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Academic Performance


Edit this section.


Phoenix Advantage Charter School


2012
Traditional


Elementary School (K-8)


2013
Traditional


Elementary School (K to 8)


2014
Traditional


Elementary School (K to 8)


1. Growth Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points


Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight


1a. SGP
Math 48 50 12.5 48.5 50 12.5 37 50 12.5
Reading 44 50 12.5 46 50 12.5 42.5 50 12.5


1b. SGP Bottom 25%
Math 61.5 75 12.5 55 75 12.5 40 50 12.5
Reading 52 75 12.5 57 75 12.5 46 50 12.5


2. Proficiency Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points


Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight


2a. Percent Passing
Math 50 / 64 50 7.5 50.6 / 64 50 7.5 40.5 / 63 25 7.5


Reading 60 /
77.7 50 7.5 65.7 / 78 25 7.5 61.6 /


78.3 25 7.5


2b. Composite
School
Comparison


Math -9.7 50 7.5 -3.9 50 7.5 -11 50 7.5


Reading -14.4 50 7.5 -4.3 50 7.5 -7.3 50 7.5


2c. Subgroup ELL
Math 38 / 43 50 2.5 35.5 /


40.8 50 2.5 20 / 33.3 50 2.5


Reading 47 /
54.9 50 2.5 46.2 /


52.3 50 2.5 35.3 /
47.5 50 2.5


2c. Subgroup FRL
Math 50 /


54.2 50 2.5 50.4 /
54.6 50 2.5 39.8 /


52.6 25 2.5


Reading 60 / 70 50 2.5 65.4 /
70.5 50 2.5 61.7 /


70.5 25 2.5


2c. Subgroup SPED
Math 28 /


25.3 75 2.5 5 / 24.6 50 2.5 7.4 /
21.8 50 2.5


Reading 11 /
37.6 50 2.5 15 / 38.6 50 2.5 18.5 /


37.8 50 2.5


3. State Accountability Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points


Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight


3a. State Accountability C 50 5 C 50 5 D 25 5


Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating


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


56.88 100 54.38 100 43.75 100
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress 


DSP Evaluation 
 


Charter Holder Name:  Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc. 
School (s):  Phoenix Advantage Charter School 
Site Visit Date: February 19, 2015 


Purpose of Demonstration of Sufficient Progress:      


☒ Annual Monitoring  


☐ Interval Review 


 ☐ Renewal  


 ☐ Failing School  


☐ Expansion Request 


Academic Dashboard Year: 


☒ FY2013   


☒ FY2014 


 


Evaluation Overview: 
The following serves as an evaluation of the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process and includes:  


 An overall rating for each area of Curriculum, Monitoring Instruction, Professional Development, Assessment, and Data.  
o Whether questions were sufficiently answered at the site visit 
o Whether documents provided by the Charter Holder serve as sufficient evidence of implementation of described processes 
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Area I: Data  


School Name: Phoenix Advantage Charter School 
 


Data for All Applicable Measures and Subgroups 


1. What year-over-year comparative data demonstrates improved academic performance? Describe and provide data for each measure that 
does not meet the Board’s standards in the relevant Academic Dashboards. Clearly label all data to demonstrate which measure(s) it 
addresses. 


Measure 
No Data 
Required  


Data Required  
Comparative 


Data Provided 


Insufficient 
Comparative 


Data Provided 


Data Does 
Demonstrate 
Improvement  


Data Does Not 
Demonstrate 
Improvement 


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


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


1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) Bottom 25% – Math ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ 


1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) Bottom 25% – Reading ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ 


2a. Percent Passing – Math ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ 


2a. Percent Passing – Reading ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ 


2b. Subgroup, ELL – Math ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ 


2b. Subgroup, ELL – Reading ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ 


2b. Subgroup, FRL – Math ☒ ☐     


2b. Subgroup, FRL – Reading ☒ ☐     


2b. Subgroup, students with disabilities – Math ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ 


2b. Subgroup, students with disabilities – Reading ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ 
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DATA OVERALL RATING 


Evaluation of DSP Report 


Meets 


☐ 


Does Not Meet 


☐ 


Falls Far Below 


☒ 


The area of Data is evaluated as Falls Far Below. The Charter Holder failed to provide sufficient comparative data and analysis for one or more required 
measures and has provided data that demonstrates comparatively declining academic performance year-over-year for the two most recent school 
years for one or more of the required measures.  


Data provided does not demonstrate improved academic outcomes for the following required measures:  


1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) – Math 
1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) – Reading 
1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) Bottom 25% – Math 
1a. Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) Bottom 25% – Reading 
2a. Percent Passing – Math 
2a. Percent Passing – Reading 
2b. Subgroup, ELL – Math 
2b. Subgroup, ELL – Reading 
2b. Subgroup, students with disabilities – Math 
2b. Subgroup, students with disabilities – Reading  







 
4 


Area II: Curriculum 


 


Evaluating Curriculum 
1. What is the Charter Holder’s process for evaluating curriculum? How does the Charter Holder evaluate how effectively the curriculum enables 


students to meet the standards? 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


2. How does the Charter Holder identify gaps in the curriculum? 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


Adopting/Revising Curriculum 
3. What is the Charter Holder’s process for adopting or revising curriculum based on its evaluation processes? 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


4. Who is involved in the process for adopting or revising curriculum? 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


5. When adopting curriculum, how does the Charter Holder evaluate curriculum options to determine which curriculum to adopt? 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 
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Implementing Curriculum 


6. What is the Charter Holder’s process for ensuring consistent implementation of the curriculum across the school(s) operated by the Charter Holder? 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


7. What tools exist that identify what must be taught and when it must be delivered? How does the Charter Holder ensure that all grade-level standards 
are covered within the academic year? 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


8. What is the expectation for consistent use of these tools? How are these expectations communicated? 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


9. What evidence is there to demonstrate usage of these tools in the classroom and alignment with instruction? 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


Alignment of Curriculum 


10. How does the Charter Holder know the curriculum is aligned to standards? 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 
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Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups  
11. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%? 


☐ Not applicable 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


12. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)? 


☐ Not applicable 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


13. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students? 


☒ Not applicable 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


14. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the needs of students with disabilities? 


☐ Not applicable 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 
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CURRICULUM OVERALL RATING 


DSP Report Evaluation 


Meets 


☐ 


Does Not Meet 


☒ 


Falls Far Below 


☐ 


The area of Curriculum is evaluated as Does Not Meet. As demonstrated by the evidence provided at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has consistently 
implemented a limited curriculum approach. At the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder  sufficiently demonstrated the following components of these required 
elements:  


 implementing curriculum 


 ensuring curriculum is aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards 


 addressing the curriculum needs of relevant subgroup populations 


However, at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder failed to sufficiently demonstrate the following components of these required elements: 


 evaluating curriculum, because the Charter Holder did not provide sufficient evidence to address: 


o What is the Charter Holder’s process for evaluating curriculum? How does the Charter Holder evaluate how effectively the curriculum enables 
students to meet the standards? 


o How does the Charter Holder identify gaps in the curriculum? 


 adopting/revising curriculum, because the Charter Holder did not provide sufficient evidence to address: 


o What is the Charter Holder’s process for adopting or revising curriculum based on its evaluation processes? 


o Who is involved in the process for adopting or revising curriculum?  


o When adopting curriculum, how does the Charter Holder evaluate curriculum options to determine which curriculum to adopt? 
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Area III: Assessment 


Assessment System 


1. What types of assessments does the Charter Holder use?   


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


2. What was the process for designing or selecting the assessment system? 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


3. How is the assessment system aligned to the curriculum and instructional methodology? 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


4. What intervals are used to assess student progress? How does the assessment plan include data collection from multiple assessments, such as 
formative and summative assessments and common/benchmark assessments? 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


Analyzing Assessment Data 


5. How does the assessment system provide for analysis of assessment data? What intervals are used to analyze assessment data?   


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


6. How is the analysis used to evaluate instructional and curricular effectiveness? 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


7. How is the analysis used to adjust curriculum and instruction in a timely manner? What intervals are used to adjust curriculum and instruction? 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 
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Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups 


8. How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%? 


☐ Not applicable 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


9. How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)?   


☐ Not applicable 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


10. How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students? 


☒ Not applicable 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


11. How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment needs of students with disabilities? 


☐ Not applicable 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 
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ASSESSMENT OVERALL RATING 


DSP Report Evaluation  


Meets 


☐ 


Does Not Meet 


☐ 


Falls Far Below 


☒ 


The area of Assessment is evaluated as Falls Far Below. As demonstrated by the evidence provided at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has 
implemented no efforts or fragmented, ad hoc efforts to assess student performance on expectations for student learning, and to evaluate and adjust 
curriculum and instruction based on analysis of student assessment data. The efforts lack intentionality and/or prior planning, and are not consistently 
implemented.  


At the DSP site visit the Charter Holder failed to sufficiently demonstrate the following components of these required elements: 


 assessing student performance based on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology using 


data collection from multiple assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, and common/benchmark assessments, because the 


Charter Holder did not provide sufficient evidence to address: 


o What was the process for designing or selecting the assessment system? 


 analyzing assessment data to evaluate instructional and curricular effectiveness, because the Charter Holder did not provide sufficient evidence to 


address:  


o How is the analysis used to evaluate instructional and curricular effectiveness?  


 adjusting curriculum and instruction in a timely manner based on assessment results, because the Charter Holder did not provide sufficient evidence 


to address: 


o How is the analysis used to adjust curriculum and instruction in a timely manner? What intervals are used to adjust curriculum and 


instruction? 


 addressing the assessment needs of relevant subgroup populations, because the Charter Holder did not provide sufficient evidence to address: 


o How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)?   
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Area IV: Monitoring Instruction 


Monitoring the Integration of Standards 


1. What is the Charter Holder’s process for monitoring the integration of standards into classroom instruction? How does the Charter Holder monitor 
whether or not instructional staff implements an ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity? 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


2. How does the Charter Holder monitor the effectiveness of standards-based instruction throughout the year? 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


Evaluating Instructional Practices 


3. What is the Charter Holder’s process for evaluating the instructional practices? How does this process evaluate the quality of instruction? 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


4. How does this process identify individual strengths, weaknesses, and needs?   


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


Providing Analysis and Feedback to Further Develop Instructional Quality 


5. How does the Charter Holder provide feedback on strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs based on the evaluation of instructional practices?   


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


6. How does this Charter Holder analyze this information? What does the data about quality of instruction tell the Charter Holder? What has the 
Charter Holder done in response? 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 
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Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups 


7. How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is meeting the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%? 


☐ Not applicable 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


8. How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is meeting the needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)? 


☐ Not applicable 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


9. How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is meeting the needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students? 


☒ Not applicable 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


10. How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is meeting the needs of students with disabilities? 


☐ Not applicable 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 
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MONITORING INSTRUCTION OVERALL RATING 


DSP Report Evaluation 


Meets 


☐ 


Does Not Meet 


☒ 


Falls Far Below 


☐ 


The area of Monitoring Instruction is evaluated as Does Not Meet. As demonstrated by the evidence provided at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder 
has consistently implemented a limited instructional monitoring approach.  


At the DSP site visit the Charter Holder sufficiently demonstrated the following components of these required elements:  


 providing analysis and feedback to further develop instructional quality and standards integration 


However, at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has failed to sufficiently demonstrate the following components of these required elements:   


 monitoring the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction, because the Charter Holder did not provide 
sufficient evidence to address: 


o What is the Charter Holder’s process for monitoring the integration of standards into classroom instruction? How does the Charter 
Holder monitor whether or not instructional staff implements an ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity? 


o How does the Charter Holder monitor the effectiveness of standards-based instruction throughout the year?  


 evaluating instructional practices, because the Charter Holder did not provide sufficient evidence to address: 


o How does this process identify individual strengths, weaknesses, and needs?   


 evaluating instructional practices targeted to address the needs of relevant subgroup populations, because the Charter Holder did not provide 
sufficient evidence to address: 


o How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is meeting the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%? 


o How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is meeting the needs of students with disabilities? 
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Area IV: Professional Development 


Professional Development System 


1. What is the Charter Holder’s professional development plan? 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


2. How was the professional development plan developed?  


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


3. How is the professional development plan aligned with instructional staff learning needs? 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


4. How does this plan address areas of high importance?  


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


Supporting High Quality Implementation 


5. How does the Charter Holder support high quality implementation of the strategies learned in professional development sessions?    


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


6. How does the Charter Holder provide the resources that are necessary for high quality implementation? 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


Monitoring Implementation 


7. How does the Charter Holder monitor the implementation of the strategies learned in professional development sessions? 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 
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8. How does the Charter Holder monitor and follow-up with instructional staff to support and develop implementation of the strategies learned in 
professional development? 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  


☒ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups 


9. How does the professional development plan ensure that instructional staff receives the type of development required to meet the needs of students 
with proficiency in the bottom 25%? 


☐ Not applicable 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


10. How does the professional development plan ensure that instructional staff receives the type of development required to meet the needs of English 
Language Learners (ELLs)? 


☐ Not applicable 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


11. How does the professional development plan ensure that instructional staff receives the type of development required to meet the needs of Free and 
Reduced Lunch (FRL) students? 


☒ Not applicable 


☐ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 


12. How does the professional development plan ensure that instructional staff receives the type of development required to meet the needs of students 
with disabilities? 


☐ Not applicable 


☒ Documents presented serve as detailed evidence of implementation of each 
of the relevant described processes, and thus are evaluated as sufficient.  
 


☐ Documents presented do not demonstrate evidence of implementation of 
processes to address the required elements, and thus are evaluated as 
insufficient. 
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PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OVERALL RATING 


DSP Report Evaluation 


Meets 


☐ 


Does Not Meet 


☒ 


Falls Far Below 


☐ 


The area of Professional Development is evaluated as Does Not Meet. As demonstrated by the evidence provided at the DSP site visit, the Charter 
Holder has consistently implemented a limited approach to professional development. 


At the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder sufficiently demonstrated the following components of these required elements: 


 Providing professional development that addresses the needs of relevant subgroup populations  


However, at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder failed to sufficiently demonstrate the following components of these required elements:   


 Providing professional development that is aligned with instructional staff learning needs and focuses on areas of high importance, because the 
Charter Holder did not provide sufficient evidence to address:  


o How was the professional development plan developed? 


 supporting high quality implementation of the strategies learned in professional development, because the Charter Holder did not provide 
sufficient evidence to address: 


o How does the Charter Holder support high quality implementation of the strategies learned in professional development sessions?    


 monitoring and providing follow-up to support and develop implementation of the strategies learned in professional development, because the 
Charter Holder did not provide sufficient evidence to address:  


o How does the Charter Holder monitor the implementation of the strategies learned in professional development sessions? 


o How does the Charter Holder monitor and follow-up with instructional staff to support and develop implementation of the strategies 
learned in professional development? 
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Evaluation Summary 


Area Evaluation of DSP 
Meets Does Not Meet Falls Far Below 


Data ☐ ☐ ☒ 


Curriculum ☐ ☒ ☐ 


Assessment ☐ ☐ ☒ 


Monitoring Instruction ☐ ☒ ☐ 


Professional Development ☐ ☒ ☐ 


 








Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report 
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress 


DSP Report  
 


Charter Holder Name:  


School(s):  


Date Submitted:  


Purpose of Demonstration of Sufficient Progress (check one):  


☒ Annual Monitoring  


☐ Interval Review 


 ☐ Renewal  


 ☐ Failing School 


 ☐ Expansion Request 


Academic Dashboard Year (check all that apply):  


☐ FY2013   


☒ FY2014 


 


Directions: 
A. Locate and download “Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Process and Instructions” from the 


Board’s website or the Help files on ASBCS Online. Read the instructions carefully and view the 
DSP Online Technical Assistance presentation before starting.  


a. To locate the “Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Process and Instructions” on the 
Board’s website:  


i. Go to the Arizona State Board for Charter Schools website (www.asbcs.az.gov) 
ii. Locate the “For Charter School Operators” section in the middle of the page.  


iii. Select the “Performance Expectations & Reviews” link.  
iv. Select the “Academic Interventions” tab.  
v. Scroll down to the “Demonstration of Sufficient Progress” section.  


vi. Locate and download the “Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Process and 
Instructions”. 
 


b. To locate the “Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Process and Instructions” on ASBCS 
Online:  


i. Go to ASBCS Online (http://online.asbcs.az.gov)  
ii. Log in using the user name and password of the Charter Representative 


iii. If you do not remember your password, locate the “Forgot Password” icon on 
the log in page and click it to reset your password.  You will receive an email 
from the ASBCS System Administrator (charterschoolboard@asbcs.az.gov) with 
instructions. 


iv. Locate the “Help” section of the Dashboard.  
v. Select “Online Help” 



http://www.asbcs.az.gov/

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

mailto:charterschoolboard@asbcs.az.gov
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vi. Locate and download the “Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Process and 
Instructions”. 


 


c. To locate the DSP Online Technical Assistance presentations on the Board’s website:  


i. Go to the Arizona State Board for Charter Schools website (www.asbcs.az.gov) 
ii. Locate the “For Charter School Operators” section in the middle of the page.  


iii. Select the “Performance Expectations & Reviews” link.  
iv. Select the “Academic Interventions” tab.  
v. Scroll down to the “Demonstration of Sufficient Progress” section.  


vi. Locate and click the link for the DSP Online Technical Assistance presentation 
you wish to view. 


d.  
 


B. Complete the template by providing a clear and concise written answer for each question. The 
suggested word count is no more than 400 words per question. In addition, list the names of all 
documents that serve as evidence of implementation of the process described in the answer. 
Reference evidence listed in the Charter Holder’s Performance Management Plan when listing 
evidence of implementation.    
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Area I: Data  


Charter Holders with multiple schools must complete the Data area for each school that received an 


Overall Rating of “Does Not Meet”, “Falls Far Below” or “No Rating” on the current Academic 


Dashboard.1 The Charter Holder must copy and paste the entire Data area for each school. 


