required fields and uploads (denoted by * * 7).
Be sure to save your work, even if you aren’t prepared to submit your form, so that you
do not lose your data.

Help files
Amendment & Notification Submission Deadlines

Amendment & Notification FAQs Are Under Construction
Board Policy Statement on Conducting Compliance Checks

Charter Holder Governance Notification Request
Current Officers, Directors, Members, or Partners

e Mark Sorensen
o Kate Sorensen
e Thomas Walker
e Evelyn McCabe

New Officers, Directors, Members, or Partners
New Officers, Directors, Members, or Partners

e Richard D. St. Germaine (Remove)

o Fingerprint Clearance Card
Affidavit
Resume
Background Information Sheet
Verification of Coursework
o Add Officer, Director, Member or Partner

@)
@)
@)
@)




http://online.asbcs.az.gov/help/download/80/amendment-notification-submission-deadlines

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/help/download/81/amendment-notification-faqs-are-under-construction

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/help/download/82/board-policy-statement-on-conducting-compliance-checks

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/forms/resume/charter-holder-governance-notification-request/12377

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/forms/file/forms/charter-holder-governance-notification-request/12377/governing_body_new-fcc-532c700002741.pdf

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/forms/file/forms/charter-holder-governance-notification-request/12377/governing_body_new-affidavit-532c7000af79d.pdf

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/forms/file/forms/charter-holder-governance-notification-request/12377/governing_body_new-resume-532c7002757e1.doc

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/forms/file/forms/charter-holder-governance-notification-request/12377/governing_body_new-background_info-532c70018f70f.pdf

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/forms/file/forms/charter-holder-governance-notification-request/12377/governing_body_new-coursework-532c7002bb96a.pdf

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/forms/resume/charter-holder-governance-notification-request/12377



Remove Officers, Directors, Members, or Partners

o Kate Sorensencancel

Please select one of the following:*
« ° The officers, directors, members, or partners of the charter holder also serve
as the school's governing body

e © The officers, directors, members, or partners of the charter holder DO NOT

serve as the school's governing body

Attachments

Board Minutes*

Board minutes approving the change (If the body is subject to Open Meeting Law,
minutes must comply with A.R.S. 838-431.01.)

View uploaded file or upload a new file:

You may upload any of the following file types: .pdf, .doc, .docx, .xls, .xIsx.

Provide information regarding any payment, benefit or consideration received or to be
received by any party in the transition*

Upload

You may upload any of the following file types: .pdf, .doc, .docx, .xls, .xIsx.

Signatures
Charter Representative Signature*
Digital signature:

Mark Sorensen 03/21/2014

o Save and Continue Editing**
e Save and Return to Dashboard**
e Submit to ASBCS

*=required

**=form will be saved so you can resume it later
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Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc. — Entity ID 79086
School: STAR Charter School

Renewal Executive Summary

Performance Summary

During the five-year interval review of the charter, Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc. was required to
submit a Performance Management Plan (PMP) as an intervention because the school operated by the charter
holder did not meet the academic expectations set forth by the Board. At the time Painted Desert
Demonstration Projects, Inc. became eligible to apply for renewal, the charter holder again did not meet the
academic performance expectations of the Board as set forth in the Performance Framework and was required
to submit a Demonstration of Sufficient Progress (DSP) as part of the renewal application package. The charter
holder was unable to demonstrate the school is making sufficient progress toward the Board’s expectations
through the submission of the required information or evidence reviewed during or following an on-site visit. In
the most recent fiscal year for which there is State assessment data available, STAR Charter School received an
overall rating of “Does Not Meet” the Board’s academic standards.

The charter holder meets the Board’s financial performance expectations.

The charter holder’s organizational membership on file with the Board was not consistent with the information
on file with the Arizona Corporation Commission and the charter holder was required to submit the
Organizational Membership portion of the Detailed Business Plan Section of the renewal application. The
renewal application package submitted by the charter holder provides evidence of organizational membership
alignment as required in the application.

The charter holder did have compliance matters, which have been resolved.

Profile

Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc. operates one school in Flagstaff serving grades K-8. The graph
below shows the charter holder’s actual 100" day average daily membership (ADM) for fiscal years 2010-2014.

PAINTED DESERT DEMONSTRATION PROIJECTS, INC.
Historical ADM for FY 2010- 2014
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A dashboard representation of STAR Charter School’s academic outcomes, based upon the indicators and
measures adopted by the Board, is provided below.

STAR Charter School

2012 2013
Traditional Traditional
Elementary School (K-8) Elementary School (K to 8)
1. Growth Measure A:;)ig:: 4 | Weight | Measure AsP;:‘gnr:: 4 | Weight
Math 53.5 75 12:5 43.5 50 12.5
1a. SGP :
Reading 39 50 12:5 59 75 12.5
1b. SGP Bottom 25% Math 47 50 12-5 34 12.5
' ’ Reading 39 5 | 12.5 _- 12.5
2. Proficiency Measure A::i1gr:1t: 4 | Weight | Measure A:sz‘gnr:: 4 | Weight
. Math 32./63.5 50 7.5
2a. Percent Passing -
Reading |45/ 77.3 50 75
2b. Composite School Math -30.2 75
Comparison Reading 315 7.5
Math NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup ELL -
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0
Math 24 / 53.8 50 75 29.8 / 55 25 7.3
2c. Subgroup FRL = -
Reading |41/69.6 50 | 7.5 |ERNEIE 7.5
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup SPED -
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0
3. State Accountabi []ty Measure A:;?gr::: 4 | Weight | Measure A:;‘gnr:: 4 | Weight
3a. State Accountability o | 2 HEM o | >
Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating
Scoring for Overall Rating
89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard 48.12 100 46.88 100
<63, but > or= to 39: Does Not Meet Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard

Success of the Academic Program

The FY2013 overall rating for the school on the Board’s academic performance measures was 46.88 including
points received for the FY2013 letter grade of D as reported by the Arizona Department of Education. The
FY2012 overall rating for the school on the Board’s academic performance measures was 48.12 including points
received for the FY2012 letter grade of D as reported by the Arizona Department of Education.