School Name: Phoenix Advantage Charter School 


Dashboard Ratings for All Measures  


Measure 


Prior Year Dashboard Current Year Dashboard Data 
Required for 


Report 
Meets 


Exceeds 


Does Not Meet  
Falls Far Below  


No Rating 


Meets 
Exceeds 


Does Not Meet  
Falls Far Below  


No Rating 


Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) - Math 


☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☒ 


Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) – Reading 


☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☒ 


Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP), Bottom 25%,- 


Math 
☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☒ 


Student Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP), Bottom 25%,- 


Reading 
☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☒ 


Percent Passing – Math ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☒ 


Percent Passing – Reading ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


Subgroup, ELL – Math ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☒ 


Subgroup, ELL – Reading ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☒ 


Subgroup, FRL – Math ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☒ 


Subgroup, FRL – Reading ☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☒ 


Subgroup, students with 
disabilities – Math 


☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☒ 


Subgroup, students with 
disabilities – Reading 


☐ ☒ ☐ ☒ ☒ 


 


 


                                                           
1
 If the Charter Holder is completing the DSP process as part of an amendment or notification request, follow the 


directions provided in the amendment or notification instructions.  
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Data for All Applicable Measures and Subgroups 
1. What year-over-year comparative data demonstrates improved academic performance? 


Describe and provide data for each measure that does not meet the Board’s standards in the 
relevant Academic Dashboards. Clearly label all data to demonstrate which measure(s) it 
addresses. 


 
Directions: Prepare graphs, tables, or data charts to include in the template that address all measures 
that do not meet the Board’s academic standards for either of the two most recent years. The Charter 
Holder must provide comparative year-over-year data and analysis generated from valid and reliable 
assessment sources that demonstrates and evaluates the change in academic performance for all 
required measures for at least the two most recent school years. The Charter Holder must provide data 
for each school operated by the Charter Holder that does not meet the Board’s academic expectations 
and must: 


o clearly label all data to demonstrate which measure(s) it addresses,  
o provide data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources, 
o limit all data to no more than one page per measure per content per school, and 
o Redact all student identifiable information. 


Insert data here: 


Insert Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) – Math data here: Math 


Grade Fall  
2013 


Spring 
2013 


Gains 
2013 


% Meets or 
Exceeds 
Target 


Fall  
2014 


Spring 
2014 


Gains 
2014 


% Meets or 
Exceeds Target 


3rd 2279 2370 91 21 2182 2373 191 60 


4th 2357 2475 118 44 2295 2437 142 43 


5th 2423 2522 99 42 2409 2519 110 37 


6th 2550 2669 119 48 2496 2684 188 67 


7th 2597 2681 84 59 2628 2732 104 54 


8th 2658 2773 115 53 2648 2790 142 77 


Insert Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) – Reading data here: Reading 


Grade Fall 


2013 


Spring 


2013 


Gains 


2013 


% Meets or 


Exceeds Target 


Fall 


2014 


Spring 


2014 


Gains 


2014 


% Meets or 


Exceeds Target 


3rd 2207 2308 101 26 2104 2286 182 31 


4th 2374 2408 34 21 2227 2404 177 48 


5th 2447 2566 119 51 2411 2526 115 46 


6th 2531 2670 139 58 2532 2685 153 60 


7th 2607 2748 141 67 2691 2797 106 50 


8th 2737 2862 125 64 2375 2883 148 62 
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Insert Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP), Bottom 25%- Math data here: Math 


Year Tested 


Student 


Count 


# Far 


Below 


# Below # Above # Far 


Above 


Fall Mean 


SS 


Spring 


Mean 


SS 


2012-


2013 


347 62 127 116 42 2408 2523 


2013-


2014 


350 29 115 140 66 2352 2524 


 


Insert Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP), Bottom 25%- Reading data here: Reading 


Year Tested 


Student 


Count 


# Far 


Below 


# Below # Above # Far 


Above 


Fall Mean 


SS 


Spring 


Mean 


SS 


2012-


2013 


344 79 119 104 42 2401 2509 


2013-


2014 


349 53 124 120 52 2344 2507 


 


Insert Percent Passing – Math data here: Math 


Grade 2012-2013 2013-2014 


3rd 21 60 


4th 44 43 


5th 42 37 


6th 48 67 


7th 59 54 


8th 53 77 


 


Insert Percent Passing – Reading data here: Reading 


Grade 2012-2013 2013-2014 


3rd 26 31 


4th 21 48 


5th 51 46 


6th 58 60 


7th 67 50 


8th 64 62 
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Insert Subgroup, ELL – Math data here: Math 


Grade Fall 


2013 


Spring 


2013 


Gains 


2013 


% Meets or 


Exceeds 


Target 


Fall 


2014 


Spring 


2014 


Gains 


2014 


% Meets or 


Exceeds Target 


3rd 2176 2297 121 29 2105 2331 226 69 


4th 2272 2440 168 61 2219 2406 187 50 


5th 2298 2415 117 56 2382 2473 91 31 


6th 2406 2607 201 78 2384 2565 181 63 


7th 2415 2597 182 100 2585 2696 111 63 


8th 2446 2541 95 50 2510 2634 124 50 


 


Insert Subgroup, ELL – Reading data here: Reading 


Grade Fall 


2013 


Spring 


2013 


Gains 


2013 


% Meets or 


Exceeds 


Target 


Fall 


2014 


Spring 


2014 


Gains 


2014 


% Meets or 


Exceeds Target 


3rd 1959 2087 128 21 1959 2125 166 25 


4th 2160 2198 38 17 2027 2253 226 42 


5th 2181 2282 101 44 2224 2317 93 38 


6th 2246 2541 150 56 2251 2480 229 75 


7th 2261 2368 107 50 2434 2529 95 25 


8th 2304 2597 293 100 2249 2546 297 75 


 


Insert Subgroup, FRL – Math data here: Math 


Grade Fall 


2013 


Spring 


2013 


Gains 


2013 


% Meets or 


Exceeds 


Target 


Fall 


2014 


Spring 


2014 


Gains 


2014 


% Meets or 


Exceeds Target 


3rd 2280 2371 91 21 2201 2394 193 62 


4th 2357 2475 118 44 2304 2446 142 49 


5th 2422 2524 102 41 2404 2527 123 46 


6th 2550 2669 119 48 2521 2705 184 69 


7th 2602 2688 86 59 2661 2771 110 58 


8th 2658 2773 115 53 2656 2788 134 72 
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Insert Subgroup, FRL – Reading data here: Reading 


Grade Fall 


2013 


Spring 


2013 


Gains 


2013 


% Meets or 


Exceeds 


Target 


Fall 


2014 


Spring 


2014 


Gains 


2014 


% Meets or 


Exceeds Target 


3rd 2212 2313 101 27 2122 2299 177 32 


4th 2374 2408 34 21 2251 2410 159 44 


5th 2428 2549 121 51 2412 2523 111 42 


6th 2531 2670 139 58 2549 2686 137 60 


7th 2604 2763 159 73 2745 2821 76 44 


8th 2737 2862 125 64 2715 2886 171 67 


 


Insert Subgroup, students with disabilities – Math data here: Math 


Grade Fall 


2013 


Spring 


2013 


Gains 


2013 


% Meets or 


Exceeds 


Target 


Fall 


2014 


Spring 


2014 


Gains 


2014 


% Meets or 


Exceeds Target 


3rd 2162 2245 83 0 2275 2374 99 33 


4th 2303 2501 198 75 2279 2241 -38 0 


5th 2338 2458 120 50 2286 2340 54 25 


6th 2299 2563 264 100 2481 2601 120 50 


7th 2525 2565 40 50 2491 2551 60 40 


8th 2758 2903 145 100 2394 2504 110 25 


 


Insert Subgroup, students with disabilities – Reading data here: Reading 


Grade Fall 


2013 


Spring 


2013 


Gains 


2013 


% Meets or 


Exceeds 


Target 


Fall 


2014 


Spring 


2014 


Gains 


2014 


% Meets or 


Exceeds Target 


3rd 1976 2019 43 33 1855 2019 164 0 


4th 2247 2064 -183 25 2085 1957 -128 0 


5th 2171 2256 85 25 1938 1965 27 25 


6th 2087 2180 93 40 2476 2651 175 50 


7th 2211 2180 -31 0 2225 2265 40 20 


8th 2449 2924 475 100 2207 2458 251 75 
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Valid and Reliable Data 
2. How does the Charter Holder know that the data described above is valid and reliable? 


The projection (Evidence #6) comparing quarter 3 of 2013 Scantron data to 2013 AIMS data is the 
evidence that shows how accurate Scantron has been in the past. We anticipated 2014 AIMS to reflect 
our 3rd quarter Scantron scores however the data shows otherwise due to the number of ill 
students/make-up tests that occurred during the week of AIMS testing. If the FAY students had met 
projected AIMS scores, we would have seen an 11% increase in students passing. 
The AIMS data from 2013-2014 (Evidence #4) compares the math scores of 30 students that 
experienced sickness (as evidenced by the nurse log) during the week of AIMS. The data shows that 65% 
of the students that went to the nurse, during the 2 weeks of testing, decreased their scaled score or 
performance band (F.A.M.E.). 
The Scantron math data from quarter 3 of 2014 (Evidence #5), showed a significantly higher percentage 
of students performing at meets and exceeds than what AIMS reflected.  
There were 44 documented cases of flu-like symptoms evidenced by a nurse log (Evidence #1).   
The absentee record shows a significant increase in absences when compared to the 2013 absentee 
record (Evidence #3).  
The evidence shows that 55 tested students were absent during the week of 2014 AIMS testing.  
These students completed make-up testing in an unfamiliar environment with someone other than their 
teacher.   
The 2014 data (Evidence #2) shows that 45% of those students went down an entire performance band 
(F.A.M.E.) when compared to their quarter 3 Scantron score.  
 
If the FAY students had met projected AIMS scores, as they have in the past, we would have seen an 
11% increase in students passing. 
Illness is a completely unforeseen circumstance and an unpredictable event; therefore there were no 
reasonable steps that could have been taken to prevent an outbreak of flu symptoms in the school 
community. The opportunity did not exist for the school to minimize its impact on students. 


Conclusions Drawn From Data 
3. What analysis has the Charter Holder conducted for each measure that does not meet the 


Board’s academic performance expectations? What are the results from the analysis? 


Phoenix Advantage found that the 2014 AIMS data is reflective of a significant illness affecting students 
during the week of AIMS testing as the Scantron projected scores did not match as they have in the past.  
Along with the illness, students were affected by an unforeseen turnover in teaching and support staff, 
and a miscalculation in percentage of students passing.  
There were many inconsistencies with all 3 of our 4th grade teachers, 3 of our 5th grade teachers and 2 of 
our 6th grade teachers which greatly affected the learning of our students resulting in poor performance.  
We were met with a lack of trained candidates after many efforts to hire highly qualified teachers.  The 
teachers that were hired in the 4th -6th grade classrooms were inexperienced or substitute teachers due 
to the early departure of the original teachers which was out of our control. In grades tested, we 
experienced extreme difficulty in hiring and retaining certified teachers.  
The bullet points below show the struggles encountered in the classrooms/grade levels which showed 
poor performance on the AIMS test. 
4th Grade Classes 


o Class 1 (ELL) 
 Class served by long-term sub 
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o Class 2 
 Class served by inexperienced first year teacher  


o Class 3 
 Class served by inexperienced new teacher who left in October 
 Class served by substitute teacher for multiple weeks 
 Class served by inexperienced new teacher for remainder of year 


 
5th Grade Classes 


o Class 1 (ELL) 
 Class served by substitute from 8/5/13 to September hire 
 Class served by out of state teacher who started in September  
 Class served by substitute from November to December 


 In January, after several weeks of substitutes, we were able to find a 
new teacher to place in the classroom, but the Saturday before she was 
to start, she changed her mind, forcing us to place another substitute in 
the classroom. After several more weeks, we were able to fill the 
position for the remainder of the year with a newly graduated teacher.  


o Class 2 
 Class served by un-trained teacher that abruptly left in November.  
 Class served by substitute until December.  
 Class served by HQ teacher for the remainder of the year.  


o Class 3  
 Class served by inexperienced new teacher who was a late hire (Thursday 


before school started) 
6th Grade Classes 


o Class 1 
 Class served by un-trained teacher for the school year.  


o Class 2 
 Class served by inexperienced new teacher with minimal experience. 


 Class served by multiple substitute teachers while regular teacher was 
on maternity leave from November to December. 


Evidence:                       
 The evidence (Evidence #6) shows poor performance in 4th- 6th grade AIMS from 2013-


2014 due to the inconsistencies with teacher turnover.  Based on the difficulty in finding 
highly-qualified and certified staff in grades 4-6, as well as the multiple transitions the 
students endured, it is apparent that the students were unable to perform to the best of 
their ability as evidenced by the decrease in the passing rates.  


The following bullet points explain the steps we took to minimize the situation’s impact on assessment 
incomes: 
o Instructional assistants were reassigned to ensure support in all classrooms that experienced 
unexpected disruptions by teacher turnover. 
o Reading Interventionists modeled exemplar practices, pulled small groups of students for 
intensive instructional support and assisted teachers with lesson planning and preparation. 
o School Level Curriculum Specialist led weekly grade level meetings to provide guidance, support 
and materials to teachers and substitutes who were unfamiliar with the school’s improvement plan, 
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curriculum and the Charter Board DSP.   
o The Regional Curriculum Specialist observed in classrooms and provided additional feedback 
and support to teachers.  Additionally, the two curriculum specialists collaborated to ensure that the 
situation of extreme need didn’t become out of control and continued to meet student needs. 
o The Behavior Specialist provided support for students with behavior and emotional challenges. 
Intervention groups were implemented to provide as much support for uninterrupted classroom 
instruction as possible.  
o The School Principal provided weekly new teacher training, weekly informal observations with 
feedback, twice annual formal evaluations, and was an ever-present leader on site and in the 
classrooms. 
The results of the analysis show that despite our best efforts, we were unsuccessful in training and 
retaining teachers/substitutes which resulted in low test scores as shown by the evidence.  
 
Miscalculation in percentage of students passing. 
Based on the Growth Model Chart provided on Common Logon’s AYP/AZ LEARNS/A-F Evaluations page, 
there appears to be a discrepancy in the “Percent Passing – All Students” category. The Growth Model 
Chart calculated a passing rate of 51%. However, based on our calculations for each grade levels’ FAY 
passing rate, we found the percent passing to be 52% (Evidence #7) 
 
The above referenced instances provide valid reasons for the decline in scores.  We have followed our 
plan as outlined in ALEAT. In addition, we have followed all aspects of our Performance Management 
Plan. However, we were unable to anticipate or plan for student illnesses or teacher turnover on 
campus.  Our data shows that the illnesses affected students’ ability to test.  Additionally, the number of 
teachers that were replaced in the months leading up to the AIMS test also had a negative effect on our 
students resulting in lower test scores. 
 
The attendance log from each classroom is evidence of the significant number of ELL, RFL and students 
with disabilities that were negatively affected by the explained events above. 
 
The events directly affected Student Median Growth Percentile in Math and Reading,  
Student Median Growth Percentile of the bottom 25% in Math and Reading, Percent Passing in Math, 
Subgroup ELL in Math and Reading, Subgroup  FRL in Math and Reading and students with disabilities in 
Math and reading. 
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Area II: Curriculum 


Evaluating Curriculum 
1. What is the Charter Holder’s process for evaluating curriculum? How does the Charter Holder 


evaluate how effectively the curriculum enables students to meet the standards? 


Our management company, Mosaica, employs 
many trained and experienced professionals in the 
field of education.  Mosaica along with the onsite 
administration and leadership team meet to 
discuss possible gaps due to patterns of low test 
scores/mastery in a particular area. 
Interventionists as well as other administration are 
in each classroom weekly to ensure the curriculum 
is being delivered correctly.  Our weekly grade 
level meetings are focused on reviewing data from 
recent assessments which directly relate to 
instruction of the curriculum.  Any pattern of poor 
performance in a given content area is noted and 
reviewed for effectiveness.   


 Weekly Grade Level Meeting sign in sheets 
 
 
 
 
 


2. How does the Charter Holder identify gaps in the curriculum? 


The publishers of Saxon Math, OCR and Imagine It! 
curriculum provided our school with reverse 
correlations that show the lesson number and the 
specific content learned that correlates to the 
ACCRS.  The CCSS checklists required of all 
teachers are also used to ensure the curriculum 
does not have any gaps.   


 Publisher Reverse Correlations  


 Standard Checklists 
 
 


Adopting/Revising Curriculum 
3. What is the Charter Holder’s process for adopting or revising curriculum based on its 


evaluation processes? 


Mosaica, along with the onsite administration and 
leadership team meet to discuss possible gaps due 
to a pattern of low test scores in a particular area.  
This information is taken from weekly grade level 
meeting notes which keep track of trends of low 
proficiency in particular areas.  The leadership 
team reviews and revises lessons in each grade 
level to ensure proper instruction is taking place in 
the classroom. 


 Grade Level Minutes 


 Leadership meeting sign-in sheets and 
minutes. 
 


 
 


4. Who is involved in the process for adopting or revising curriculum? 


Mosaica’s corporate staff of experienced 
educators and the onsite leadership team are 
involved in the process for adopting or revising 
curriculum. 


 Leadership Meeting agendas  


 Leadership Meeting sign in sheets 
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5. When adopting curriculum, how does the Charter Holder evaluate curriculum options to 
determine which curriculum to adopt? 


As stated in the PMP, Phoenix Advantage Charter 
School uses data trends when selecting a new 
curriculum along with research from the 
publishers and other documented cases of success 
with the product.  


 


 Proven results/research based material  


 Past trends 
 
 


Implementing Curriculum 
6. What is the Charter Holder’s process for ensuring consistent implementation of the curriculum 


across the school(s) operated by the Charter Holder? 


During weekly grade level meetings teachers meet 
with the administration.  Through the course of 
these meetings, recent observations and lesson 
plans are reviewed to ensure proper delivery of 
curriculum as presented during the preliminary 
professional development.   


 Observation logs 


 Pre-service agenda and sign-in sheets 


 Grade Level Meeting agendas and sign in 
sheets 


 
 


7. What tools exist that identify what must be taught and when it must be delivered? How does 
the Charter Holder ensure that all grade-level standards are covered within the academic 
year? 


At the beginning of every school year Phoenix 
Advantage provides a mandatory 3 week pre-
service session.  This professional development 
session allows Phoenix Advantage to ensure that 
all grade level standards are covered within the 
academic year.  During the first week the 
leadership team, consisting of administration, 
curriculum representatives and high performing 
teachers, provides training to all teachers who are 
new to Phoenix Advantage.  The training includes a 
very thorough, hands-on introduction of the 
curriculum.   Teachers are given standard 
checklists that they must use throughout their 
lessons to ensure they meet each standard.   


 Standard checklists 


 Lesson Plans 


 Pre-service agenda and sign-in sheets 
 
 
 
 
 


8. What is the expectation for consistent use of these tools? How are these expectations 
communicated?  


Teachers are expected to turn in their lesson plans 
to the T-drive every week to be reviewed by 
administration.  In addition to lesson plans, 
teachers are required to bring their standard 
checklist binders to each grade level meeting for 
review.  The expectations are communicated 
during initial pre-service training as well as during 


 Lesson Plans 


 Checklist binders 
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weekly grade level meetings. 


9. What evidence is there to demonstrate usage of these tools in the classroom and alignment 
with instruction? 


The evidence of proper usage of the checklists is 
documented in each individual observation.  The 
checklists show which standards have been 
covered while the observations ensure that the 
standard has been properly taught.  The classroom 
assessments are discussed weekly in grade level 
meetings to show mastery of the standards taught.  


 Teacher Observations 


 Checklist log of mastery 


 Grade Level Meeting agendas and sign in 
sheets 


 
 
 
 


Alignment of Curriculum 
10. How does the Charter Holder know the curriculum is aligned to standards?  


Phoenix Advantage knows that the curriculum is 
aligned to the standards.  The publishers of the 
curriculum provided each grade level with a 
reverse correlation which lists the lesson #, 
concept and the standard with which it relates. 


 Reverse correlation documents for reading 
and math curriculum  


 
 


Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups(Address all relevant measures) 
11. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the needs of students with 


proficiency in the bottom 25%/non-proficient students? 


Teachers continue to receive training and guidance 
to fully implement the math and reading 
curriculum to ensure performance objectives are 
being taught correctly.  During weekly grade level 
meetings teachers meet with the administration. 
Through the course of these meetings, recent 
observations and lesson plans are reviewed to 
ensure proper delivery of curriculum as presented 
during the preliminary professional development.  
The needs of the bottom 25% are being met with 
the weekly interventions and training of the 
reading  and math curriculum as well as the use of 
its intervention and reteach guides during small 
group interventions.  
 


 Observation Logs 


 Meeting sign in sheets 


 Intervention schedules 
 
 
 
 


12. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the needs of English 
Language Learners (ELLs)? 


Subgroup ELL Reading                                                                           
Phoenix Advantage Charter School did not meet 
the standard for Subgroup ELL in Reading.  Based 
on the Performance Management Plan (PMP) and 
our current data, we continue to implement a 
sustained improvement plan for ELL students.  As 


 SEI Lesson Plans 


 ILLP Documents 
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stated in the PMP, more than half of the student 
population has a language other than English 
spoken in the home. Phoenix Advantage has 
adopted the mandatory technique of Structured 
English Immersion (SEI).  All Phoenix Advantage 
teachers are SEI certified. Due to the large number 
of ELL students, Phoenix Advantage currently 
operates 6 SEI classrooms. Many students in 1st 
grade as well as grades 5-8 are taught using 
Individual Language Learner Plans (ILLP) which 
fulfills the state requirement for smaller ELL 
populations. To meet the SEI requirements 
teachers provide ELL students with 4 hours of 
English Language development.  Phoenix 
Advantage continues to serve ELL students with 
curriculum, instruction, assessment and 
professional development that contribute to 
increased ELL proficiency.   
As stated in the PMP, teachers continue to receive 
training and guidance to fully implement the Saxon 
curriculum and ensure that performance 
objectives are being taught correctly.  During 
weekly grade level meetings teachers meet with 
the administration.  Through the course of these 
meetings, recent observations and lesson plans are 
reviewed to ensure proper delivery of curriculum 
as presented during the preliminary professional 
development.   


 
 


13. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the needs of Free and 
Reduced Lunch (FRL) students? 


During weekly grade level meetings teachers meet 
with the administration.  Through the course of 
these meetings, observations, assessments and 
lesson plans are reviewed to ensure proper 
delivery of curriculum as presented during the 
preliminary professional development.  All FRL 
students that do not master a concept are given 
weekly interventions.  We continue with the 
interventions above to help teachers ensure the 
curriculum addressed the needs of FRL students.    


 Observation Logs 


 Meeting sign in sheets 


 Intervention schedules 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


14. How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum addresses the needs of students with 
disabilities? 


Teachers continue to receive training and guidance 
to fully implement the curriculum in math and 
reading to ensure that performance objectives are 


 Observation Logs 


 Meeting sign in sheets 


 Special Education Intervention schedules 
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being taught correctly.  During weekly grade level 
meetings teachers meet with the administration. 
Through the course of these meetings, recent 
observations and lesson plans are reviewed to 
ensure proper delivery of curriculum as presented 
during the preliminary professional development.  
The weekly interventions and training of the 
reading and math curriculum is done by trained 
Special Education teachers.  With the proper 
delivery of IEP modifications and the regular 
assistance of Special Education teachers ensures 
the curriculum is addressing the needs of students 
with disabilities. 
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Area III: Assessment 


Assessment System 
1. What types of assessments does the Charter Holder use?   


Phoenix Advantage implements a comprehensive 
system based on the performance measures of our 
Performance Series assessment tool as well as 
data from Saxon and Open Court tests.  
Monitoring and documentation of increases in 
student growth occur on a weekly and quarterly 
basis with results from the various assessments. 
Our PMP explains how data is reviewed on a 
weekly and quarterly basis.  Each quarter students 
are tested using our Performance Series 
assessment. The results from the Performance 
Series test are reviewed by the grade level team.  
During the meeting the team creates a five week 
focus plan using our Achievement Series 
assessment tool.  Each week students are assessed 
using the focus test that is based on mini lessons 
which are delivered every day for an entire week.  
The mini lesson is created due to a deficiency in 
mastery of a previously taught concept.  If mastery 
is shown on the assessment then a different focus 
is planned for the following week.  If mastery is not 
shown, the teacher will continue teaching the 
concept the following week.  Teachers and 
students continue with that pattern until the new 
quarterly targets are chosen and the cycle 
continues.  Students who are still struggling will 
receive intervention every week. The Achievement 
Series assessment tool provides an abundance of 
information concerning each individual student 
which is then used to create Personalized Student 
Achievement Plans (PSAP).  The PSAP is used to 
zero in on specific deficiencies with each individual 
student as well as provide additional opportunities 
for those who have mastered a concept.  Teachers 
use PSAPS to create groups for workshop time as 
well as provide information to interventionists 
concerning instructional order. Weekly Saxon tests 
have been entered into Achievement Series to 
allow for immediate results so that remediation, 
intervention and extension can begin promptly. 


 Scantron Data 


 Achievement Series Data 


 Intervention schedules  


 PSAPS 


 Five Week Focus Plans 


 Grade Level Meeting sign in sheets and 
agendas 
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These tests are designed with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology.   


2. What was the process for designing or selecting the assessment system?  


Mosaica selected Scantron as our assessment tool 
due to the fact that the testing material is aligned 
to the standards.  Tests are created based on the 
data from the teacher.  The tests are also graded 
and broken down into categories so that teachers 
can zero in on specific weaknesses.  Full reports 
are available for parents and interventionists so 
that each individual student is able to receive 
differentiated instruction. 


 Scantron Reports 


 Achievement Series Reports 
 


 
 


3. How is the assessment system aligned to the curriculum and instructional methodology?  


The assessment system is aligned to the 
curriculum and instructional methodology in that 
the instructor is able to view test questions and 
choose items that present material in different 
ways to ensure student have fully mastered a 
concept. 


 Scantron Guides 
 
 


4. What intervals are used to assess student progress? How does the assessment plan include 
data collection from multiple assessments, such as formative and summative assessments and 
common/benchmark assessments?  


Student progress is assessed weekly during 
observations and weekly grade level meetings.  
Achievement Series tests are given weekly and 
focus on a specific concept that has been 
previously taught but not mastered.  Scantron 
assessments are benchmarks that are given 
quarterly.  Curriculum based tests are given weekly 
in math and reading. 


 Grade Level Meeting agendas and sign in 
sheets 


 Assessment data 
 
 
 
 


Analyzing Assessment Data 
5. How does the assessment system provide for analysis of assessment data? What intervals are 


used to analyze assessment data?   


The instructional staff at Phoenix Advantage meets 
weekly to discuss student data, intervention and 
differentiation strategies. Members of the team 
use this time to ask questions and receive 
guidance and support from colleagues, 
interventionists and the head of school.  
Scantron Performance Series data is evaluated at 
the school level after each benchmark assessment 
is given in the Fall, Winter and Spring. In addition, 
the data is evaluated at the classroom level on an 
ongoing basis to help inform classroom instruction 
throughout the school year. 


 Grade Level Meeting  agendas and sign in 
sheets 


 Assessment data 
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6. How is the analysis used to evaluate instructional and curricular effectiveness?  


Teachers are evaluated in part based on the 
performance of their students as measured by the 
AIMS growth and Scantron growth their students 
were able to demonstrate during the school year.  
Phoenix Advantage operates with a continuous 
improvement philosophy. Anytime areas of 
weakness are identified in curriculum and 
instruction an evaluation and intervention is 
undertaken to determine if changes are required. 


 Classroom Assessments 


 Meeting sign in sheets 
 


 
 
 


7. How is the analysis used to adjust curriculum and instruction in a timely manner? What 
intervals are used to adjust curriculum and instruction? 


Teacher feedback, student feedback and parent 
feedback is gathered throughout the year and is 
used alongside classroom performance and 
assessment date to determine if instructional 
changes or curriculum changes are needed.  
 
Instructional changes are made as frequently as 
necessary; however, major changes are typically 
made at natural break points in the school year, 
such as the end of a grading period.  
 
Curriculum changes are rarely made during the 
course of the school year. If the school’s analysis 
indicates that a change needs to be made the 
move is typically made during the summer prior to 
the start of the new school year. 


 Curriculum history logs 


 Teacher history logs 
 
 
 


Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups (Address all relevant measures) 
8. How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment needs of students with 


proficiency in the bottom 25%/non-proficient students?  


Students in the bottom 25% have equal access to 
the assessments used by Phoenix Advantage and 
the results of the testing are as valid in this 
subgroup of students as they are in the larger 
student population. Teachers are able to pull 
Suggested Learning Objectives (SLO’s) from 
Scantron that can be used to help guide them on 
how to differentiate in their classroom. SLO’s 
provide teachers with detailed data that indicate 
which skill gaps need to be closed and what 
standards need to be retaught in order for the 
student to be able to gain mastery and close those 
gaps. Additionally, end of until assessments 
provide teachers with data that tells the teacher 


 PSAP’s 


 SLO’s 
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what content needs to be retaught and to which 
students. The key is that the student’s area(s) of 
weakness is identified and he/she is provided with 
the instruction and/or intervention needed to help 
close the gaps and be successful. Data gathered 
from both summative assessments and formative 
classroom assessments are utilized in the drafting 
of each student’s PSAP (Personalized Students 
Achievement Plan). The PSAP is a living documents 
in which learning and student achievement goals 
are set for the students. The PSAP document is 
updated throughout the year to reflect current 
areas of strength and weakness for each individual 
student. 


9. How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment needs of English Language 
Learners (ELLs)?   


Monitoring and documentation of increases in ELL 
proficiency occur on a weekly and quarterly basis 
with results from various assessments.  Our PMP 
explains how data is reviewed on a weekly and 
quarterly basis.  Each quarter students are tested 
using our Performance Series assessment. The 
results from the Performance Series test are 
reviewed by the grade level team.  During the 
meeting the team creates a five week focus plan 
using our Achievement Series assessment tool.  
Each week students are assessed using the focus 
test that is based on mini lessons. These lessons 
last 5-10 minutes and are delivered daily for an 
entire week.  The mini lesson is created due to a 
deficiency in mastery of a previously taught 
concept.  If mastery is shown on the assessment 
then a different focus is planned for the following 
week.  If mastery is not shown the teacher will 
continue teaching the concept the following week.  
Teachers and students continue with that pattern 
until the new quarterly targets are chosen and the 
cycle continues.  The Achievement Series 
assessment tool provides an abundance of 
information concerning each individual student 
which is then used to create Personalized Student 
Achievement Plans (PSAP).  The PSAP is used to 
zero in on specific deficiencies with each individual 
student as well as provide additional opportunities 
for those who have mastered a concept.  Teachers 


 Performance Series Assessments 
(quarterly) 


 Achievement Series Tests (weekly) 


 Grade Level Meeting agenda and sign in 
sheets (weekly) 


 Five Week Focus Plans  
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use PSAPS to create groups for workshop as well 
as provide information to interventionists 
concerning instructional order. Weekly tests have 
been entered into Achievement Series to allow for 
immediate results so that remediation, 
intervention and extension can begin promptly.  


10. How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment needs of Free and Reduced 
Lunch (FRL) students?  


Monitoring and documentation of increases in 
student proficiency occur on a weekly and 
quarterly basis with results from various 
assessments.  Our PMP explains how data is 
reviewed on a weekly and quarterly basis.  Each 
quarter students are tested using our Performance 
Series assessment. The results from the 
Performance Series test are reviewed by the grade 
level team.  During the meeting the team creates a 
five week focus plan using our Achievement Series 
assessment tool.  Each week students are assessed 
using the focus test that is based on mini lessons 
which are delivered every day for an entire week.  
The mini lesson is created due to a deficiency in 
mastery of a previously taught concept.  If mastery 
is shown on the assessment then a different focus 
is planned for the following week.  If mastery is not 
shown the teacher will continue teaching the 
concept the following week.  Teachers and 
students continue with that pattern until the new 
quarterly targets are chosen and the cycle 
continues.  The Achievement Series assessment 
tool provides an abundance of information 
concerning each individual student which is then 
used to create Personalized Student Achievement 
Plans (PSAP).  The PSAP is used to zero in on 
specific deficiencies with each individual student 
as well as provide additional opportunities for 
those who have mastered a concept.  Teachers use 
PSAPS to create groups for workshop as well as 
provide information to interventionists concerning 
instructional order. Weekly Saxon tests have been 
entered into Achievement Series to allow for 
immediate results so that remediation, 
intervention and extension can begin promptly.  
 
 


 Assessment Data 


 Assessment Features 
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11. How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment needs of students with 
disabilities? 


Monitoring and documentation of increases in 
student proficiency occur on a weekly and 
quarterly basis with results from various 
assessments.  Our PMP explains how data is 
reviewed on a weekly and quarterly basis.  Each 
quarter students are tested using our Performance 
Series assessment. The results from the 
Performance Series test are reviewed by the grade 
level team.  During the meeting the team creates a 
five week focus plan using our Achievement Series 
assessment tool.  Each week students are assessed 
using the focus test that is based on mini lessons 
which are delivered every day for an entire week.  
The mini lesson is created due to a deficiency in 
mastery of a previously taught concept.  If mastery 
is shown on the assessment then a different focus 
is planned for the following week.  If mastery is not 
shown the teacher will continue teaching the 
concept the following week.  Teachers and 
students continue with that pattern until the new 
quarterly targets are chosen and the cycle 
continues.  The Achievement Series assessment 
tool provides an abundance of information 
concerning each individual student which is then 
used to create Personalized Student Achievement 
Plans (PSAP).  The PSAP is used to zero in on 
specific deficiencies with each individual student 
as well as provide additional opportunities for 
those who have mastered a concept.  Teachers use 
PSAPS to create groups for workshop as well as 
provide information to interventionists concerning 
instructional order. Weekly reading tests have 
been entered into Achievement Series to allow for 
immediate results so that remediation, 
intervention and extension can begin promptly. All 
IEP modifications are given based on what is 
written in each child’s IEP. 
 


 Special Education Logs 


 Grade Level Meeting agenda and sign in 
sheets 


 Five Week Focus Plans 


 Assessment Data 


 PSAPS 


Area IV: Monitoring Instruction 


Monitoring the Integration of Standards 
1. What is the Charter Holder’s process for monitoring the integration of standards into 
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classroom instruction? How does the Charter Holder monitor whether or not instructional 
staff implements an ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity?  


The ACCRS are monitored for proper introduction 
with the use of Standard Checklists as well as a log 
of lesson plans. In keeping with our PMP 
agreement, the teacher is responsible for dating 
and indicating the percentage of students that 
have mastered a particular objective (as measured 
by routine tests on the current lesson as well as 
weekly focus tests aimed at reviewing material 
that was not mastered on previous tests). The 
Curriculum Specialist and other interventionists 
provide weekly modeling and whisper coaching 
sessions to monitor for appropriate delivery and 
documentation of the standards.  The PMP 
illustrates the importance of practicing previously 
taught performance objectives to ensure mastery.  
Teachers are required to date each occurrence in 
their standard checklists as per our PMP. 
 