The following is a timeline of activities that have occurred related to the academic performance of Painted
Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc.

ASBCS, June 9, 2014 Page 2
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July, 2010: Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc. was notified that the charter holder was required to
submit a PMP on or before September 1, 2010 for the five-year interval review because STAR Charter School, a
school operated by the charter holder, did not meet the academic expectations set forth by the Board.

September, 2011: Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc. timely submitted a PMP (portfolio: i.
Performance Management Plan).

January, 2013: The Board released FY2012 Academic Dashboards; STAR Charter School received an overall rating
of “Does Not Meet” the Board’s academic standards and Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc. did not
meet the Board’s academic performance expectations. The charter holder was assigned a DSP for STAR Charter
School as part of an annual reporting requirement (portfolio: h. FY12 DSP Submission).

May, 2013: Following a preliminary evaluation of the FY2012 DSP, Board staff conducted a site visit on May 20,
2013 to meet with the school’s leadership. The charter holder was able to submit additional evidence for 48
hours after the site visit (portfolio: g. FY12 DSP Site Visit Evidence List).

June, 2013: Board staff completed a final evaluation (portfolio: f. FY2012 DSP Evaluation Instrument) of the
charter holder’s FY2012 DSP and made the evaluation available to the charter holder. In that final evaluation of
the FY2012 DSP, Board staff determined that the charter holder’s DSP was sufficient in all areas. The findings
contained in the final evaluation of the FY2012 DSP were grounded in a limited evaluation of the school’s
evidence as compared to the evaluation used in completing the final evaluation of the FY2013 DSP submitted as
part of the Renewal Application.

September, 2013: The Board released FY2013 Academic Dashboards; STAR Charter School received an overall
rating of “Does Not Meet” the Board’s academic standards and Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc. did
not meet the Board’s academic performance expectations. The charter holder was not assigned a DSP as part of
an annual reporting requirement because the charter holder would become eligible for renewal within the fiscal
year.

December, 2013: Board staff provided the charter holder, through its authorized representative, Dr. Mark
Sorenson, with Renewal Notification Information, which included notification of the renewal process, the date
on which the charter holder would become eligible to apply for renewal (December 26, 2013), the deadline date
on which the renewal application package would be due to the Board (March 26, 2014), information on the
availability of the charter holder’s renewal application as well as instruction on how to access the renewal
application, and notification of the requirement to submit a Renewal DSP as a component of its renewal
application package because the school did not meet the academic performance expectations set forth by the
Board.

March, 2014: A renewal application package and Renewal DSP for STAR Charter School were timely submitted
by the charter representative (portfolio: e. Renewal DSP Submission).

Renewal Application Package DSP

Following a preliminary evaluation of the DSP, staff conducted a site visit on May 1, 2014 to meet with the
school’s leadership, as selected by the school, to confirm evidence of the processes described in the DSP and
review additional evidence to be considered in the final evaluation (presented in the charter holder’s renewal
portfolio: c. DSP Evaluation Instrument and d. Renewal DSP Site Visit Inventory) of the charter holder’s
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress submission. The following representatives of Painted Desert
Demonstration Projects, Inc. were present at the site visit:
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Name Role

Stephen Babcock Federal and State Programs Coordinator
Mark Sorensen CEO/ Director of the School
Jim Manley Director of Teacher Happ'iness, Professor at College of
Education at NAU
David Melville 1% and 2" grade teacher
Lisa Kirkwood 1% and 2™ grade teacher
Kori Moore 3"/4™ grade
Hertha Woody SPED Teacher

The DSP submitted by Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc. for STAR Charter School 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 at the time of the visit. The charter holder also had 48 hours
following the site visit to submit relevant evidence.

After considering information in the DSP, evidence provided at the time of the site visit, and additional evidence
submitted following the site visit, the charter holder has not provided evidence of a sustained improvement plan
that includes the implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and proficiency,
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready (ACCR)
Standards into instruction, implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student
growth and proficiency, or implementation of a professional development plan that contributed to increased
student growth and proficiency.

The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that demonstrates improved academic performance in
math and reading based on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The data and analysis for
reading demonstrates increased percentages of students reading at grade level but did not demonstrate
improved student growth in reading. Data and analysis does not demonstrate improved student performance in
math. Additionally, the charter holder did not provide evidence of improved academic performance for
students with disabilities and students in the bottom 25%. The charter holder stated that the school currently
serves no ELL students.

Based on the findings summarized above and described below, staff determined that the charter holder did not
demonstrate sufficient progress toward meeting the Board’s academic performance expectations.

A description of the findings for each required area as evaluated is provided below:
Curriculum:

In the area of curriculum, Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc.’s DSP was evaluated as Approaches. The
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided
evidence of a fragmented approach that the school uses to create, implement, evaluate, and revise school
curriculum, aligned with ACCR Standards. The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
improvement efforts. The charter holder’s DSP in the area of curriculum is not acceptable.
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e The charter holder must provide evidence of implementation of a systematic process the school uses to
create/adopt curriculum. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how and when the school evaluates
curriculum options, what findings the school makes about curriculum options, and who is involved in the
curriculum adoption process.

o The charter holder provided “The STAR School System of Developing and Revising Curriculum”.
This document includes a description of the common expectations for every classroom,
including specified curricula and curriculum resources by grade level and common assessment
tools for reading and math, and lists recently adopted resources. This document also describes
the pod structure of the school and states that the lower (prek—2nd grade) and upper (3“’—8th
grade) pods meet to cooperatively plan their curriculum. The document states that teacher
adherence to these guidelines is supported by the administration through observation,
mentoring, and evaluation. The document does not provide any description of the process used
to determine the common expectations, or adopt particular curricula/curriculum resources and
no evidence of collaborative planning of curriculum by pods was provided. The document
demonstrates a fragmented approach to creating and adopting curriculum.