 Intervention Schedules 


 Standard Checklists 


 Lesson Plans 


 Observation Logs 


 Modeling/coaching session logs 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 


2. How does the Charter Holder monitor the effectiveness of standards-based instruction 
throughout the year? 


Standards are monitored for proper introduction 
with the use of Standard Checklists. In keeping 
with our PMP agreement, the teacher is 
responsible for dating and indicating the 
percentage of students that have mastered a 
particular objective (as measured by routine tests 
on the current lesson as well as weekly focus tests 
aimed at reviewing material that was not 
mastered on previous tests). The Curriculum 
Specialist and other interventionists provide 
weekly modeling and whisper coaching sessions to 
monitor for appropriate delivery and 
documentation of the Standards.  The PMP 
illustrates the importance of practicing previously 
taught performance objectives to ensure mastery.  
Saxon and Open Court are designed to avoid the 
possibility of students losing the mastery of the 
material.  It delivers its lessons in a manner which 
reintroduces students to material that has been 
introduced periodically throughout the textbook.  
Teachers are required to date each occurrence in 
their standard checklists as per our PMP. 
 


 Intervention Schedules 


 Standard Checklists 


 Lesson Plans 


 Observation Logs 


 Modeling/coaching session logs 


 Assessment Data 
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Evaluating Instructional Practices 
3. What is the Charter Holder’s process for evaluating instructional practices? How does this 


process evaluate the quality of instruction?  


Administration monitors teachers during 
observations with checklists which outline 
necessary pieces to an effective classroom.    
-Observe 
-Leave Feedback 
-Meet to discuss observation 
-Model if necessary 
-Return to observe teacher using strategies that 
were modeled. 
-Whisper Coaching is another developmental 
strategy used where teachers observe their peers 
with a member of the leadership team explaining 
what the teacher is doing every step of the way- 
mostly focusing on the observing teacher’s area of 
need. 
The above listed routine allows administration to 
decide if instruction is of good quality after initial 
checklist observation. 


 


 Observation Checklists 


 Observation Log 


 Coaching log 
 
 
 


4. How does this process identify individual strengths, weaknesses, and needs?   


Phoenix Advantage identifies individual strengths 
and needs through regular observations with 
concrete evidence. 


 Observation Logs 
 
 
 
 


Providing Analysis and Feedback to Further Develop Instructional Quality 
5. How does the Charter Holder provide feedback on strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs 


based on the evaluation of instructional practices?   


-Observe 
-Leave immediate feedback through email or 
written letter. 
-Meet to discuss observation & plan a day to 
model if necessary 
-Model  
-Return to observe teacher using strategies that 
were modeled. 
-Meet again for feedback 
The above listed routine allows administration to 
decide if instruction is of good quality after initial 
checklist observation. 


 Observation Checklists 


 Observation Log 


 Coaching log 
 
 
 
 


6. How does the Charter Holder analyze this information? What does the data about quality of 
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instruction tell the Charter Holder? What has the Charter Holder done in response?  


The data gathered during observations and 
meetings allows Phoenix Advantage to decide on 
the specific needs to focus on during a modeling 
session.  It tells the charter holder what is 
necessary for the students to receive effective 
instruction.  Ultimately it can tell the charter 
holder whether or not the instructor is capable of 
effectively delivering the necessary information to 
students. 


 Observation Checklists 


 Observation Log 


 Coaching log 
 
 
 
 


Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups(Address all relevant measures) 
7. How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is meeting the needs of students 


with proficiency in the bottom 25%/non-proficient students?  


Students in the bottom 25% in math and reading 
have equal access to the assessments used by 
Phoenix Advantage and the results of the testing 
are as valid in this subgroup of students as they 
are in the larger student population. Teachers are 
able to pull Suggested Learning Objectives from 
Scantron that can be used to help guide them on 
how to differentiate in their classroom. SLO’s 
provide teachers with detailed data that indicate 
which skill gaps need to be closed and what 
standards need to be retaught in order for the 
student to be able to gain mastery and close those 
gaps. Additionally, end of until assessments 
provide teachers with data that tells the teacher 
what content needs to be retaught and to which 
students. The key is that the student’s area(s) of 
weakness is identified and he/she is provided with 
the instruction and/or intervention needed to help 
close the gaps and be successful. Data gathered 
from both summative assessments and formative 
classroom assessments are utilized in the drafting 
of each student’s PSAP (Personalized Students 
Achievement Plan). The PSAP is a living documents 
in which learning and student achievement goals 
are set for the students. The PSAP document is 
updated throughout the year to reflect current 
areas of strength and weakness for each individual 
student. 


 Observation Logs 


 Instructional Coaching Logs 


 Assessment Data 


 Meeting agendas and sign in sheets 


 Checklists  


 SLO’s 


 PSAPS 
 
 


8. How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is meeting the needs of English 
Language Learners (ELLs)? 


The SEI classrooms provide a minimum of 4 hours 
of English language development.  Those 4 hours 


 Observation Logs 


 Instructional Coaching Logs 
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are distinguished from other types of instruction.  
Arizona K-12 English Language Learner Proficiency 
Standards are monitored in each classroom with 
the use of Standard Checklists. In keeping with our 
PMP agreement, the teacher is responsible for 
dating and indicating the percentage of students 
that have mastered a particular objective (as 
measured by routine tests on the current lesson as 
well as weekly focus tests aimed at reviewing 
material that was not mastered on previous tests). 
The Curriculum Specialist and other 
interventionists provide weekly modeling and 
whisper coaching sessions to monitor for 
appropriate delivery and documentation of the 
Arizona K-12 English Language Learner Proficiency 
Standards and Discrete Skills Inventory.  The PMP 
illustrates the importance of practicing previously 
taught performance objectives to ensure mastery.  
Our continuous review of the proper delivery of 
the Arizona K-12 ELL Proficiency Standards avoids 
the possibility of students losing mastery of the 
material.  Teachers are required to date each 
occurrence in their standard checklists.  Results 
from our Performance Series benchmark 
assessment provide teachers with a starting point.  
For ELL, our weekly Achievement Series tests are 
based on the K-12 ELL Proficiency Standards and 
allow us to pinpoint student needs and 
incorporate them into our instruction as the year 
progresses.   


 Assessment Data 


 Meeting agendas and sign in sheets 


 Checklists  
 
 


9. How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is meeting the needs of Free and 
Reduced Lunch (FRL) students? 


FRL students have equal access to the math and 
reading assessments used by Phoenix Advantage 
and the results of the testing are as valid in this 
subgroup of students as they are in the larger 
student population. Teachers are able to pull 
Suggested Learning Objectives from Scantron that 
can be used to help guide them on how to 
differentiate in their classroom. SLO’s provide 
teachers with detailed data that indicate which 
skill gaps need to be closed and what standards 
need to be retaught in order for the student to be 
able to gain mastery and close those gaps. 
Additionally, end of until assessments provide 


 Observation Logs 


 Instructional Coaching Logs 


 Assessment Data 


 Meeting agendas and sign in sheets 


 Checklists  
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teachers with data that tells the teacher what 
content needs to be retaught and to which 
students. The key is that the student’s area(s) of 
weakness is identified and he/she is provided with 
the instruction and/or intervention needed to help 
close the gaps and be successful. Data gathered 
from both summative assessments and formative 
classroom assessments are utilized in the drafting 
of each student’s PSAP (Personalized Students 
Achievement Plan). The PSAP is a living documents 
in which learning and student achievement goals 
are set for the students. The PSAP document is 
updated throughout the year to reflect current 
areas of strength and weakness for each individual 
student. 


10. How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is meeting the needs of students 
with disabilities? 


The Standards are monitored for proper 
introduction with the use of Standard Checklists. In 
keeping with our PMP agreement, the teacher is 
responsible for dating and indicating the 
percentage of students that have mastered a 
particular objective (as measured by routine tests 
on the current lesson as well as weekly focus tests 
aimed at reviewing material that was not 
mastered on previous tests). The Curriculum 
Specialist provides weekly modeling and whisper 
coaching sessions to monitor for appropriate 
delivery and documentation of the standards.  The 
PMP illustrates the importance of practicing 
previously taught performance objectives to 
ensure mastery.  Our reading instruction plan is 
designed to avoid the possibility of students losing 
the mastery of the material.  Teachers deliver 
lessons in a manner which reintroduces students 
to previously taught material.  Teachers are 
required to date each occurrence in their standard 
checklists.  The 30 minute reading workshop 
allows teachers to work in a remedial setting.  
Results from our Performance Series benchmark 
assessment provide teachers with a starting point.  
Our weekly Achievement Series tests are also 
based on the standards and allow us to pinpoint 
student needs and incorporate them into our 
instruction as the year progresses.  The 


 Observation Logs 


 Instructional Coaching Logs 


 Assessment Data 


 Meeting agendas and sign in sheets 


 Checklists  
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information from test results is also passed along 
to the Special Education Department where 
assignments are modified to meet each student’s 
individual needs.  Our teachers attend scheduled 
IEP meetings and are in constant contact with the 
Special Education Department.   The individualized 
instruction contributes to increased student 
proficiency 
 


Area V: Professional Development 


Professional Development System 
1. What is the Charter Holder’s professional development plan?   


As outlined in our PMP, each year begins with a 3 
week pre-service which covers all content areas. 
Professional development is provided by 
representatives of the math and language arts 
curriculum, Mosaica Education staff and teachers 
with outstanding results.  Professional 
development is mandatory for all staff members 
and occurs on a monthly basis.  All new staff 
members have 15 days of professional 
development prior to the start of school. 
Returning staff members have 10 days.   All 
teachers have an additional day per month. 
Professional development is currently 
implemented in an ongoing manner in the form of 
individual coaching and modeling sessions to 
ensure adherence to our charter contract as well 
as to provide high quality educational services to 
our students.  


 Pre-service and PD agendas and sign in 
sheets 


 Observation logs 


 Coaching and modeling sessions 
 
 
 
 


2. How was the professional development plan developed?  


The Pre-service plan is updated yearly to reflect 
the latest innovative research in educational 
criteria by Mosaica Education’s experienced 
educators.  Teacher training workshops are 
designed by the Corporate Design Team, and 
model the same effective teaching and learning 
strategies that constitute the hallmark of the 
accredited Mosaica model.  In addition, the 
monthly sessions are targeted to real time learning 
needs (Differentiation, Classroom Management 
Techniques etc) 
 


 Pre-Service Agenda and sign in sheets 


 Training Workshops 


 Monthly PD agendas and sign in sheets 
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3. How is the professional development plan aligned with instructional staff learning needs?  


The monthly Professional Development topics are 
developed to address real time needs and 
applications.  The preservice workshops are 
revised yearly to reflect new policies and 
procedures as well as to provide support in 
identified areas of needs from the prior year. 
 


 Pre-Service Agenda and sign in sheets 


 Training Workshops 


 Monthly PD agendas and sign in sheets 


 Observation Notes  
 
 
 
 
 
 


4. How does this professional development plan address areas of high importance?   


School leaders and curriculum specialists model 
the same strategies (i.e. Activating Prior 
Knowledge, Socratic Discussion, Role-Play, etc.) 
that are featured in every Paragon storyboard, and 
that teachers will bring to life for students with 
their creativity, connections, and rapport skills. 
 


 Pre-Service Agenda and sign in sheets 


 Training Workshops 


 Monthly PD agendas and sign in sheets 


 Observation Notes  
 
 
 


Supporting High Quality Implementation 
5. How does the Charter Holder support high quality implementation of the strategies learned in 


professional development sessions?    


For Phoenix Advantage Professional Development 
sessions, teachers follow up with a “takeaway” 
activity designed to enhance their classroom 
instruction as well as to demonstrate their 
understanding of the topic.  Then, through our 
ongoing teacher monitoring process, the 
administration and intervention staff are able to 
verify that the strategies are being implemented in 
a high quality manner. 


 Pre-Service Agenda and sign in sheets 


 Training Workshops 


 Monthly PD agendas and sign in sheets 
 
 
 
 
 


6. How does the Charter Holder provide the resources that are necessary for high quality 
implementation? 


For every professional development session, the 
staff is given access to online resources. These 
include a recording of the session as well as any 
handouts and support links that are needed for 
that topic. Teachers can access these at any time. 
 


 Pre-Service Agenda and sign in sheets 


 Training Workshops 


 Monthly PD agendas and sign in sheets 


 Curriculum  
 


Monitoring Implementation 
7. How does the Charter Holder monitor the implementation of the strategies learned in 


professional development sessions?  


Administration monitors teachers using a checklist 
during individual observations.   The strategies are 


 Observation logs  


 Meeting sign in sheets 
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observed through this process and feedback is 
provided immediately by email or written note.  A 
meeting is planned to follow each observation. 
 


 
 
 
 


8. How does the Charter Holder monitor and follow-up with instructional staff to support and 
develop implementation of the strategies learned in professional development? 


Administration monitors teachers during 
observations.   The strategies are observed 
through this process and feedback is provided.   
-Observe 
-Leave Feedback 
-Meet to discuss observation 
-Model if necessary 
-Return to observe teacher using strategies that 
were modeled. 
-Whisper Coaching is another developmental 
strategy used where teachers observe their peers 
with a member of the leadership team explaining 
what the teacher is doing every step of the way- 
mostly focusing on the observing teacher’s area of 
need. 
 


 Observation log 


 Coaching sessions 
 
 
 
 


Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups (Address all relevant measures) 
9. How does the professional development plan ensure that instructional staff receives the type 


of development required to meet the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 
25%/non-proficient students?  


Specific workshops are created for students in the 
bottom 25% in math and reading.  Additionally, in 
the teachers’ weekly grade level data meetings 
with the Curriculum Implementation Specialist, 
targeted strategies are discussed. 


 Sample Workshops  


 Focus Plans 


 Intervention Logs 
 
 
 
 


10. How does the professional development plan ensure that instructional staff receives the type 
of development required to meet the needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)? 


Our formal professional development occurs on a 
monthly basis and follows the guidelines of the 
PMP.  The topic of each monthly professional 
development session is based on the needs of 
both teacher and student as determined through 
weekly meetings and observations.  It was decided 
that we must differentiate our trainings to meet 
individual needs, just as we do for our students.  
Presentations are delivered using SEI strategies to 
model their effectiveness.  Specific and ongoing 


 SEI Strategies 


 ILLP Checklists 


 Meeting Agendas and sign in sheets 


 Workshop Training  


 Intervention Logs 
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professional development on the organization and 
running of our daily 30 minute math workshop, as 
stated in our PMP, has allowed our teachers to 
effectively provide students with review of past 
material as well as provide an opportunity for 
teachers and interventionists to work with small 
groups.  All teachers have been trained on the use 
of Smart Response clickers of which each 
classroom is fully equipped.  Each student has their 
own individual clicker which allows for 100% 
engagement and an immediate “check for 
understanding”. Students are instantly corrected 
when a wrong answer is selected as to avoid the 
reoccurrence of the mistake. With the introduction 
of Smart Response clickers, teachers spend more 
time on teaching and less time on grading.  The 
above mentioned development tools have aided in 
the increase of student proficiency among our ELL 
population. 
 


11. How does the professional development plan ensure that instructional staff receives the type 
of development required to meet the needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students? 


Our formal professional development occurs on a 
monthly basis and follows the guidelines of the 
PMP.  The topic of each monthly professional 
development session is based on the needs of 
both teacher and student as determined through 
weekly meetings and observations.  It was decided 
that we must differentiate our trainings to meet 
individual needs, just as we do for our students. 
Specific and ongoing professional development on 
the organization and running of our daily 30 
minute reading workshop, has allowed our 
teachers to effectively provide students with 
review of past material as well as provide an 
opportunity for teachers and interventionists to 
work with small groups.  All teachers have been 
trained on the use of Smart Response clickers of 
which each classroom is fully equipped.  Each 
student has their own individual clicker which 
allows for 100% engagement and an immediate 
“check for understanding”. Students are instantly 
corrected of a wrong answer as to avoid the 
reoccurrence of the mistake. With the introduction 
of Smart Response clickers, teachers spend more 


 Meeting Agendas and sign in sheets 


 Workshop Training  


 Intervention Logs 
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time on teaching and less time on grading.  The 
above mentioned development tools have aided in 
the increase of student proficiency among FRL 
students.  
 


12. How does the professional development plan ensure that instructional staff receives the type 
of development required to meet the needs of students with disabilities? 


Our formal professional development occurs on a 
monthly basis and follows the guidelines of the 
PMP.  The topic of each monthly professional 
development session is based on the needs of 
both teacher and student as determined through 
weekly meetings and observations.  It was decided 
that we must differentiate our trainings to meet 
individual needs, just as we do for our students. 
Specific and ongoing professional development on 
the organization and running of our daily 30 
minute reading workshop has allowed our 
teachers to effectively provide students with 
review of past material as well as provide an 
opportunity for teachers and interventionists to 
work with small groups.  All teachers have been 
trained on the use of Smart Response clickers of 
which each classroom is fully equipped.  Each 
student has their own individual clicker which 
allows for 100% engagement and an immediate 
“check for understanding”. Students are instantly 
corrected of a wrong answer as to avoid the 
reoccurrence of the mistake. With the introduction 
of Smart Response clickers, teachers spend more 
time on teaching and less time on grading.  The 
Curriculum Specialist will model for a classroom 
teacher as a means of professional development.  
After modeling the Curriculum Specialist will 
schedule a date to view a lesson to ensure the 
teacher is presenting the reading material in an 
effective manner.  The above mentioned 
development tools and strategies have aided in 
the increase of student proficiency.  
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AGENDA ITEM: Academic Performance Reviews – DSP Demonstrating Fragmented Systems 


I. Issue 


Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc., a non-profit organization that operates Phoenix Advantage 
Charter School, failed to demonstrate sufficient progress toward the Board’s Academic Performance 
Expectations and is not in compliance with its charter. 


Background Information 
A.R.S. § 15-183.R requires the Board to ground its action in evidence of the Charter Holder’s 
performance in accordance with the Performance Framework, which includes the Academic 
Performance Expectations of the charter school and the measurement of sufficient progress toward the 
Academic Performance Expectations. The Board’s Academic Performance Framework and Guidance 
document includes an Academic Intervention Schedule that requires the submission of required 
documents when the Charter Holder fails to meet the Board’s academic expectations.  