o The charter holder provided “Email August-November 2012 between John Long of Explore
Learning and Steve Babcock re purchase and adoption of Gizmos; The Research Behind Gizmos;
Email from Tom Tomas to Dr. Sorenson regarding the implementation of Gizmos, May 1, 2014.”
These documents describe when Gizmos was purchased in 2012, informative pages on Gizmos,
and provides a summary from a teacher to an administrator of how he learned about Gizmos
and the teacher’s implementation of Gizmos. While this describes when Gizmos was purchased
and implemented by the teacher, it does not provide evidence of implementation of a
systematic process to create/adopt curriculum, rather it demonstrates a fragmented approach
to adopting curriculum.

o The charter holder provided “STAR Faculty Meeting 11/15/2013 Agenda” “April 11 Important
Faculty Meeting,” and “April 7" Newsletter.” The April documents describe the expectation that
teachers create curriculum maps and the November agenda indicates maps are “being
monitored and adjusted”. The charter holder provided curriculum maps, but there is no
consistency to the content of curriculum maps across grade levels. While the curriculum maps
for 4™-8"™ grade identify timeframe in various formats, the curriculum maps for Kindergarten
through 3" grade do not. No evidence of monitoring or adjusting of curriculum maps across
grade levels was provided and no evidence of a system for creating curriculum maps was
provided. The documents do not demonstrate a process in place for creating curriculum maps
that is consistent across all grade levels. The documents provided evidence of disjointed efforts
to creating curriculum.

o The charter holder provided “STAR Beginning of the Year Tentative Itinerary for July 15-19”, “3™
& 4™ grade Curriculum Map for Voices Reading”, “STAR School 3™ Grade Performance Report
Card/4™ grade performance Report Card - template used as key for curriculum map.” The
itinerary indicates that on July 16 each teacher shared the Common Core themes their class will
focus on. The 3"/4™ grade curriculum map provides a list of themes, but no comparable
documentation of themes was provided for grades K-2 and grades 5-8. The 3"/4™ grade
curriculum map identifies themes, date range, and topics for instruction. The curriculum map
states that the Common Core Standards addressed during the theme are listed on the
Curriculum Report Cards. The performance report cards identify standards by the quarter
taught. A review of the 3™ and 4" grade Performance Report Cards revealed that not all ACCR
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Standards are listed for Reading and Math. The report cards use numbers to identify the quarter
each standard is taught and assessed. Some are identified as being taught all year and are
indicated with a “C” (to indicate “constant”). Based on the coding provided, all standards should
be taught by the third quarter. Since teachers have autonomy to create weekly plans and
weekly lessons are not mandated, no lesson plans were provided to demonstrate alignment of
instruction to the themes and standards identified during a quarterly reporting period. These
documents demonstrate a fragmented approach to creating and adopting curriculum.

o The charter holder provided “Email March 18-19, 2014 between Vikki Thomas and Steve
Babcock re: ixl.com”. The email conversation begins with a teacher identifying a link for
information on SuccessMaker as a resource to consider for math and language arts. The
conversation concludes with the teacher stating that she would like to stay with ixl.com. No
criteria or process for selecting either SuccessMaker or ixl.com were described. This document
demonstrates the beginning stages of a process for creating and adopting curriculum.

e The charter holder must provide evidence that the school has a system in place for implementing the
curriculum consistently across the school. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate the school utilizes tools
that identify what must be taught, the expected pacing, strategies, methods, and activities, and
communicated expectations for the consistent use of these tools.

o The charter holder provided Montessori Curriculum Correlations for Preschool & Kindergarten”
and “Montessori Curriculum Correlations for 1st grade, 2nd grade, and 3rd grade” documents.
The documents contain identical information including Anchor Standards for Reading and Math
aligned to “Third Grade CORE Standards”. For most, but not all standards, a learning activity and
list of Montessori materials are provided. No standards for kindergarten, first grade, or second
grade are included in the curriculum correlation documents. These documents do not
demonstrate a plan for providing instruction in math and reading aligned to the ACCR Standards
for grades K-2. These documents demonstrate a fragmented approach to implementing
curriculum.

o The charter holder provided “NAMC Montessori Math Lesson Binder grade 2” “Montessori
Compass on iPad used Pre K to 2""”,”Mastery Checklist from Montessori Compass (original on
iPad for each students) 1* and 2" grades math”, and “Screenshot for the
montessoricompass.com.” The documents demonstrate a sequence of lesson materials and
alignment of lessons to ACCR Standards but do not demonstrate alignment with the Montessori
Curriculum Correlations maps. No evidence was provided to demonstrate that the lessons are
correlated to the teacher created curriculum maps. These documents demonstrate the
beginning stages of an approach to implementing the curriculum.

o The charter holder provided “STAR School 3™ Grade Performance Report Card/4™ grade
performance Report Card - template used as key for curriculum map.” The performance report
cards identify standards by the quarter taught. A review of the 3" and 4™ grade Performance
Report Cards revealed that not all ACCR Standards are listed for Reading and Math. The report
cards use numbers to identify the quarter each standard is taught and assessed. Some are
identified as being taught all year and are indicated with a “C” (to indicate “constant”). Based on
the coding provided, all standards should be taught by the third quarter. Since weekly plans are
not mandatory, it is not possible to confirm that instruction is aligned to the standards identified
for each quarter in the curriculum map. No additional evidence was provided to demonstrate
that instruction is aligned to the ACCR Standards. The document demonstrates a fragmented
approach to implementing curriculum.
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o The charter holder provided “Scope and Sequence Grade 3 - Math Minutes, Daily Reading, Daily
Math (Used 3-6), Daily Science, Florida Center for Reading”, and “Weekly Work Cycle Grade 3-
4.” The documents identify the lesson that will be used in student Work Cycles, the week it will
be taught for Daily Reading and Daily Math as well as center activities for supplemental areas.
The scope and sequence document identifies the order of lessons that students will work
through based on their individual work cycle plan. The documents identify a process used for
implementing curriculum for Grade 3, however no evidence was provided to demonstrate this
process is in place for all grade levels. The documents demonstrate a fragmented approach to
implementing curriculum.

o The charter holder provided “3™ Quarter Jupiter Grades student printout with weekly results —
January and February 2014 (used in 3™ - 8").” A sample for a student was provided to
demonstrate monitoring of individual student assignments and progress toward proficiency. The
assignments in the report are consistent with those assigned in Weekly Work Cycle documents.
The report provides an overview of student progress in each of the areas in which the student is
currently working. Jupiter Grades is implemented only for 3™ — 8" grade and is not used to
monitor individual student assignments and progress toward proficiency throughout the school,
instead it documents a student’s efforts on assignments during the week. The document
demonstrates a fragmented approach to implementing curriculum.

o The charter holder provided “5th and 6th grade curriculum maps for Math and ELA”. The
curriculum map documents are divided into quarters for the school year. The 5th and 6th grade
ELA curriculum map identifies the standards, text and supplies used for instruction, and how
students will be assessed. During the first six weeks the ELA map identifies three 5th grade
standards and ten 6th grade standards for the Reading Standard for Literature strand. The
assessments listed assess Writing, Speaking, and Listening standards. No assessment is
identified to assess the Reading Standards for Literature. A review of all assessments for the
year did not reveal any assessments identified to assess Reading Standards for Literature or
Reading Standards for Informational Text. The only ACCR Standards listed in the assessment
section of the curriculum map are from the Writing and Speaking and Listening strands. Since
weekly plans are not mandatory, it is not possible to confirm that instruction is aligned to the
standards identified for each quarter in the curriculum map. The 5" and 6™ grade Math
curriculum map is not organized by month or quarter. The map addresses the archived
standards, rather than the ACCR Standards. For each domain the map identifies texts and
supplements and the types of assessments. The map does not provide pacing or a schedule to
demonstrate that students will receive instruction in all grade level standards during the school
year. Since weekly plans are not mandatory, it is not possible to confirm that instruction is paced
to ensure all grade level standards are taught during the school year. These documents
demonstrate that the teacher created curriculum maps and implementation is done by teachers
on an individual level without any indication of a comprehensive school plan or system. The
documents demonstrate a fragmented approach to implementing a curriculum aligned to ACCR
Standards.

o The charter holder provided “7" and 8" Grade Curriculum Maps for Math and ELA”. The
curriculum map for Math divides the school year into quarters. For each quarter the map
includes the ACCR standards to be taught, list of texts and supplements, and assessments used.
The curriculum map for ELA divides the school year into six themes. Each theme is divided into
assignments with an identified ACCR Standard and due date. However, weekly plans are not

mandatory and it is not possible to confirm that instruction is aligned to the standards identified
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for each quarter/theme in the curriculum maps. These documents demonstrate that the teacher
created curriculum maps and implementation is done by teachers on an individual level without
any indication of a comprehensive school plan or system. The document demonstrated a
fragmented approach to implementing curriculum.

o The charter holder provided “Basic Overview”. The document includes a description of a
Montessori work cycle. The document indicates that teachers refer to teacher-prepared or
jointly prepared Weekly Plans or Lesson Lists for individual and small group lessons. There is no
documentation or evidence of jointly prepared materials. The document states that teachers
make a regular plan of lessons. However, the STAR Faculty Meeting 11/15/2013 Agenda states
that teachers have the autonomy to define their own weekly plans and that weekly lessons are
not mandated. Based on the documentation described above it is clear that each classroom
teacher has an independent process of documenting and planning instruction. There is no
evidence of uniform implementation of curriculum, and given that teachers are given autonomy
to define their own weekly plans and are not mandated to create weekly lessons, it is clear that
there is no expectation for uniform implementation of curriculum. The document demonstrates
a fragmented approach to implementing curriculum.

o The charter holder provided “The STAR 3-to-3" Project Curricular Films DVD” and “STAR School
3-to-3" Project pamphlet”. The documents provide an overview of the school’s Montessori
approach to education. The documents do not provide evidence of a system for implementing
curriculum consistently across the school. The documents demonstrate disjointed efforts to
implementing curriculum.

e The charter holder must provide evidence of implementation of a systematic process for evaluating and
revising curriculum. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how the school evaluates how effectively the
curriculum enables students to master the standards, identifies gaps in the curriculum, and
demonstrates how the school is addressing curricular gaps.

o The charter holder provided “The STAR School System of Developing and Revising Curriculum”.
This document includes a description of the common expectations for every classroom,
including specified curricula and curriculum resources by grade level and common assessment
tools for reading and math, and lists recently adopted resources. This document also describes
the pod structure of the school and states that the lower (prek-2" grade) and upper (3-8"
grade) pods meet to cooperatively plan their curriculum. The document states that teacher
adherence to these guidelines is supported by the administration through observation,
mentoring, and evaluation. The document does not provide any description of the process used
to determine the common expectations, or revise/evaluate particular curricula/curriculum
resources and no evidence of collaborative planning of curriculum by pods was provided. The
document demonstrates a fragmented approach to evaluating and revising curriculum.

o The charter holder provided “STAR Faculty Meeting 11/15/2013 Agenda” “April 11 Important
Faculty Meeting,” and “April 7" Newsletter.” The April documents describe the expectation that
teachers create curriculum maps and the November agenda indicates maps are “being
monitored and adjusted”. The charter holder provided curriculum maps, but there was no
consistency to the content of curriculum maps across grade levels. No evidence of monitoring or
adjusting of curriculum maps across grade levels was provided and no evidence of a system for
evaluating curriculum maps was provided. The documents provide evidence of disjointed efforts
to evaluating and revising curriculum.
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e The charter holder must demonstrate implementation of a curriculum aligned to the ACCR Standards.

o The charter holder provided “Montessori Curriculum Correlations for Preschool & Kindergarten”
and “Montessori Curriculum Correlations for 1st grade, 2nd grade, and 3rd grade.” The
documents contain identical information, which include, Anchor Standards for Reading and
Math aligned to “Third Grade CORE Standards”. For most, but not all standards, a learning
activity and list of Montessori materials are provided. No standards for kindergarten, first grade,
or second grade are included in the curriculum correlation documents. These documents do not
demonstrate a plan for providing instruction in math and reading aligned to the ACCR Standards
for Reading and Math for grades K-2. The documents demonstrate a fragmented approach to
implementing curriculum aligned to the ACCR Standards.