Charter Holders that failed to meet the Board’s academic performance standards based on FY2014 
performance data and who operate one or more schools that were assigned  a FY2014 letter grade of D 
as reported by the Arizona Department of Education were required to submit a Demonstration of 
Sufficient Progress (DSP) on January 7, 2015 and complete a DSP site visit. A DSP is used by the Board to 
determine whether a Charter Holder that fails to meet the Board’s academic expectations has 
demonstrated sufficient progress toward the Academic Performance Expectations. Through the DSP 
Report and site visit, Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc. has failed to demonstrate it is making 
sufficient progress toward meeting the Board’s the Academic Performance Expectations. 


 A.R.S. § 15-183.I.3 states, in part, that the Board may revoke a charter at any time if the charter school 
fails to meet or make sufficient progress toward the Academic Performance Expectations set forth in the 
Performance Framework.   


II. Performance Summary 
 


Area Acceptable Not Acceptable 


Academic Framework ☐ ☒ 


Financial Framework ☒ ☐ 


Operational Framework 
Not Yet Rated 


See Section VIII 
Not Yet Rated 


See Section VIII 


During the five-year interval review of the charter, Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc. was required 
to submit a Performance Management Plan as an intervention because Phoenix Advantage Charter 
School operated by the Charter Holder did not meet the academic expectations set forth by the Board. 
Upon reviewing the academic performance in subsequent years, in accordance with the Board’s 
academic intervention schedule, the Charter Holder 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. 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 an on-site visit. In the most recent fiscal year for which there is 
State assessment data available, Phoenix Advantage Charter School received an overall rating of “Does 
Not Meet” the Board’s academic standards.  
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The Charter Holder meets the Board’s Financial Performance Expectations. 


The Charter Holder does not have compliance matters, as described in the “Adherence to the Terms of 
the Charter” section of this report. 


III. Profile  


Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc. operates one school, Phoenix Advantage Charter School, serving 
grades K-8 in Phoenix. The graph below shows the Charter Holder’s actual 100th day average daily 
membership (ADM) for fiscal years 2011-2015.  


 


The academic performance of Phoenix Advantage Charter School is represented in the table below. The 
Academic Dashboard for the school can be seen in the portfolio: c. Academic Dashboard.  


School Name Opened 
Current 


Grades Served 
2012 Overall 


Rating 
2013 Overall 


Rating 
2014 Overall 


Rating 


Phoenix Advantage Charter 
School 


10/02/1997 K – 8 56.88 / C 54.38 / C 43.75 / D 


The mission statement provided by the Charter Holder states that, “The Phoenix Advantage Charter 
School, using honed curricula proven through research and Advantage School's state-of-the art intranet 
technology, will offer Phoenix children a free, world-class academic education. The school will 
demonstrate that Phoenix's socially and economically diverse student body can achieve International 
Baccalaureate status or a technical skill certification upon high school completion.” 


During the site visit, the Charter Holder’s representatives indicated that test scores from the most 
recent fiscal year declined due to uncontrollable circumstances. Specifically, Phoenix Advantage Charter 
School representatives believe that the 2014 AIMS data is reflective of a significant illness resulting in 
the absence of 55 testing students during the week of AIMS testing.  Phoenix Advantage Charter School 
representatives further indicate that students’ performance was also affected by an unforeseen 
turnover in teaching and support staff. The Charter Holder’s representatives indicated that the school is 
unable to anticipate or plan for such teacher turnover. 
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The demographic data for Phoenix Advantage Charter School from the 2014-2015 school year is 
represented in the charts below.1  


 


The percentage of students who were eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch, classified as English 


Language Learners, and classified as students with disabilities in the 2014-2015 school year is 


represented in the table below.2  


Category Phoenix Advantage Charter School 


Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) 83% 


English Language Learners (ELLs) 29% 


Special Education 7% 
 


IV. Additional School Choices 


Phoenix Advantage Charter School is located in Phoenix near 16th Street and Indian School Road.  The 
following information identifies additional schools within a five mile radius of the school and the 
academic performance of those schools.  


There are 68 public schools serving grades K-8 within a five mile radius of Phoenix Advantage Charter 
School. The table below provides a breakdown of those schools. Schools are grouped by the A - F letter 
grade assigned by the ADE. For each letter grade, the table identifies the number of schools assigned 
that letter grade, the number of those schools that are charter schools, the number of the charter 
schools that are meeting the Board’s academic performance standard for FY14, and the number of 
schools serving a comparable percentage of students (± 5%) in the identified subgroups.3  


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


2
 Information provided by the Research and Evaluation Division of the ADE. If the percentage of students in a non-ethnicity-


based demographic group is not reported to ADE, or is 0% or 100%, the percentage for that demographic group is redacted. 
3
 Information provided by the Research and Evaluation Division of the ADE. If the percentage of students in a non-ethnicity-


based demographic group is not reported to ADE, or is 0% or 100%, the percentage for that demographic group is redacted. 
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Phoenix Advantage Charter School 83% 29% 7 % 


Letter 
Grade 


Within  
5 miles 


Charter 
Schools 


Meets Board’s 
Standard 


Comparable 
FRL (± 5%) 


Comparable 
ELL (± 5%) 


Comparable 
SPED (± 5%) 


A 24 11 11 3 1 20 


B 17 3 1 3 3 9 


C 21 5 1 2 10 16 


D 7 2 0 0 0 6 


 


V.  Success of the Academic Program 


For the past three years, Phoenix Advantage Charter School has demonstrating declining academic 
performance. The Overall Rating points have decreased by 13.13 points. The most dramatic decline 
occurred from FY2013 to FY2014 when, after being evaluated as “Does Not Meet” the Board’s academic 
performance standards for two consecutive years, the school’s Overall Rating declined by 10.63 points 
when the school dropped from a C to a D letter grade, and fell within 5.75 points of a “Falls Far Below” 
rating. Four of the fourteen measures for which academic data was available in FY2014 were evaluated 
as Falls Far Below.  


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


March, 2011: Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc. was notified that the Charter Holder was required 
to submit a Performance Management Plan on or before July 1, 2011 for the five-year interval review 
because Phoenix Advantage Charter School, a school operated by the Charter Holder, did not meet the 
Academic Expectations set forth by the Board.  


July, 2011: Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc. timely submitted a Performance Management Plan 
(portfolio: iii. Performance Management Plan).  


February, 2013: The Board released FY2012 Academic Dashboards; Phoenix Advantage Charter School 
received an overall rating of “Does Not Meet” the Board’s academic standards and Phoenix Advantage 
Charter School, Inc. did not meet the Board’s Academic Performance Expectations. In accordance with 
the Board’s academic framework intervention schedule at that time, the Charter Holder was waived 
from any specific monitoring requirements. The Charter Holder was assigned a Demonstration of 
Sufficient Progress (DSP) as part of an annual reporting requirement (portfolio: g. Prior Academic 
Intervention Submissions and Evaluations – ii. FY2013 DSP Submission). 


June, 2013:  Following a preliminary evaluation of the FY2013 DSP, Board staff conducted a site visit on 
June 20, 2013 to meet with the school’s leadership and review all evidence provided by the Charter 
Holder.  


June, 2013: Board staff completed a final evaluation (portfolio: g. Prior Academic Intervention 
Submissions and Evaluations - FY2013 DSP Final Evaluation) of the Charter Holder’s FY2013 DSP and 
made the evaluation available to the Charter Holder. In that final evaluation of the FY2013 DSP, Board 
staff determined that the Charter Holder’s Demonstration of Sufficient Progress was acceptable in all 
areas. The findings contained in the final evaluation of the FY2013 DSP were grounded in a limited 
evaluation of the school’s evidence.    
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September, 2013: The Board released FY2013 Academic Dashboards; Phoenix Advantage Charter School 
received an overall rating of “Does Not Meet” the Board’s academic standards. Therefore, Phoenix 
Advantage Charter School, Inc. did not meet the Board’s Academic Performance Expectations. In 
accordance with the academic intervention schedule at the time, the Charter Holder was not assigned a 
DSP as part of an annual reporting requirement.  


September, 2014: The Board released FY2014 Academic Dashboards; Phoenix Advantage Charter 
Schools received an overall rating of “Does Not Meet” the Board’s academic standards. Therefore, 
Phoenix Advantage Charter Schools did not meet the Board’s Academic Performance Expectations. 


December, 2014: In accordance with the Board’s Academic Intervention Schedule, the Charter Holder 
was notified of annual reporting submission requirements including the requirement to submit a 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress on or before January 7, 2015.  


VI. Demonstration of Sufficient Progress 


Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc. submitted a DSP Report on January 8, 2015 (portfolio: f. FY2015 
DSP Submission).  The Charter Holder was provided a copy of the initial evaluation of the DSP Report 
prior to the site visit and informed that areas initially evaluated as not acceptable must be addressed 
with additional evidence and documentation at the time of the visit.  


Following a preliminary evaluation of the DSP, staff conducted a site visit 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 of the Charter Holder’s DSP 
submission. The following representatives of Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc. were present at 
the site visit: 


Name Role 


Leanna Bowley Regional Vice President, Charter Holder Representative 


Jeannie White Regional Data Specialist, Mosaica 


Michelle Kelly Regional Curriculum Specialist 


Isaac Perez Head of School, Principal 


Gene Eidelman Co-Founder and President of Mosaica 


At the site visit, Board staff completed a document inventory for all evidence presented by the Charter 
Holder (portfolio: e. DSP Site Visit Inventory Forms). The Charter Holder was provided a copy of the 
document inventory at the end of the site visit. Following the site visit, Board staff completed a final 
evaluation of the DSP (portfolio: d. FY2015 DSP Final Evaluation). The following is a summary of the final 
DSP Evaluation:  


Evaluation Summary 


Area 
DSP Evaluation 


Meets Does Not Meet Falls Far Below 


Data ☐ ☐ ☒ 


Curriculum ☐ ☒ ☐ 


Assessment ☐ ☐ ☒ 


Monitoring Instruction ☐ ☒ ☐ 


Professional Development ☐ ☒ ☐ 







ASBCS, April 13, 2015                         Page 6 
 


 


After considering information in the DSP Report and evidence provided at the time of the site visit, the 
Charter Holder did not demonstrate evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a comprehensive curriculum system, a comprehensive assessment system, a 
comprehensive instructional monitoring system, and a comprehensive professional development 
system. Additionally, the data provided by the Charter Holder failed to show improvement year-over-
year for the two most recent school years in 10 out of the 10 measures required by the Board, and 
demonstrated declines in academic performance in some of those measures.  


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


Data 


In the area of Data, the Charter Holder’s DSP is evaluated as Meets. As evidenced at the site visit, the 
data provided by the Charter Holder failed to show improvement year-over-year for the two most 
recent school years in 10 out of the 10 measures required by the Board, and demonstrated declines in 
academic performance in some of those measures. For more detailed analysis see Data Inventory 
(portfolio: e. DSP Site Visit Inventory Forms, i. Site Visit Inventory – Data). 


Question 
Valid and 


Reliable Data 


Comparative 
Data 


provided for 
Current 


Fiscal Year 


Comparative 
Data 


Demonstrates 
Growth 


Document 
Inventory 


Item 


Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) - 
Math 


No No No D1 


Student Median Growth Percentile (SGP) - 
Reading 


No No No D2 


Student Median Growth Percentile Bottom 
25% - Math 


No No No D3 


Student Median Growth Percentile Bottom 
25% - Reading 


No No No D4 


Percent Passing - Math No No No D5 


Percent Passing - Reading No No No D6 


Subgroup, ELL - Math No No No D7 


Subgroup, ELL - Reading No No No D8 


Subgroup, students with disabilities - Math No No No D11 


Subgroup, students with disabilities - 
Reading 


No No No D12 
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Curriculum 


The area of Curriculum is evaluated as Does Not Meet. As demonstrated by the evidence provided at the 
DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has consistently implemented a limited curriculum approach. At the 
DSP site visit, the Charter Holder sufficiently demonstrated some of the components of these required 
elements, but failed to sufficiently demonstrate all of the components of the required elements. For 
more detailed analysis see Curriculum Inventory (portfolio: e. DSP Site Visit Inventory Forms, ii. Site Visit 
Inventory – Curriculum). 


Question 
Sufficient 
Evidence 


Document 
Inventory Item 


Evaluating Curriculum 


What is the Charter Holder’s process for evaluating curriculum? 
How does the Charter Holder evaluate how effectively the 
curriculum enables students to meet the standards? 


No C1 


How does the Charter Holder identify gaps in the curriculum? No C2 


Adopting/Revising Curriculum 


What is the Charter Holder’s process for adopting or revising 
curriculum based on its evaluation processes? 


No C3 


Who is involved in the process for adopting or revising 
curriculum? 


No C4 


When adopting curriculum, how does the Charter Holder evaluate 
curriculum options to determine which curriculum to adopt? 


No C5 


Implementing Curriculum 


What is the Charter Holder’s process for ensuring consistent 
implementation of the curriculum across the school(s) operated 
by the Charter Holder? 


Yes C6 


What tools exist that identify what must be taught and when it 
must be delivered? How does the Charter Holder ensure that all 
grade-level standards are covered within the academic year? 


Yes C7 


What is the expectation for consistent use of these tools? How 
are these expectations communicated? 


Yes C8 


What evidence is there to demonstrate usage of these tools in the 
classroom and alignment with instruction? 


Yes C9 


Alignment of Curriculum 


How does the Charter Holder know the curriculum is aligned to 
standards? 


Yes C10 


Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups 


How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum 
addresses the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 
25%? 


Yes C11 


How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum 
addresses the needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)? 


Yes C12 


How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum 
addresses the needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students? 


N/A C13 


How has the Charter Holder ensured that the curriculum 
addresses the needs of students with disabilities? 


Yes C14 
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Assessment 


The area of Assessment is evaluated as Falls Far Below. As demonstrated by the evidence provided at 
the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has implemented fragmented, ad hoc efforts to assess student 
performance on expectations for student learning, and to evaluate and adjust curriculum and 
instruction based on analysis of student assessment data. The efforts lack intentionality and prior 
planning, and are not consistently implemented. For more detailed analysis see Assessment Inventory 
(portfolio: e. DSP Site Visit Inventory Forms, iii. Site Visit Inventory – Assessment). 


Question 
Sufficient 
Evidence 


Document 
Inventory Item 


Assessment System 


What types of assessments does the Charter Holder use?   Yes A1 


What was the process for designing or selecting the assessment 
system? 


No A2 


How is the assessment system aligned to the curriculum and 
instructional methodology? 


Yes A3 


What intervals are used to assess student progress? How does the 
assessment plan include data collection from multiple 
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments and 
common/benchmark assessments? 


Yes A4 


Analyzing Assessment Data 


How does the assessment system provide for analysis of 
assessment data? What intervals are used to analyze assessment 
data?   


Yes A5 


How is the analysis used to evaluate instructional and curricular 
effectiveness? 


No A6 


How is the analysis used to adjust curriculum and instruction in a 
timely manner? What intervals are used to adjust curriculum and 
instruction? 


No A7 


Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups 


How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment 
needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%? 


Yes A8 


How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment 
needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)?   


No A9 


How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment 
needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students? 


N/A A10 


How is the assessment system adapted to meet the assessment 
needs of students with disabilities? 


Yes A11 
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Monitoring Instruction 


The area of Monitoring Instruction is evaluated as Does Not Meet. As demonstrated by the evidence 
provided at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has consistently implemented a limited instructional 
monitoring approach. At the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder sufficiently demonstrated the some of the 
components of these required elements, but failed to sufficiently demonstrate all components of these 
required elements. For more detailed analysis see Monitoring Instruction Inventory (portfolio: e. DSP 
Site Visit Inventory Forms, iv. Site Visit Inventory – Monitoring Instruction). 


Question 
Sufficient 
Evidence 


Document 
Inventory Item 


Monitoring the Integration of Standards 


What is the Charter Holder’s process for monitoring the 
integration of standards into classroom instruction? How does the 
Charter Holder monitor whether or not instructional staff 
implements an ACCRS-aligned curriculum with fidelity? 


No M1 


How does the Charter Holder monitor the effectiveness of 
standards-based instruction throughout the year? 


No M2 


Evaluating Instructional Practices 


What is the Charter Holder’s process for evaluating the 
instructional practices? How does this process evaluate the 
quality of instruction? 


Yes M3 


How does this process identify individual strengths, weaknesses, 
and needs?   


No M4 


Providing Analysis and Feedback to Further Develop Instructional Quality 


How does the Charter Holder provide feedback on strengths, 
weaknesses, and learning needs based on the evaluation of 
instructional practices?   


Yes M5 


How does this Charter Holder analyze this information? What 
does the data about quality of instruction tell the Charter Holder? 
What has the Charter Holder done in response? 


Yes M6 


Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups 


How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is 
meeting the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 
25%? 


No M7 


How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is 
meeting the needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)? 


Yes M8 


How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is 
meeting the needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students? 


N/A M9 


How does the Charter Holder monitor instruction to ensure it is 
meeting the needs of students with disabilities? 


No M10 
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Professional Development 


The area of Professional Development is evaluated as Does Not Meet. As demonstrated by the evidence 
provided at the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder has consistently implemented a limited approach to 
professional development. At the DSP site visit, the Charter Holder sufficiently demonstrated the some 
of the components of these required elements, but failed to sufficiently demonstrate all components of 
these required elements. For more detailed analysis see Professional Development Inventory (portfolio: 
e. DSP Site Visit Inventory Forms, v. Site Visit Inventory – Professional Development). 


Question 
Sufficient 
Evidence 


Document 
Inventory Item 


Professional Development System 


What is the Charter Holder’s professional development plan? Yes P1 


How was the professional development plan developed? No P2 


How is the professional development plan aligned with 
instructional staff learning needs? 


Yes P3 


How does this plan address areas of high importance? Yes P4 


Supporting High Quality Implementation 


How does the Charter Holder support high quality 
implementation of the strategies learned in professional 
development sessions?    


No P5 


How does the Charter Holder provide the resources that are 
necessary for high quality implementation? 


Yes P6 


Monitoring Implementation 


How does the Charter Holder monitor the implementation of the 
strategies learned in professional development sessions? 