o The charter holder provided “NAMC Montessori Math Lesson Binder grade 2” “Montessori
Compass on iPad used Pre K to 2”d”, and “Screenshot for the montessoricompass.com.” The
documents demonstrate a sequence of lesson materials and alignment of lessons to ACCR
standards. The materials do not demonstrate alignment with the Montessori Curriculum
Correlations maps, but do demonstrate a sequence of lessons aligned to ACCR Standards. The
documents demonstrate a fragmented approach to implementing curriculum aligned to the
ACCR Standards.

o The charter holder provided “STAR School 3" Grade Performance Report Card/4™ grade
performance Report Card - template used as key for curriculum map.” The performance report
cards identify standards by the quarter taught. A review of the 3" and 4™ grade Performance
Report Cards revealed that not all ACCR Standards are listed for Reading and Math. Since weekly
plans are not mandatory, it is not possible to confirm that instruction is aligned to the standards
identified for each quarter in the curriculum map. The document demonstrates a fragmented
approach to implementing curriculum aligned to the ACCR Standards.

o The charter holder provided “Scope and Sequence Grade 3 - Math Minutes, Daily Reading, Daily
Math (Used 3-6), Daily Science, Florida Center for Reading.” The document identifies the lesson
that will be used in student Work Cycles, the week it will be taught for Daily Reading and Daily
Math as well as center activities for supplemental areas. The scope and sequence identifies the
order of lessons that students will work through based on their individual work cycle plan. The
documents identify a process used for implementing curriculum for Grade 3, however no
evidence was provided to demonstrate this process is in place for all grade levels. The document
demonstrates a fragmented approach to implementing curriculum aligned to ACCR Standards.

o The charter holder provided “5th and 6th grade curriculum map for Math and ELA.” The
curriculum map documents are divided into quarters within the school year. The 5th and 6th
grade Reading curriculum map identifies the standards, text and supplies used for instruction,
and how students will be assessed. During the first six weeks the ELA map identifies three 5th
grade standards and ten 6th grade standards from the Reading Standard for Literature strand.. A
review of all assessments for the year does not reveal any assessments identified to assess
Reading Standards for Literature or Reading Standards for Informational Text. The only ACCR
Standards listed in the assessment section of the curriculum map are from the Writing and
Speaking and Listening strands. Since weekly plans are not mandatory, it is not possible to
confirm that instruction is aligned to the standards identified for each quarter in the curriculum
map.
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The 5" and 6™ grade Math curriculum map is not organized by month or quarter. The map is
organized by Math domains, but under each domain the archived standards are addressed. For
each domain the map identifies texts and supplements and the types of assessments. The map
does not provide pacing or a schedule to demonstrate that students will receive instruction in all
grade level standards during the school year. Since weekly plans are not mandatory, it is not
possible to confirm that instruction is paced to ensure all grade level standards are taught
during the school year. The documents demonstrate disjointed efforts to implementing
curriculum aligned to the ACCR Standards.

o The charter holder provided “7" and 8" Grade Curriculum Maps for Math and ELA”. The
curriculum map for Math divides the school year into quarters. For each quarter the map
includes the ACCR Standards to be taught, list of texts and supplements, and assessments used.
The curriculum map for ELA divides the school year into six themes. Each theme is divided into
assignments with an identified ACCR Standard and due date. However, weekly plans are not
mandatory and it is not possible to confirm that instruction is aligned to the standards identified
for each quarter/theme in the curriculum maps. These documents demonstrate that the teacher
created curriculum maps and implementation is done by teachers on an individual level without
any indication of a comprehensive school plan or system. The document demonstrated a
fragmented approach to implementing curriculum aligned to the ACCR Standards.

o The charter holder provided “3'/4™ Math Testimony.” This document provides an overview of
the classroom resources, activities, and projects as part of instruction for 3 and 4" grade math.
Description of routines and daily activities that incorporate math are described. However, no
specific plan for instruction aligned to ACCR Standards is described. The document
demonstrates disjointed efforts to implementing curriculum aligned to the ACCR standards.

e The charter holder must demonstrate implementation of a curriculum adapted to meet the needs of
subgroup populations. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate there is curriculum intended to provide
differentiated materials, activities, and/or strategies for struggling students within the subgroups.

o The charter holder provided “list of Teacher Assistance Team Meetings for year with status of
student; Intervention process description; student initial screening form; Curriculum Material -
SPED; Referral for Child Study form; Child Study Intervention Plan; Intervention Plan log form”.
These documents identify students and provide modifications and adaptations to curriculum as
evidenced by curriculum materials, meeting logs, and completed forms. The documents provide
evidence of a system to adapt curriculum to meet the needs of students with disabilities.

o The charter holder provided “STAR School Title | Grant Program Measures for Federal
Performance Reporting; log of weekly intervention minutes by student and interventionist”.
These documents include a log for the interventionist to log time spent with students to provide
additional support outside of the classroom. These documents provide evidence of a system to
adapt curriculum to meet the needs of students with disabilities.

o The charter holder provided “Hertha's SPED Minutes tracking intervention with SPED students
by month; intervention/observation notebook” and “Teaching Assistance Team Meeting, April
14, 2014”. The documents identify teachers responsible for intervention for Reading and Math
and include a log of time spent with individual students. The documents provide evidence of a
system to adapt curriculum to meet the needs of students with disabilities.
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Monitoring Instruction:

In the area of monitoring instruction, Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc.’s DSP was evaluated as
Approaches. The charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the ACCR Standards into instruction. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into instruction
and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers. The charter holder’s DSP in the area of monitoring
instruction is not acceptable.

e The charter holder must provide evidence of implementation of a system to monitor the integration of
ACCR Standards into instruction. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate that the school ensures all grade
level standards are taught within the school year in all classrooms and that teachers teach the
curriculum with fidelity.

o The charter holder provided “Second Quarter STAR Teacher Evaluations for Domain 3
(Instruction) from November 2013” and “Sample 3" guarter power walk for teacher assessment
and follow-up on weekly quick observation.” The Evaluations for Domain 3 (Instruction) identify
observations of teacher instruction. The form includes items for monitoring: the inclusion of a
“common core or standard written and shared with the class”; implementation of an “activity
energizing students toward the relevance of the objective”; and whether “closure aligned itself
to the lesson objective”. Two of the six observation forms clearly identify ACCR Standards
addressed in the lesson, two indicate that a written standard was observed but does not identify
whether it was an ACCR Standard, and two do not indicate whether written standards were
observed. . The observations did not consistently record monitoring of the inclusion of
standards into instruction. These documents demonstrate a fragmented approach for
monitoring the integration of the ACCR Standards into instruction.

o The charter holder provided “Lesson Plan — Vikki Tomas SIOP Lesson Plan Template 1, 11/26/13,
5th/6th grade Math and observation”. The document includes lesson plans that identify ACCR
Standards for 5th and 6th grade. The identified standards are related topics for both 5th and 6th
grade standards. The observation form for this lesson indicates an item for monitoring the
inclusion of a common core standard into instruction. These documents record an instance of
monitoring the standards, but do not document that it occurs on a regular basis. The documents
demonstrate a fragmented approach for monitoring of the integration of ACCR Standards into
classroom instruction.

o The charter holder provided “Lesson Plan —Jen Paul and observation”. The observation form for
this lesson includes several areas where ACCR Standards are monitored as part of instruction.
However, a review of the lesson plans revealed that no ACCRS Standards are identified within
the lesson plan. Although the observation form documents monitoring of ACCR Standards into
instruction, the lack of feedback regarding the lesson plan’s failure to include any ACCR Standard
indicates that lesson plans are not reviewed for inclusion of ACCR Standards. The document
demonstrates a fragmented approach for monitoring the integration of ACCR Standards into
instruction.

o The charter holder provided “Lesson Plan — Tom Tomas, Special Pairs of Angles & Tessellations
and observation”. The lesson plan includes for this combined 7" and 8™ grade classroom 7th
grade math ACCR Standards; however, no 8th grade ACCR math standards or separate g™ grade
math lesson plan are present. The observation notes do not make any specific reference to the
lesson plan. There is no evidence that instruction was monitored for alignment to the lesson
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plan. The observation notes include items that were observed as well as items that appear to be
for follow-up discussion with the teacher. The lack of notes or feedback regarding the lesson
plan’s failure to include any 8" grade Math ACCR Standard indicates that the observer was not
monitoring the lesson for the integration of ACCR Standards into instruction. The documents
demonstrate a fragmented approach for monitoring the integration of ACCR Standards into
instruction.

e The charter holder must provide evidence of implementation of a system to evaluate the instructional
practices of teachers. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate that the school evaluates the quality of
instruction and identifies the strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs of teachers.

o The charter holder provided “STAR School Teacher Assessment” and “STAR School Clinical
Observation Notes for Domains 1 and 2 (planning & preparation; classroom environment) from
August 2013 for all grades”. These documents identify the tools used to evaluate teachers,
including documentation of feedback provided to teachers. Evaluations incorporate information
from the frequent observations conducted by the Director of Teacher Happiness. These
documents demonstrate evidence of a system to evaluate the instructional practices of
teachers.

e The charter holder must provide evidence that school leaders conduct some analysis and provide some
feedback to further develop the system. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate that teachers receive the
feedback, have access to the resources necessary to address identified weaknesses and learning needs,
and/or the school ensures teacher development is ongoing.

o The charter holder provided “Second Quarter STAR Teacher Evaluations for Domain 3
(Instruction) from November 2013”and “weekly quick observation forms”. These documents
include observation notes and feedback for teachers. There is no evidence of follow-up or
ongoing action to address identified weaknesses and learning needs. The documents
demonstrate a fragmented approach for providing feedback to teachers.

o The charter holder must provide evidence of implementation of a system to evaluate the instructional
practices of teachers that addresses the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%, ELL
students, FRL students, and students with disabilities. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate that the
school evaluates the quality of instruction and identifies the strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs
of teachers in relation to meeting the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%, ELL
students, FRL students, and students with disabilities.

o The charter holder provided “NAU Professional Education Programs STAR School SPED
Evaluation — included for three teachers”. This document includes teacher evaluations of special
education teachers. The evaluation criteria are specific to special education teachers. This
document demonstrates evidence of a system for evaluating the instructional practices of
teachers that addresses the needs of students with disabilities.

o The charter holder provided “Second Quarter STAR Teacher Evaluations for Domain 3
(Instruction) from November 2013.” The document includes a section for differentiation of
instruction for students in the lowest 25%. The document demonstrates evidence of a system
for evaluating the instructional practices of teachers that addresses the needs of students with
proficiency in the bottom 25%.
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Assessment:

In the area of assessment, Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc.’s DSP was evaluated as Falls Far Below.
The charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an
assessment approach that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. The
evidence demonstrated that little data is collected and data is not used to make instructional decisions. The
charter holder’s DSP in the area of assessment is not acceptable.

e The charter holder must provide evidence of the implementation of a comprehensive assessment
system. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate the school regularly and timely assesses students in a
manner that is aligned with the curriculum in order to monitor student progress.

o The charter holder provided “Words their Way Inventory 7-8”; “Mastery Checklist — Math”;
“Jupiter Grades student record”; “Performance Record for 3-4 ELA”; “5™ /6™ Formative
Assessment Data Collection for ELA”; “AIMSWeb 1st grade Fall Math”; “1t.8" Voices Oral
Reading Assessment”; “Voices Tracking spreadsheet”; and “3_8" AIMSWeb Math Concepts and
Applications score reports for Fall and Winter”. These documents demonstrate the recording of
student assessment results on a variety of assessment tools aligned with the curriculum and
instructional methodology. Assessments for reading and math were provided for all grades
except kindergarten. The documents demonstrate an assessment approach that is not aligned
with the curriculum and instructional practices.