No P7 


How does the Charter Holder monitor and follow-up with 
instructional staff to support and develop implementation of the 
strategies learned in professional development? 


No P8 


Adapted to Meet the Needs of Subgroups 


How does the professional development plan ensure that 
instructional staff receives the type of development required to 
meet the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%? 


Yes P9 


How does the professional development plan ensure that 
instructional staff receives the type of development required to 
meet the needs of English Language Learners (ELLs)? 


Yes P10 


How does the professional development plan ensure that 
instructional staff receives the type of development required to 
meet the needs of Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) students? 


N/A P11 


How does the professional development plan ensure that 
instructional staff receives the type of development required to 
meet the needs of students with disabilities? 


Yes P12 
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VII. 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. 


VIII. Adherence to the Terms of the Charter 


Does the delivery of the education program and operation reflect the essential terms of the educational 
program as described in the charter contract? 
Yes. Based on the available information in the current fiscal year, the Charter Holder’s education 
program, in operation, reflects the essential terms as described in the charter contract. 


Does the Charter Holder adhere with applicable education requirements defined in state and federal 
law? 
Yes. Based on the available information in the current fiscal year, the Charter Holder adheres with 
applicable education requirements defined in state and federal law. 


Do the Charter Holder’s annual audit reporting packages reflect sound operations? 
Yes. As reported in the current fiscal year, the Charter Holder complies with applicable laws, rules, 
regulations and provisions of the charter contract relating to the fiscal year 2014 annual audit reporting 
package. 


Is the Charter Holder administering student admission and attendance appropriately? 
Yes. Based on the available information in the current fiscal year, the Charter Holder complies with 
applicable laws, rules, regulations and provisions of the charter contract relating to administering 
student admission and attendance. 


Is the Charter Holder maintaining a safe environment consistent with state and local requirements? 
Yes. Based on the available information in the current fiscal year, the Charter Holder complies with 
applicable laws, rules, regulations and provisions of the charter contract relating to maintaining a safe 
environment. 


Is the Charter Holder transparent in its operations?  
Yes. Based on the available information in the current fiscal year, the Charter Holder complies with 
applicable laws, rules, regulations and provisions of the charter contract relating to transparency of 
operations. 


Is the Charter Holder complying with its obligations to the Board?  
Yes. Based on the available information in the current fiscal year, the Charter Holder complies with 
applicable laws, rules, regulations and provisions of the charter contract relating to its obligations to the 
Board. 


Is the Charter Holder complying with reporting requirements of other entities to which the Charter 
Holder is accountable? 
Yes. Based on the available information in the current fiscal year, the Charter Holder complies with 
applicable laws, rules, regulations and provisions of the charter contract relating to operational 
requirements monitored by other entities to which the Charter Holder is accountable. 


Is the Charter Holder complying with all other obligations? 
Yes. Based on the available information in the current fiscal year, the Charter Holder complies with 
applicable laws, rules, regulations and provisions of the charter contract relating to all other obligations. 
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IX. Board Options 


Option 1: The Board may vote to issue a Notice of Intent to Revoke the Charter Holder’s charter 
contract unless the Charter Holder enters into a Consent Agreement to restore the charter to acceptable 
performance. Staff recommends the following language provided for consideration: I move that, having 
considered the statements of the representatives of the Charter Holder today and the academic 
performance, the fiscal compliance, and legal and contractual compliance of the Charter Holder, the 
Board has sufficient basis to issue a Notice of Intent to Revoke the charter of Phoenix Advantage Charter 
School, Inc. on the grounds 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 
Staff Report, the Inventory Documents, and the DSP Final Evaluation. Data and analysis provided by the 
Charter Holder does not demonstrate improved academic performance based on data generated from 
valid and reliable assessment sources. Additionally, the Charter Holder was unable to provide evidence 
that it has consistently implemented a sustained improvement plan that includes a comprehensive 
curriculum system, a comprehensive assessment system, a comprehensive monitoring instruction 
system, or a comprehensive professional development system. 


All that taken into consideration, the Board directs staff to work with Phoenix Advantage Charter School, 
Inc. to create a Consent Agreement for the purpose of restoring the charter to acceptable performance 
using the Consent Agreement Template contained in the portfolio. The terms of the consent agreement 
to be negotiated include only the terms concerning the data that will be reported to the board and the 
methodology used to calculate that data. All other terms contained in the template must be accepted. 
Among other terms, these terms require that the Charter Holder shall complete and submit a 
Performance Management Plan that Meets the Board’s evaluation criteria no later than June 30, 2015.  


I further move that if the terms of a Consent Agreement cannot be reached by June 30, 2015 the Board 
issue a Notice of Intent to Revoke the charter for the reasons previously stated and that:  


 Within 48 hours of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall notify staff and 


parents/guardians of registered students of the Notice of Intent to Revoke and the Notice of 


Hearing and provide a school location where the copy may be reviewed;  


 Within 20 days of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall provide copies of all 


correspondence and communications used to comply with the preceding provision; and  


 Within 20 days of receipt of the Notice the charter operator shall provide the Board with the 


names and mailing addresses of parents/guardians of all students registered with the school.  


Option 2: The Board may vote to implement heightened monitoring of this Charter Holder.  The 
following language is provided for consideration: I move that, having considered the statements of the 
representatives of the Charter Holder today and the academic performance, the fiscal compliance, and 
legal and contractual compliance of the Charter Holder, the Board has sufficient basis to issue a Notice 
of Intent to Revoke the charter of Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc. on the grounds 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 Staff Report, the Inventory 
Documents, and the DSP Final Evaluation. Data and analysis provided by the Charter Holder does not 
demonstrate improved academic performance based on data generated from valid and reliable 
assessment sources. Additionally, the Charter Holder was unable to provide evidence that it has 
consistently implemented a sustained improvement plan that includes a comprehensive curriculum 
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system, a comprehensive assessment system, a comprehensive monitoring instruction system, or a 
comprehensive professional development system. 


All that taken into consideration, the Board directs staff to implement heightened monitoring of Phoenix 
Advantage Charter School, Inc. Specifically, the Charter Holder shall 1) submit a revised PMP that Meets 
the Board’s evaluation criteria no later than June 30, 2015, using a template provided by Board staff and 
2) submit evidence of the implementation of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a comprehensive curriculum system, a comprehensive assessment system, a 
comprehensive instructional monitoring system, and a comprehensive professional development 
system, along with data and analysis to demonstrate changes in academic performance at quarterly 
intervals (September 15, December 15, March 15, June 15) until the Charter Holder’s Academic 
Dashboards demonstrate improved academic performance or until further consideration of the Charter 
Holder’s academic performance by this Board. If Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc. does not 
submit an acceptable PMP, does not submit evidence of the implementation of comprehensive systems 
at the quarterly monitoring, or if the academic performance of the school operated by the Charter 
Holder does not improve as reported at quarterly monitoring or through the Academic Dashboard, the 
Board will again review the performance of this Charter Holder and may impose disciplinary action at 
that time. 


Option 3: The Board may vote to continue monitoring the Charter Holder through the Academic 
Intervention Schedule as set out in the Academic Performance Framework and Guidance document.  
The following language is provided for consideration: I move that the board direct staff to continue 
monitoring Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc. through the Academic Intervention Schedule as set 
out in the Academic Performance Framework and Guidance document. If the academic performance of 
the school operated by the Charter Holder, as reported on the Academic Dashboard, does not improve, 
the Board will again review the performance of this Charter Holder and may impose disciplinary action 
at that time. 








 


1   [Charter Holder Name] 
 


CONSENT AGREEMENT 


 This Consent Agreement (“Agreement”) is made by and between [Charter Holder 


Name] (“[Charter Holder Name]”) and the Arizona State Board for Charter Schools (“Board”), 


collectively referred to herein as the “Parties.”     


RECITALS 


1. Charter schools are established to provide a learning environment that will 


improve pupil achievement.  A.R.S. §§ 15-101(4) and 15-181(A).  


2. [Charter School(s) Name(s)](“the School(s)”) is/are (a) charter school(s) 


authorized to operate under the sponsorship of the Board.  The School(s) operate(s) pursuant to a 


charter between [Charter Holder Name] and the Board.          


3. The School(s) is/are currently authorized to serve students in grades [identify 


grades the school(s) is/are authorized to serve].   


4. The Board is charged by Arizona Revised Statutes (“A.R.S.”) § 15-183(R) with 


exercising oversight and administrative responsibility for the charter schools it sponsors.  


5. In implementing its oversight and administrative responsibilities, the Board 


grounds its actions in evidence of the charter holder’s performance in accordance with the 


performance framework adopted by the Board.  A.R.S. § 15-183(R).  The Academic 


Performance Framework adopted by the Board defines its academic performance expectations 


for the charter schools it sponsors.  


6. Under its Academic Performance Framework, the Board annually compiles 


Academic Dashboards for charter schools sponsored by the Board.  A school can earn an Overall 


Rating of Exceeds, Meets, Does Not Meet, or Falls Far Below the Board’s academic standard. A 


Charter Holder that operates one or more charter schools that have received an Overall Rating of 
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Does Not Meet or Falls Far Below the Board’s academic standard in the current or prior year 


does not Meet the Board’s academic performance expectations.   


7. A Charter Holder that does not Meet the Board’s academic performance 


expectations and that operates a charter school that has received an Overall Rating of Does Not 


Meet or Falls Far Below the Board’s academic standard in the current year must submit required 


information pursuant to the Board’s Academic Intervention Schedule. The Board uses this 


required information to determine whether the Charter Holder can demonstrate it is making 


sufficient progress toward the academic performance expectations set forth in the Board’s 


Academic Performance Framework.  


8. The Board may revoke a charter at any time if the Board determines that the 


charter holder has failed to meet or make sufficient progress toward the academic performance 


expectations set forth in the Board’s Academic Performance Framework.  A.R.S. § 15-


183(I)(3)(a).   


9. In [Month Year], [Charter Holder Name] was assigned a Performance 


Management Plan (“PMP”) as an academic intervention because one or more schools operated 


under its charter did not meet the Board’s level of adequate academic performance. 


10. In October 2014, the Board released the FY2014 Academic Dashboards. The 


School(s) earned an Overall Rating of Does Not Meet the Board’s academic standard for fiscal 


year (“FY”) 2014 (July 1, 2013 through June 30, 2014). In December 2014, the Charter Holder 


was notified of the requirement to submit a Demonstration of Sufficient Progress (“DSP”) as the 


required information under the Academic Intervention Schedule.     
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11. Based on the information presented during the DSP review, [Charter Holder 


Name] failed to meet or make sufficient progress toward the academic performance expectations 


set forth in the Board’s Academic Performance Framework.   


12. At its meeting on April 13, 2015, the Board determined that there is sufficient 


basis to issue a Notice of Intent to Revoke the charter of [Charter Holder Name] on the basis of 


[Charter Holder Name]’s failure to meet or make sufficient progress toward the academic 


performance expectations set forth in the Board’s Academic Performance Framework.  The 


Board, however, directed its staff to work with [Charter Holder Name] to reach a consent 


agreement prior to June 30, 2015 for the purpose of restoring the charter holder to acceptable 


performance under the terms and conditions set by the Board.   


AGREEMENT 


13. In consideration of the Parties foregoing their option to proceed with charter 


revocation proceedings, it is in the best interest of the Board and [Charter Holder Name] to 


mutually resolve this matter.   


14. In settlement of matters relating to the revocation of [Charter Holder Name]’s 


charter, the Parties have agreed to the following terms and conditions: 


A. [Charter Holder Name] amends its current charter contract to add the following 


provision:  Beginning no later than July 1, 2015, [Charter Holder Name] shall implement the 


action steps identified in the Performance Management Plan (attached at Attachment A to this 


Agreement) and any additional steps necessary to implement a comprehensive improvement plan 


(as identified in the evaluation and technical guidance provided to [Charter Holder Name] on 


February 2, 2015 and attached at Attachment B to this Agreement), and shall submit 


documentary evidence to the Board of [Charter Holder Name]’s implementation of the action 
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steps identified above in this paragraph at quarterly intervals (“quarterly report”) on the 


following dates: October 1, 2015, January 1, 2016, April 1, 2016, July 1, 2016, October 1, 2016, 


January 1, 2017, April 1, 2017, and July 1, 2017.  


B. The Charter Holder shall provide internal benchmarking data disaggregated by 


math and reading from [identify the source of the data e.g., Renaissance Learning, Galileo, 


AIMS Web, textbook based assessments, district created assessments, etc.] for the School’s 


administrations of [identify the months benchmark assessments are administered] benchmark 


assessments. All data shall be provided to the Board with the corresponding quarterly report. For 


each of these benchmark assessment administrations the Charter Holder shall provide data 


analysis and underlying support data aligned to the subject specific measures
1
 used by the Board 


in its Academic Dashboard as follows:    


(i) Student Growth Percentile (“SGP”) [1.a.]
2
 – for  all students who 


[describe any reasonable limitations on data that will be provided  - this may include 


limiting data to students who will be identified as FAY because they have been enrolled 


since the beginning of the year, or identifying that data will be disaggregated for 


“persistent” students and “non-persistent” students.  ], the data shall demonstrate 


[describe the information that will be provided from the data that speaks directly to this 


measure (i.e., the amount of growth the school gets within a school year from its 


students). In this case some examples include “the percentage of students scoring high 


growth on the Galileo Growth and Achievement Report” or “the average change in 


years of growth since the beginning of the school year” or “the median change in 


                                                           
1
 The “subject” references either Math or Reading. Each subject is considered a separate “measure” on the Board’s 


Academic Performance Dashboard.   
2
 References provided in brackets identify the subject specific measures on the Board’s Dashboard that aligns with 


the data to be provided. 
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students’ scores from the first benchmark assessment”. The data identified for this 


measure must speak directly to growth within the year.]; and 


 (ii) SGP Bottom 25% or Improvement
3
 [1.b.]  – for  all students who 


[describe any reasonable limitations on data that will be provided - this may include 


limiting data to students who will be identified as FAY because they have been enrolled 


since the beginning of the year, or identifying that data will be disaggregated for 


“persistent” students and “non-persistent” students.  In measures like this one that are 


specific to “subgroups” this should also define the subgroup. In this case some 


examples include, “all students who scored FFB on the prior year state assessment”, 


“all students who scored FFB on the first benchmark assessment”, or “all 11
th


 and 12
th


 


grade students who have not passed the AIMS”], the data shall demonstrate [describe 


the information that will be provided from the data that speaks directly to this measure 


(i.e., the amount of growth the school gets within a school year from its students). In 


this case some example may be “the percentage of students scoring high growth on the 


Galileo Growth and Achievement Report” or “the average change in years of growth 


since the beginning of the school year” or “the median change in students’ scores from 


the first benchmark assessment”. The data identified for this measure must speak 


directly to growth within the year.]; and 


 (iii) Percent Passing [2.a.] – for all students who [describe any reasonable 


limitations on data that will be provided - this may include limiting data to students 


who will be identified as FAY because they have been enrolled since the beginning of 


the year, or identifying that data will be disaggregated for “persistent” students and 


                                                           
3
 If the School is classified as an Alternative School at any point, the reporting of this data shall align to the 


“Improvement” measures in the Board’s Academic Performance Framework. 
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“non-persistent” students.  ], the data shall demonstrate [describe the information that 


will be provided from the data that speaks directly to this measure (i.e., how many 


students are meeting grade-level expectations). In this case some examples include “the 


percentage of students meets or exceeds according to the Galileo Aggregate Multi-Test 


with Benchmark Performance Level” or “the percentage of students performing at 


grade level”. The data identified for this measure must speak directly to how students 


are performing in relation to grade-level expectations.]; and 


(iv) Percent Passing ELL [2.c.] – for all students identified as English 


Language Learners (“ELL”) who [describe any reasonable limitations on data that will 


be provided-  this may include limiting data to students who will be identified as FAY 


because they have been enrolled since the beginning of the year, or identifying that 


data will be disaggregated for “persistent” students and “non-persistent” students.  In 


measures like this one that are specific to “subgroups” this should also define the 


subgroup (i.e., students who have been identified as ELLs).], the data shall demonstrate 


[identify the information that will be provided from the data that speaks directly to this 


measure (i.e., how many students are meeting grade-level expectations). In this case 


some examples include “the percentage of students meets or exceeds according to the 


Galileo Aggregate Multi-Test with Benchmark Performance Level” or “the percentage 


of students performing at grade level” or “the percentage of students reclassified as 


Fully English Proficient”. The data identified for this measure must speak directly to 


how students are performing in relation to grade-level expectations.]; and 


(v) Percent Passing FRL [2.c.] – for all students identified as free and 


reduced-price lunch (“FRL”) eligible who [describe any reasonable limitations on data 
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that will be provided - this may include limiting data to students who will be identified 


as FAY because they have been enrolled since the beginning of the year, or identifying 


that data will be disaggregated for “persistent” students and “non-persistent” students.   


In measures like this one that are specific to “subgroups” this should also define the 


subgroup (i.e., students who have been identified as Free or Reduced Lunch Eligible).], 


the data shall demonstrate [describe the information that will be provided from the data 


that speaks directly to this measure (i.e., how many students are meeting grade-level 


expectations). In this case some examples include “the percentage of students meets or 


exceeds according to the Galileo Aggregate Multi-Test with Benchmark Performance 


Level” or “the percentage of students performing at grade level”. The data identified 


for this measure must speak directly to how students are performing in relation to 


grade-level expectations.]; and 


 (vi) Percent Passing SPED [2.c.] – for  all students identified as students with 


disabilities (“SPED”) who [describe any reasonable limitations on data that will be 


provided this may include limiting data to student who will be identified as FAY 


because they have been enrolled since the beginning of the year, or identifying that 


data will be disaggregated for “persistent” students and “non-persistent students.  In 


measures like this one that are specific to “subgroups” this should also define the 


subgroup (i.e., students who have an IEP).], the data shall demonstrate [describe the 


information that will be provided from the data that speaks directly to this measure 


(i.e., how many students are meeting grade-level expectations). In this case some 


examples include “the percentage of students meets or exceeds according to the Galileo 


Aggregate Multi-Test with Benchmark Performance Level ” or “the percentage of 
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students performing at grade level” or “the percentage of students meeting their IEP 


goals” or “the median percentage of IEP goals met”. The data identified for this 


measure must speak directly to how students are performing in relation to grade-


level/student expectations.].     


C.   The internal benchmarking data identified in paragraph 14(B)(i-vi) and 


disaggregated by math and reading from [identify the source of the data e.g., Renaissance 


Learning, Galileo, AIMS Web, textbook based assessments, district created assessments, etc.]  


for the School’s administrations of [identify the months benchmark assessments are 


administered] benchmark assessments shall demonstrate improved academic performance as 


defined below: 


(i)(a) SGP Math [1.a.] – the data shall not demonstrate any decline in academic 


performance from the corresponding benchmark assessment administration in the prior 


year and the data shall demonstrate an increase of no less than 10 percentage points from 


the corresponding benchmark assessment administration in the prior year; and 


(i)(b) SGP Reading [1.a.] – the data shall not demonstrate any decline in 


academic performance from the corresponding benchmark assessment administration in 


the prior year and the data shall demonstrate an increase of no less than 10 percentage 


points from the corresponding benchmark assessment administration in the prior year; 


and 


(ii)(a) SGP Bottom 25% or Improvement Math [1.b.]  – the data shall not 


demonstrate any decline in academic performance from the corresponding benchmark 


assessment administration in the prior year and the data shall demonstrate an increase of 
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no less than 10 percentage points from the corresponding benchmark assessment 


administration in the prior year; and  


(ii)(b) SGP Bottom 25% or Improvement Reading [1.b.]  –the data shall not 


demonstrate any decline in academic performance from the corresponding benchmark 


assessment administration in the prior year and the data shall demonstrate an increase of 


no less than 10 percentage points from the corresponding benchmark assessment 


administration in the prior year; and 


(iii)(a) Percent Passing Math [2.a.] – the data shall not demonstrate any decline 


in academic performance from the corresponding benchmark assessment administration 


in the prior year and the data shall demonstrate an increase of no less than 10 percentage 


points from the corresponding benchmark assessment administration in the prior year; 


and  


(iii)(b) Percent Passing Reading [2.a.] – the data shall not demonstrate any 


decline in academic performance from the corresponding benchmark assessment 


administration in the prior year and the data shall demonstrate an increase of no less than 


10 percentage points from the corresponding benchmark assessment administration in the 


prior year; and 


(iv)(a) Percent Passing ELL Math [2.c.] – the data shall not demonstrate any 


decline in academic performance from the corresponding benchmark assessment 


administration in the prior year and the data shall demonstrate an increase of no less than 


10 percentage points from the corresponding benchmark assessment administration in the 


prior year; and 
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(iv)(b) Percent Passing ELL Reading [2.c.] – the data shall not demonstrate any 


decline in academic performance from the corresponding benchmark assessment 


administration in the prior year and the data shall demonstrate an increase of no less than 


10 percentage points from the corresponding benchmark assessment administration in the 


prior year; and 


(v)(a) Percent Passing FRL Math [2.c.] – the data shall not demonstrate any 


decline in academic performance from the corresponding benchmark assessment 


administration in the prior year and the data shall demonstrate an increase of no less than 


10 percentage points from the corresponding benchmark assessment administration in the 


prior year; and 


(v)(b) Percent Passing FRL Reading [2.c.] – the data shall not demonstrate any 


decline in academic performance from the corresponding benchmark assessment 


administration in the prior year and the data shall demonstrate an increase of no less than 


10 percentage points from the corresponding benchmark assessment administration in the 


prior year; and 


(vi)(a) Percent Passing SPED Math [2.c.] – the data shall not demonstrate any 


decline in academic performance from the corresponding benchmark assessment 


administration in the prior year and the data shall demonstrate an increase of no less than 


10 percentage points from the corresponding benchmark assessment administration in the 


prior year; and 


(vi)(b) Percent Passing SPED Reading [2.c.] – the data shall not demonstrate 


any decline in academic performance from the corresponding benchmark assessment 


administration in the prior year and the data shall demonstrate an increase of no less than 







 


11   [Charter Holder Name] 
 


10 percentage points from the corresponding benchmark assessment administration in the 


prior year. 


15.  If [Charter Holder Name] fails to timely provide the evidence identified in 


paragraph 14(A) or fails to provide the data that meets the requirements to demonstrate 


improved academic performance identified in paragraphs 14(B)(i-vi) and 14(C)(i-vi) for any of 


the schools operated under this agreement, [Charter Holder Name] shall terminate its operation 


of that school at the end of the corresponding fiscal year.  


16.   [Charter Holder Name] shall terminate its operation of the School at the end of the 


corresponding fiscal year if upon release of the FY 2015 or FY2016 Academic Dashboard for the 


School, with sufficient data and weighting to calculate an Overall Rating (Overall Rating does 


not equal NR), the School does not meet at least one of the following conditions:  


i. Receives a performance level of either Meets or Exceeds standard in the 


Composite School Comparison measure [2.b.] or Improvement measure [1.b.] 


for both subjects (reading and math); or 


ii. Receives a performance level of either Meets or Exceeds standard in the SGP 


measure [1.a.] for both subjects (reading and math); or  


iii. Shows no decline in performance level in any subject specific measure [1.a., 


1.b., 2.a., 2.b., and 2.c. for all subgroups] to Does Not Meet or Falls Far 


Below standard from the prior year’s Academic Dashboard and reflects an 


increase in the performance level for at least 50% of the subject specific 


measures containing data and that were rated Does Not Meet or Falls Far 


Below standard in the prior year’s Academic Dashboard. 
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17. If upon release of the FY 2015 or FY2016 Academic Dashboard for the School, the 


School’s performance level ratings in any of the subject specific measures identified on the 


Academic Dashboard and in  paragraphs 14(B)(i-vi) and 14(C)(i-vi)  are a “Meets” or 


“Exceeds”, the [Charter Holder Name] will not be subject to the requirement to “demonstrate an 


increase of no less than 10 percentage points from the corresponding benchmark assessment 


administration in the prior year” for the subject area that “Meets” or “Exceeds.”    [Charter 


Holder Name] shall remain subject to all other terms of paragraphs 14(C)(i-vi),  including the 


requirement that “the data shall not demonstrate any decline in academic performance from the 


corresponding benchmark assessment administration in the prior year,” for all subject specific 


measures identified on the Academic Dashboard and in the subsections of paragraphs 14(B)(i-


vi).    


18.   If upon release of the FY 2015 or FY2016 Academic Dashboard for the School, the 


School’s Overall Rating is a “Meets” or “Exceeds”, the [Charter Holder Name] will not be 


subject to the requirement to “demonstrate an increase of no less than 10 percentage points from 


the corresponding benchmark assessment administration in the prior year” for the subject area 


that “Meets” or “Exceeds.”    [Charter Holder Name] shall remain subject to all other terms of 


paragraphs 14(C)(i-vi),  including the requirement that “the data shall not demonstrate any 


decline in academic performance from the corresponding benchmark assessment administration 


in the prior year,” for all subject specific measures identified on the Academic Dashboard and in 


the subsections of paragraphs 14(B)(i-vi).    


19. If the School meets the terms required under this Agreement to continue operating 


after FY2017, the School’s continuing academic performance will be monitored in accordance 


with the Board’s Academic Intervention Schedule.   
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20.  The persons executing this Agreement on behalf of the Parties hereby represent and 


guarantee that they have been authorized to do so, on behalf of themselves and the entity they 


represent.   


21.  This Agreement shall constitute the entire agreement between the Parties with 


respect to the subject matter hereof and may not be modified or amended except by written 


instrument, signed by each of the Parties hereto.   


22.  Each party is responsible for its own legal fees and costs in this matter. 


 


ARIZONA STATE BOARD FOR CHARTER SCHOOLS 


 


_________________________________ 


By: Janna Day 


President, Arizona State Board for Charter Schools 


Date: ________________ 


 


 


[CHARTER HOLDER NAME], INC   


 


___________________________ 


By:  [Charter Representative Name] 


Charter Representative, [Charter Holder Name] 


Date: _________________ 
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evaluation Instrument 


Charter Holder Name: Phoenix Advantage Charter School                       
School Name: Phoenix Advantage Charter School 
Date Submitted: 5/8/2013 


Required for:  Review - Annual Report                                                               
 
Evaluation Completed: I-6/6/2013; S-6/21/2013 


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


 
Measure  


Acceptable 
Not 


Acceptable 
Comments 


1a. Student Median Growth Percentile 
(SGP) 
Math I/S  


 


1a. Student Median Growth Percentile 
(SGP) 
Reading I/S  


 


2a. Percent Passing 
Math 


I/S  


 


2a. Percent Passing 
Reading 


I/S  


 


2b. Composite School Comparison 


(Traditional and Small Schools only)  


Math 
I/S  


 


2b. Composite School Comparison 


(Traditional and Small Schools only)  


Reading 
I/S  


 







Page 2 of 2  
 


Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Comments 


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


ELL 


    Math 


I/S  


 


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


ELL 


    Reading 


I/S  


 


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


FRL 


   Math 


I/S  


 


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


FRL 


    Reading 


I/S  


 


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


Students with  disabilities 


    Reading 


I/S  


  


3a. A-F Letter Grade  State Accountability 
System 


I/S  


 


 








      Phoenix Advantage Charter School                                                                  


Demonstration of Sufficient Progress 2013 – Section 1: GROWTH 
 


1a. Student Median Growth Percentage in Math                      


Phoenix Advantage Charter School did not meet the standard in math median growth percentage.  


Based on the Performance Management Plan (PMP) and our current data, we continue to 


implement a sustained improvement plan that includes evidence of increased student growth 


through the execution of a researched based curriculum and a cycle of instruction, assessment 


and intervention/remediation as driven by data outcomes.  As outlined in our PMP, each year 


begins with professional development on the math curriculum. Professional Development is 


provided by the Saxon Math Company, Mosaica Education and teachers with outstanding math 


results in their classrooms.  The monitoring and documentation of the Arizona Academic 


Standards and student growth occur during weekly grade level meetings.  Professional 


development is mandatory for all staff members and occurs on a monthly basis.  The above 


mentioned improvements are currently implemented in an ongoing manner to ensure adherence 


to our charter contract as well as to provide high quality educational services to our students. The 


following outlines our strategy for curriculum, instruction, assessment and professional 


development which contribute to increased student growth. 
 


Curriculum                   


As stated in the PMP, the math curriculum was replaced and fully implemented during the 2010-


2011 school year which contributed to increased student growth.  Teachers continue to receive 


training and guidance on the refinement of pacing guides and curriculum maps to fully 


implement the curriculum and ensure that performance objectives are being taught correctly.  


During weekly grade level/data review team meetings, teachers meet with the administration.  


Through the course of these committee meetings, recent observations and lesson plans are 


evaluated, reviewed and revised to ensure proper delivery of curriculum as presented during 


professional development workshops.  Students who need additional support are instructed using 


the Saxon supplemental curriculum for remediation, intervention or extension. After replacement 


of the math curriculum our 2
nd


 grade students showed the highest percentage of students meeting 


their 3rd quarter growth target in 2013.  Second grade was the only group that was taught 


exclusively using the Saxon math curriculum for 3 successive years (their entire educational 


career) of systematic and sustainable implementation across the school.  A review of the data 


showed that of the 2
nd


 grade students who did not meet their quarterly target, only 3 were 


enrolled for 3 consecutive years. This supports the veracity of the Saxon program and its 


continued use since it is fully aligned to the Arizona Academic Standards.  The results of our 


most recent Performance Series math data show an increase in student growth in 2
nd


-8
th


 grade.  
 


Instruction 


The Arizona State Standards are monitored for proper and comprehensive integration with the 


use of Standard Checklists. The principal formally and informally evaluates core teachers in 


mathematics. In keeping with our PMP agreement, the teacher indicates when students master a 


particular objective as measured by routine assessments.  Those students who do not master 


concepts participate in weekly focus interventions.  Those students then take the intervention 


assessments to ensure mastery.  The Curriculum Specialist provides weekly modeling and 


whisper coaching sessions as informal classroom observations to monitor for appropriate 


delivery and documentation of the Arizona State Standards.  The PMP illustrates the importance 







of practicing previously taught performance objectives to ensure mastery as evidenced by the 


standards based assessments.  Results of these assessments and weekly lesson plans are reviewed 


during the weekly grade level/data review team committee meetings.  During these meetings 


continuous data analysis and feedback occur among teachers, the school principal and the 


curriculum specialist.  Saxon is designed to ensure mastery through spiraled concept review.  


Teachers deliver lessons in a manner which reintroduce students to material that has been 


previously taught.    
 


Assessment 


Phoenix Advantage implements a comprehensive and formalized process to assess student 


performance and measure expectations for student learning.  PACS uses the Performance Series 


common formative assessment tool from Scantron and Saxon assessments to measure student 


performance and learning.  Monitoring and documentation occur on a weekly and quarterly basis 


with results from the various assessments. Our PMP explains how data is reviewed on a weekly 


and quarterly basis.  Each quarter students are assessed using our Performance Series 


assessment. The results from the Performance Series assessments and Saxon assessments are 


systematically analyzed by the grade level/data review team.  During the meeting, the team 


creates a five week focus plan using our Achievement Series assessment tool (a Scantron 


common benchmark assessment).  Each week students are assessed using the focus test that is 


based on mini lessons which are delivered every day for an entire week.  The mini lesson is 


created due to a deficiency in mastery of a previously taught concept.  If mastery is shown on the 


assessment then a different focus is planned for the following week.  If mastery is not shown, the 


teacher will continue teaching the concept until mastery.  Teachers and students continue with 


this pattern until the new quarterly targets are chosen and the formalized process and cycle 


continues.  The Achievement Series assessment tool provides an abundance of information 


concerning each individual student which is then used to create Personalized Student 


Achievement Plans (PSAP).  The PSAP is used to zero in on specific deficiencies with each 


individual student as well as provide additional opportunities for those who have mastered a 


concept.  Teachers use PSAPS to create groups for workshop time as well as provide information 


to interventionists concerning instructional order. Electronic assessments allow for immediate 


results so that remediation, intervention and extension can begin promptly.  The data attached 


supports our assessment system and explains the positive growth in 2
nd


 -8
th


 grade.   
 


Professional Development 


PACS’ professional development plan is comprehensive and clearly defined with a focus on 


increased student growth.  Our formal professional development occurs on a monthly basis and 


follows the guidelines of the PMP. It is aligned to student learning target areas in math. The topic 


of each monthly professional development session is based on the needs of both teacher and 


student as determined through weekly meetings and observations.  As Mike Schmoker posits, 


“The research we do at the local level - collaboratively - is what makes formal, outside research 


work. Outside research cannot be installed like a car part - it has to be fitted, adjusted, and 


refined for the school contexts we worked in” (http://www.goodreads.com/author/quotes/447688.Mike_Schmoker).   It was 


decided that we must differentiate our trainings to meet individual needs, just as we do for our 


students. Specific and ongoing professional development on the organization and running of our 


daily 30 minute math workshop, as stated in our PMP, has allowed our teachers to effectively 


provide students with review of past material as well as provide an opportunity for teachers and 


interventionists to work with small groups.   



http://www.goodreads.com/author/quotes/447688.Mike_Schmoker





Graphic Representations 


These graphs and tables demonstrate improvement in student math growth.  
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Level 


Percentage of 


ALL students 


meeting quarterly 


target (1.25 year’s 


growth) 


Ratio of 


students 


meeting 


QT. 


Percentage of students meeting 


their quarterly target that have 


been enrolled at PACS for 3 


consecutive years (instructed 


with Saxon)  


2 79% 34/43 86% 


PHOENIX ADVANTAGE SCALED SCORE GAINS IN MATH 


PACS Math Mean Math Fall  Mean Math Winter  Mean Scaled Score Growth 


Grade 2 1886.9 2154.1 +267.2 


Grade 3 2141.4 2298.3 +156.9 


Grade 4 2274.7 2428.0 +153.4 


Grade 5 2375.2 2451.2 +76.1 


Grade 6 2563.7 2656.8 +93.1 


Grade 7 2543.8 2613.6 +69.7 


Grade 8 2617.3 2703.1 +85.8 
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1a. Student Median Growth Percentage in Reading  


Phoenix Advantage Charter School did not meet the standard in reading median growth 


percentage.  Based on the Performance Management Plan (PMP) and our current data, we 


continue to implement a sustained improvement plan that includes evidence of increased student 


growth through the execution of a researched based curriculum and a cycle of instruction, 


assessment and intervention/remediation as driven by data outcomes.  As outlined in our PMP, 


each year begins with professional development with the Open Court reading curriculum, 


provided by Mosaica Education and teachers with outstanding results.  The monitoring and 


documentation of the Arizona Academic Standards and student growth occur during weekly 


grade level meetings.  Professional development is mandatory for all staff members and occurs 


on a monthly basis.  The above mentioned improvements are currently implemented in an 


ongoing manner to ensure adherence to our charter contract as well as to provide high quality 


educational services to our students.  The following points outline our plan and current strategy 


for curriculum, the monitoring of the Arizona State Standards into instruction, the monitoring 


and documentation of increases in student growth and our professional development plan that 


contributed to increased student growth. 


Curriculum    
Several changes were made to the reading curriculum as it was found to not fully align to the 


state standards.  Curriculum maps were refined and teachers began using the Open Court 


curriculum to aide in delivering the standards, yet not as the sole source of instruction.  The 


change in instruction has contributed to increased student growth.  As stated in the PMP, the 


Open Court reading curriculum has become more of a resource while “Standard Checklists” 


allow teachers to make certain that performance objectives are being taught and revisited to 


ensure mastery.  Teachers continue to receive training and guidance on the creation of pacing 


guides and curriculum maps to fully implement the curriculum and ensure that performance 


objectives are being taught correctly.  During weekly grade level/data review team meetings, 


teachers meet with the administration.  Through the course of these committee meetings, recent 


observations and lesson plans are evaluated, reviewed and revised to ensure proper delivery of 


curriculum as presented during professional development workshops.   