e The charter holder must provide evidence that data from these assessments is analyzed and utilized.
Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how and when the school analyzes assessment data, what findings
the school makes from assessment data, who is involved in the analysis of assessment data, and how
that analysis is used to inform and adapt instruction.

o The charter holder did not provide documentation to demonstrate data from assessments is
analyzed and utilized.

e The charter holder must provide evidence of implementation of an assessment system that meets the
needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%, ELL students, FRL students, and students with
disabilities. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how the assessment system assesses students within
the subgroups according to their needs.

o The charter holder provided graphs: “Average percent correct on math assessment for students
with disabilities,” “Lowest 25% at or above Grade Level in Reading,” “Chart of data for students
in the lowest 25% for math,” and “Data for Students 1-8.” These graphs demonstrate that some
form of assessment has been used to monitor subgroup student performance in Math and in
Reading. However, these documents do not specify which assessments are used for subgroup
students or how they assess students within the subgroups according to their needs.

Professional Development:

In the area of professional development, Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc.’s DSP was evaluated as
Approaches. The charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a professional development plan that contributed to increased student growth and
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional development that is
not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. The professional development
described lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the school. The charter holder’s
DSP in the area of professional development is not acceptable.
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o The charter holder must provide evidence of implementation of a comprehensive professional
development plan. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate that the plan was developed to address teacher
learning needs and areas of high importance.

o The charter holder provided “Newsletters: Oct 14-18, 2013; Oct 21-25; Oct 28-Nov 1”. This
document clearly identifies scheduled professional development for Words Their Way, the
newly adopted resource used by teachers. This document demonstrates evidence of a
professional development plan aligned with teacher learning needs and areas of high
importance.

o The charter holder provided “Presentation materials for January 16, 2014 by Dr. Sigmund Boloz
on Words Their Way.” The documentation identifies professional development to support the
implementation of the newly adopted resource, Words Their Way. The documentation includes
resources provided to teachers to support implementation of the strategies. These documents
demonstrate evidence of a professional development plan aligned with teacher learning needs.

o The charter holder provided “PD Goals for each teacher”. Each teacher has identified individual
professional development goals. Documentation of professional development that aligned to
the goals was provided. The documents demonstrate evidence of a professional development
plan aligned with teacher learning needs.

o The charter holder provided “Certificates of participation or Course Completion for individual
coursework for each teacher.” The document identifies a variety of courses completed by
teachers at each grade level. Professional development completed includes attendance at
Montessori and math professional development as part of the school’s professional
development goals. The document also identifies teacher completion of courses aligned with
individual teacher goals. The document demonstrates a professional development plan aligned
with teacher learning needs.

e The charter holder must provide evidence of implementation of a system that supports high quality
implementation of the information and strategies learned through the professional development plan.
Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how the charter holder provides access to resources necessary to
implement the information and strategies, and/or otherwise supports teachers in planning to and
implementing the information and strategies.

o The charter holder provided “Presentation materials for January 16, 2014 by Dr. Sigmund Boloz
on Words Their Way.” The documentation identifies professional development to support the
implementation of the newly adopted resource, Words Their Way. The documentation includes
resources provided to teachers to support implementation of the strategies. These documents
demonstrate professional development that supports high quality implementation of the
strategies learned.

e The charter holder must provide evidence of implementation of a system to follow-up on and monitor
the implementation of the strategies and information learned through the professional development
plan. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how implementation is observed and evaluated and how the
school ensures teacher development is ongoing in relation to the information and strategies learned
through the professional development plan.

o The charter holder provided “observations.” The documents include notes and feedback to
teachers based on the observation of a classroom instruction. The documents provided do not
identify follow-up or feedback that was specific to a teacher’s individual professional
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development plan or any school wide professional development, such as Words Their Way. The
documents demonstrate a fragmented approach to professional development.

e The charter holder must provide evidence of implementation of comprehensive professional
development plan that meets the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%, ELL students,
FRL students, and students with disabilities. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how the professional
development plan addresses teacher weaknesses and learning needs and areas of high importance in
relation to students within the subgroups according to their needs.

o The charter holder provided “NAMC — Sensorial and Music Enrichment Assignment feedback
email dated April 24, 2014” and “certificate of participation”. The email document is an email
that provided feedback to a special education teacher based on written responses submitted for
an online assignment. The certificate documents that the special education teacher participated
in professional development with limited feedback, but does not support high quality
implementation or demonstrate that it addresses teacher weaknesses and learning needs.
These documents demonstrate an approach to professional development that is not aligned
with teacher learning needs and do not support high quality implementation for subgroups.

Data:

The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that demonstrates improved academic performance in
math and reading based on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The data and analysis
demonstrates improved performance in reading, but data and analysis does not demonstrate improved student
performance in math. Additionally, the charter holder did not provide evidence of improved academic
performance for students with disabilities and students in the bottom 25%.

e The charter holder must provide evidence of the effectiveness of their systems in each of the areas
discussed above through the presentation of valid and reliable data and data analysis that demonstrates
improved student growth and proficiency. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate the school’s
performance on the AIMS assessment, as reflected in the dashboard, is and will continue to improve as
compared to prior years.

o The charter holder provided “Students Reading at or above grade level graph”. This document
identifies the percent of students reading at or above grade level for Fall 2012, Winter 2012, Fall
2013, and Winter 2013. A comparison of Fall 2012 to Fall 2013 and Winter 2012 to Winter 2013
shows that a greater percent of students are reading at above grade level in 2013 as compared
to 2012. The data provided demonstrates improved student performance in reading.

o The charter holder provided “Assessment Data Student Growth in Math 2012-2013". This
document shows that growth remains below 20%. No narrative was provided to describe how
growth was calculated. The graph indicates that student growth for Winter2013 is 1% higher
than Winter 2012, and growth for Fall 2013 is 2% higher than Fall 2012. Growth in Math on the
2013 academic dashboard does not meet the Board’s standard. The lack of improvement in
growth indicates that data for 2014 will likely also not meet the Board’s standard. The data
provided does not demonstrate improved student growth in math.

o The charter holder provided “Data for Students 1-8”. The narrative provided by the charter
holder stated that “in the last 8 months six students have averaged 1.5 years of growth in
reading.” The document contains student scores from Spring 2011 — Winter 2013. The graph is
not labeled to indicate what the values 0-6 represent. Assuming that each number represents a
grade level equivalent, no one student shows growth of more than one year. This does not
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result in an average of 1.5 years growth. The data provided does not demonstrate improved
student growth in reading.

The lack of color in the faxed document does not allow for clear identification of bars and labels.
Assuming that the top bar is the most current data, and the bottom is the oldest data, the
following conclusions can be drawn:

= 5 of 8 students show no improvement across the two most recent consecutive
assessments.

= 2 of 8 students show an increase in the most recent data, but one of those students was
returning to their score from the previous year indicating no overall improvement.

= 4 of 8 students show an increase of 1 year’s growth from Winter 2012 to Winter 2013.

The documents do not demonstrate the growth described by the charter holder. The documents
demonstrate that the majority of students are not improving in their performance.

Overall the charter holder does not demonstrate improved student growth and proficiency in
Reading and Math.

o The charter holder provided a graph “Average percent correct on math assessment for students
with disabilities.” A comparison of formative assessment administrations from corresponding
parts of the school year shows:

= from fall 2012 to fall 2013 students improved less than 5%,
= from winter 2012 to winter 2013 students improved approximately 5%.

Results do not demonstrate significant improvement in average percent correct. Student
average percent passing remains below 40%. No prior year AIMS data was provided to indicate
expected performance of special education student proficiency. The data provided does not
demonstrate improved student proficiency in math for students with disabilities.

o The charter holder provided “Lowest 25% at or above Grade Level in Reading.” The graph shows
that percent of students reading at or above grade level for 2013 was greater than 2012. From
Spring 2012 to Spring 2013 percent of students reading at or above grade level increased from
15% to 29%. This improvement would have been reflected in the 2013 AIMS results and does
not demonstrate improvement in student proficiency for the 2013-2014 school year. No
comparison data was provided for the Winter 2013 test administration to demonstrate
improvement as compared to the previous year. This data does not demonstrate improved
proficiency or growth in Reading for students in the bottom 25%.

o The charter holder provided “Chart of data for students in the lowest 25% for math.” The graph
indicates percentages for 7 students. The narrative and graph do not indicate what the
percentages represent. Analysis of the data of the seven students provided shows:

= 4 of 7 students declined from Winter 2012 to Winter 2013

= 5 o0of 7 students declined from Winter 2012 to Fall 2013

= 4 of 7 students have Winter 2013 data below 40%

= 2 of 7 students had no growth or declined from Fall 2013 to Winter 2013

ASBCS, June 9, 2014 Page 16






The data provided does not demonstrate improved proficiency or growth in Math for students
in the bottom 25%.

Overall the charter holder does not demonstrate improved student growth and proficiency in
reading and math.

Il. Viability of the Organization

The charter holder meets the Board’s financial performance expectations set forth in the performance
framework adopted by the Board. Therefore, the charter holder was not required to submit a financial
performance response.

IIl. Adherence to the Terms of the Charter

A. Compliance Matters Requiring Board or Other Agency Action

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

B. Other Compliance Matters

For the previous five fiscal years, the charter holder failed to timely submit the fiscal year 2013 Annual Financial
Report (AFR), fiscal year 2011 AFR, and fiscal year 2011 audit.

C. Charter Holder’s Organizational Membership

Because the organizational membership on file with the Board was not consistent with the information on file
with the Arizona Corporation Commission, the charter holder was required to submit the charter holder’s
Organizational Membership portion of the Detailed Business Plan Section. In the renewal application package,
the charter holder provided evidence of the filing of a Charter Holder Governance Notification request to align
the organizational membership on March 26, 2014; however, the filing was deemed administratively incomplete
because no members were listed to be added or removed. After discussion with the charter representative, the
charter holder has submitted the appropriate Charter Holder Governance Notification Request to align
organizational membership on file with the Board and the Arizona Corporation Commission.

Board Options

Option 1: The Board may deny the renewal. Staff recommends the following language provided for
consideration: Having considered the statements of the representatives of the charter holder today and the
contents of the renewal portfolio which includes the academic performance, the fiscal compliance, and legal and
contractual compliance of the charter holder provided to the Board for consideration of this request for charter
renewal, | move to deny the request for charter renewal and to not grant a renewal contract to Painted Desert
Demonstration Projects, Inc. on the bases that the charter holder failed to meet or make sufficient progress
toward the academic performance expectations set forth in the performance framework as reflected in the
Renewal Executive Summary and currently operates a school that has received an overall rating of “Does Not
Meet Standard” or “Falls Far Below Standard” in both of the two most recent fiscal years for which there is State
assessment data available.

Option 2: Notwithstanding staff’s recommendation to deny the renewal, the Board may determine that there is
a basis to approve the renewal. The following language is provided for consideration: Renewal is based on
consideration of academic, fiscal and contractual compliance of the charter holder. In this case, the charter
holder did not meet the academic performance expectations set forth in the Board’s performance framework
but was able to demonstrate sufficient progress toward the Board’s expectations when: [provide specific
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findings related to curriculum, monitoring of instruction, assessment, professional development, and/or datal.
Additionally, the Board has adopted an academic performance framework that allows for additional
consideration of the charter holder throughout the next contract period. There is a record of past contractual
noncompliance which has been reviewed. With that taken into consideration, as well as having considered the
statements of the representatives of the charter holder today and the contents of the renewal portfolio which
includes the academic performance, the fiscal compliance, and legal and contractual compliance of the charter
holder provided to the Board for consideration of this request for charter renewal, | move to approve the
request for charter renewal and grant a renewal contract to Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc.
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