Instruction 


The Arizona State Standards are monitored for proper and comprehensive integration with the 


use of Standard Checklists. The principal formally and informally evaluates core teachers in 


reading. In keeping with our PMP agreement, the teacher indicates when students master a 


particular objective as measured by routine assessments.  Those students who do not master 


concepts participate in weekly focus interventions.  Those students then take the intervention 


assessments to ensure mastery.  The Curriculum Specialist provides weekly modeling and 


whisper coaching sessions as informal classroom observations to monitor for appropriate 


delivery and documentation of the Arizona State Standards.  The PMP illustrates the importance 


of practicing previously taught performance objectives to ensure mastery as evidenced by the 


standards based assessments.  Results of these assessments and weekly lesson plans are reviewed 


during the weekly grade level/data review team committee meetings.  During these meetings 


continuous data analysis and feedback occur among teachers, the school principal and the 


curriculum specialist.   


 


 







Assessment 


Phoenix Advantage implements a comprehensive and formalized process to assess student 


performance on expectations for student learning.  PACS uses the Performance Series common 


formative assessment tool from Scantron and Open Court assessments to measure student 


performance and learning.  Monitoring and documentation of increases in student growth occur 


on a weekly and quarterly basis with results from the various assessments. Our PMP explains 


how data is reviewed on a weekly and quarterly basis with use of the curriculum maps that 


ensure alignment to the Arizona Academic Standards.  Each quarter students are assessed using 


our Performance Series assessment. The results from the Performance Series assessments and 


Open Court assessments are systematically analyzed by the grade level/data review team.  


During the meeting, the team creates a five week focus plan using our Achievement Series 


assessment tool (a Scantron common benchmark assessment).  Each week students are assessed 


using the focus assessment that is based on mini lessons which are delivered every day for an 


entire week.  The mini lesson is created due to a deficiency in mastery of a previously taught 


concept.  If mastery is shown on the assessment then a different focus is planned for the 


following week.  If mastery is not shown, the teacher will continue teaching the concept until 


mastery.  Teachers and students continue with that pattern until the new quarterly targets are 


chosen and the formalized process and cycle continues.  The Achievement Series assessment tool 


provides an abundance of information concerning each individual student which is then used to 


create Personalized Student Achievement Plans (PSAP).  The PSAP is used to zero in on specific 


deficiencies with each individual student as well as provide additional opportunities for those 


who have mastered a concept.  Teachers use PSAPS to create groups for workshop time as well 


as provide information to interventionists concerning instructional order. Electronic assessments 


allow for immediate results so that remediation, intervention and extension can begin promptly.  


The DIBELS assessment tool measures fluency and comprehension and is given to K-6
th


 grade 


students three times a year.  The results are reviewed, discussed and charted on data walls.  


Teachers are required to progress monitor their students based on results.  Each classroom is also 


required to display data walls representing the data from DIBELS and Performance Series so that 


students take ownership of their progress.  


 


Professional Development 


PACS’ professional development plan is comprehensive and clearly defined with a focus on 


increased student achievement and growth.  Our formal professional development occurs on a 


monthly basis and follows the guidelines of the PMP and is aligned to student learning target 


areas in reading. The topic of each monthly professional development session is based on the 


needs of both teacher and student as determined through weekly meetings and observations.  


Specific and ongoing professional development on the organization and running of our daily 30 


minute reading workshop has allowed our teachers to effectively provide students with review of 


past material as well as provide an opportunity for teachers and interventionists to work with 


small groups.  “Organizing students in heterogeneous cooperative learning groups at least once a 


week has a significant effect on learning” (Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001).  Taken from 


http://www.netc.org/focus/strategies/coop.php. 


 


 


 


 



http://www.netc.org/focus/strategies/coop.php





Graphic Representations                                                                                                           


The following page contains data in the form of graphs and tables that demonstrate improvement 


in student reading growth.  


PHOENIX ADVANTAGE SCALED SCORE GAINS IN READING 


PACS 


Reading 


Mean Fall 


Reading  


Mean Winter 


Reading  


Mean Scaled Score Growth 


Grade 2 1869.1 2051.3 +182.2 


Grade 3 2104.2 2261.9 +157.8 


Grade 4 2249.6 2418.6 +169.0 


Grade 5 2406.5 2453.9 +47.4 


Grade 6 2603.3 2627.7 +24.4 


Grade 7 2576.8 2644.7 +67.8 


Grade 8 2734.3 2797.2 +62.9 
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Phoenix Advantage Charter School 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress 2013  - Section 2: PROFICIENCY 


2a. Percent Passing Math   


Phoenix Advantage Charter School did not meet the standard for percent passing in math.  Based 


on the Performance Management Plan (PMP) and our current data, we continue to implement a 


sustained improvement plan that includes evidence of increasing the percent of students passing 


the state assessment in math through the implementation of a curriculum that contributes to 


increased student proficiency, a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic 


Standards into instruction and a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency and a 


professional development plan that contributes to increased student proficiency.  


Curriculum                   


As stated in the PMP, the math curriculum was replaced and fully implemented during the 2010-


2011 school year which contributed to increased student growth.  Teachers continue to receive 


training and guidance on the refinement of previously created pacing guides and curriculum 


maps to fully implement the curriculum and ensure that performance objectives are being taught 


correctly.  During weekly grade level/data review team meetings, teachers meet with the 


administration.  Through the course of these committee meetings, recent observations and lesson 


plans are evaluated, reviewed and revised to ensure proper delivery of curriculum as presented 


during professional development workshops.  Students who need additional support are 


instructed using the Saxon supplemental curriculum for remediation, intervention or extension. 


The results of our most recent Performance Series math data show enormous gain in the 


percentage of students meeting or exceeding the standards in all grade levels. This growth is due 


to the intense training of the Saxon math curriculum.  


Instruction 


 


The Arizona State Standards are monitored for proper and comprehensive integration with the 


use of Standard checklists. The principal formally and informally evaluates core teachers in 


mathematics. In keeping with our PMP agreement, the teacher indicates when students master a 


particular objective as measured by routine assessments.  Those students who do not master 


concepts participate in weekly focus interventions.  Those students then take the intervention 


assessments to ensure mastery.  The Curriculum Specialist provides weekly modeling and 


whisper coaching sessions as informal classroom observations to monitor for appropriate 


delivery and documentation of the Arizona State Standards.  The PMP illustrates the importance 


of practicing previously taught performance objectives to ensure mastery as evidenced by the 


standards based assessments.  Results of these assessments and weekly lesson plans are reviewed 


during the weekly grade level/data review team committee meetings.  During these meetings 


continuous data analysis and feedback occur among teachers, the school principal and the 


curriculum specialist.  Saxon is designed to ensure mastery through spiraled concept review.  


Teachers deliver lessons in a manner which reintroduce students to material that has been 


previously taught.    


 







 


Assessment 


 


Monitoring and documentation of increases in student proficiency occur on a weekly and 


quarterly basis with results from various assessments.  Our PMP explains how data is reviewed 


on a weekly and quarterly basis.  Each quarter students are assessed using our Performance 


Series assessment. The results from the Performance Series assessment are reviewed by the 


grade level team.  During the meeting the team creates a five week focus plan using our 


Achievement Series assessment tool.  Each week students are assessed using the focus 


assessment that is based on mini lessons which are delivered every day for an entire week.  The 


mini lesson is created due to a deficiency in mastery of a previously taught concept.  If mastery 


is shown on the assessment then a different focus is planned for the following week.  If mastery 


is not shown the teacher will continue teaching the concept the following week.  Teachers and 


students continue with that pattern until the new quarterly targets are chosen and the cycle 


continues.  The Achievement Series assessment tool provides an abundance of information 


concerning each individual student which is then used to create Personalized Student 


Achievement Plans (PSAP).  The PSAP is used to zero in on specific deficiencies with each 


individual student as well as provide additional opportunities for those who have mastered a 


concept.  Teachers use PSAPS to create groups for workshop as well as provide information to 


interventionists concerning instructional order. Weekly Saxon assessments have been entered 


into Achievement Series to allow for immediate results so that remediation, intervention and 


extension can begin promptly. Our assessment system has contributed to the marked increase in 


the percentage of student proficiency. 


 


Professional Development 


 


PACS’ professional development plan is comprehensive and clearly defined with a focus on 


increased student growth.  Our formal professional development occurs on a monthly basis and 


follows the guidelines of the PMP and is aligned to student learning target areas in math. The 


topic of each monthly professional development session is based on the needs of both teacher 


and student as determined through weekly meetings and observations.  As Mike Schmoker 


posits, “The research we do at the local level - collaboratively - is what makes formal, outside 


research work. Outside research cannot be installed like a car part - it has to be fitted, adjusted, 


and refined for the school contexts we worked in” (http://www.goodreads.com/author/quotes/447688.Mike_Schmoker).   


It was decided that we must differentiate our trainings to meet individual needs, just as we do for 


our students. Specific and ongoing professional development on the organization and running of 


our daily 30 minute math workshop, as stated in our PMP, has allowed our teachers to effectively 


provide students with review of past material as well as provide an opportunity for teachers and 


interventionists to work with small groups.   


 


 


 


 


 


 


 



http://www.goodreads.com/author/quotes/447688.Mike_Schmoker





 


Graphic Representations         


                                                                                                        


Performance Series Data (Scantron Benchmark Assessment) 
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2a. Percent Passing Reading 


Phoenix Advantage Charter School did not meet the standard for percent passing in reading.  


Based on the Performance Management Plan (PMP) and our current data, we continue to 


implement a sustained improvement plan that includes evidence of increasing the percent of 


students passing the state assessment in reading through the implementation of a curriculum that 


contributes to increased student proficiency, a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona 


Academic Standards into instruction, a plan monitoring and documenting student proficiency and 


a professional development plan that contributes to increased student proficiency.  


Curriculum 


Several changes were made to the reading curriculum as it was found to not fully align to the 


state standards.  Curriculum maps were created and teachers began using the Open Court 


curriculum to aide in delivering the standards, yet not as the sole source of instruction.  The 


change in instruction has contributed to increased student growth.  As stated in the PMP, the 


Open Court reading curriculum has become more of a resource while Standard checklists allow 


teachers to make certain that performance objectives are being taught and revisited to ensure 


mastery.  Teachers continue to receive training and guidance on the revision and refinement of 


pacing guides and curriculum maps to fully implement the curriculum and ensure that 


performance objectives are being taught correctly.  During weekly grade level/data review team 


meetings, teachers meet with the administration.  Through the course of these committee 


meetings, recent observations and lesson plans are evaluated, reviewed and revised to ensure 


proper delivery of curriculum as presented during professional development workshops.  The 


results of our most recent Performance Series reading data show enormous gain in the percentage 


of students meeting or exceeding the standards. This rise in proficiency is due to the weekly 


interventions and training of the reading curriculum.  


Instruction 


 


The Arizona State Standards are monitored for proper and comprehensive integration with the 


use of Standard checklists. The principal formally and informally evaluates core teachers in 


mathematics. In keeping with our PMP agreement, the teacher indicates when students master a 


particular objective as measured by routine assessments.  Those students who do not master 


concepts participate in weekly focus interventions.  Those students then take the intervention 


assessments to ensure mastery.  The Curriculum Specialist provides weekly modeling and 


whisper coaching sessions as informal classroom observations to monitor for appropriate 


delivery and documentation of the Arizona State Standards.  The PMP illustrates the importance 


of practicing previously taught performance objectives to ensure mastery as evidenced by the 


standards based assessments.  Results of these assessments and weekly lesson plans are reviewed 


during the weekly grade level/data review team committee meetings.  During these meetings 


continuous data analysis and feedback occur among teachers, the school principal and the 


curriculum specialist.   


 


 


 


 







Assessment 


 


Phoenix Advantage implements a comprehensive and formalized process to assess student 


performance and expectations for student learning.  PACS uses the Performance Series common 


formative assessment tool from Scantron and Open Court assessments to measure student 


performance and learning.  Monitoring and documentation of increases in student growth occur 


on a weekly and quarterly basis with results from the various assessments. Our PMP explains 


how data is reviewed on a weekly and quarterly basis with use of the curriculum maps that 


ensure alignment to the Arizona Academic Standards.  Each quarter students are assessed using 


our Performance Series assessment. The results from the Performance Series assessments and 


Open Court assessments are systematically analyzed by the grade level/data review team.  


During the meeting, the team creates a five week focus plan using our Achievement Series 


assessment tool (a Scantron common benchmark assessment).  Each week students are assessed 


using the focus assessment that is based on mini lessons which are delivered every day for an 


entire week.  The mini lesson is created due to a deficiency in mastery of a previously taught 


concept.  If mastery is shown on the assessment then a different focus is planned for the 


following week.  If mastery is not shown, the teacher will continue teaching the concept until 


mastery.  Teachers and students continue with that pattern until the new quarterly targets are 


chosen and the formalized process and cycle continues.  The Achievement Series assessment tool 


provides an abundance of information concerning each individual student which is then used to 


create Personalized Student Achievement Plans (PSAP).  The PSAP is used to zero in on specific 


deficiencies with each individual student as well as provide additional opportunities for those 


who have mastered a concept.  Teachers use PSAPS to create groups for workshop time as well 


as provide information to interventionists concerning instructional order. Electronic assessments 


allow for immediate results so that remediation, intervention and extension can begin promptly.  


The DIBELS assessment tool measures fluency and comprehension and is given to K-6th grade 


students three times a year.  The results are reviewed, discussed and charted on data walls.  


Teachers are required to progress monitor their students based on results.  Each classroom is also 


required to display data walls representing the data from DIBELS and Performance Series so that 


students take ownership of their progress. 


 


Professional Development 


 


PACS’ professional development plan is comprehensive and clearly defined with a focus on 


increased student achievement and growth.  Our formal professional development occurs on a 


monthly basis and follows the guidelines of the PMP and is aligned to student learning target 


areas in reading. The topic of each monthly professional development session is based on the 


needs of both teacher and student as determined through weekly meetings and observations.  


Specific and ongoing professional development on the organization and running of our daily 30 


minute reading workshop has allowed our teachers to effectively provide students with review of 


past material as well as provide an opportunity for teachers and interventionists to work with 


small groups.  “Organizing students in heterogeneous cooperative learning groups at least once a 


week has a significant effect on learning” (Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001).  Taken from 


http://www.netc.org/focus/strategies/coop.php. 
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Graphic Representations         


                                                                                                        


Performance Series Data (Scantron Benchmark Assessment) 
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2b. Composite School Comparison in Math  


Phoenix Advantage Charter School did not meet the standard for Composite School Comparison 


in math.  Based on the Performance Management Plan (PMP) and our current data, we continue 


to implement a sustained improvement plan that includes evidence of increasing the percent of 


students passing the state assessment in math as compared to schools that serve similar 


populations.  Phoenix Advantage continues to serve students in ELL, FRL and those with 


disabilities with curriculum, instruction, assessment and professional development that 


contributes to increased student proficiency.  
 


Curriculum 
As stated in the PMP, the math curriculum was replaced and fully implemented during the 2010-


2011 school year which contributed to increased student growth.  Teachers continue to receive 


training and guidance on the revision and refinement of pacing guides and curriculum maps to 


fully implement the curriculum and ensure that performance objectives are being taught 


correctly.  During weekly grade level/data review team meetings, teachers meet with the 


administration.  Through the course of these committee meetings, recent observations and lesson 


plans are evaluated, reviewed and revised to ensure proper delivery of curriculum as presented 


during professional development workshops.  Students who need additional support are 


instructed using the Saxon supplemental curriculum for remediation, intervention or extension.  


ELL, FRL & Those with Disabilities: All subgroups have the opportunity to participate in daily 


after school tutoring sessions. Teachers also provide instruction during workshop time after math 


lessons. The results of our most recent common benchmark assessment, Performance Series, 


show a steady progression of growth in student achievement in all grade levels. 
 


Instruction 


The Arizona State Standards are monitored for proper and comprehensive integration with the 


use of standard checklists. The principal formally and informally evaluates core teachers in 


mathematics. In keeping with our PMP agreement, the teacher indicates when students master a 


particular objective as measured by routine assessments.  Those students who do not master 


concepts participate in weekly focus interventions.  Those students then take the intervention 


assessments to ensure mastery.  The Curriculum Specialist provides weekly modeling and 


whisper coaching sessions as informal classroom observations to monitor for appropriate 


delivery and documentation of the Arizona State Standards.  The PMP illustrates the importance 


of practicing previously taught performance objectives to ensure mastery as evidenced by the 


standards based assessments.  Results of these assessments and weekly lesson plans are reviewed 


during the weekly grade level/data review team committee meetings.  During these meetings 


continuous data analysis and feedback occur among teachers, the school principal and the 


curriculum specialist.  Saxon is designed to ensure mastery through spiraled concept review.  


Teachers deliver lessons in a manner which reintroduce students to material that has been 


previously taught. 


ELL: Per the PMP, the 30 minute math workshop is also in effect for all SEI classrooms.  The 


workshop time allows teachers to work with students in a remedial setting or to implement 


effective SEI strategies identified in each student’s plan.  These strategies are often highly 


engaging and help ELL students retain concepts. 


FRL & Those with Disabilities: Small group instruction as well as the above mentioned 


instructional interventions have been beneficial for all students including FRL and those with 


disabilities as demonstrated by the data below. 
 







Assessment 


Phoenix Advantage implements a comprehensive and formalized process to assess student 


performance and expectations for student learning.  PACS uses the Performance Series common 


formative assessment tool from Scantron and Saxon assessments to measure student performance 


and learning.  Monitoring and documentation occur on a weekly and quarterly basis with results 


from the various assessments. Our PMP explains how data is reviewed on a weekly and quarterly 


basis.  Each quarter students are assessed using our Performance Series assessment. The results 


from the Performance Series assessments and Saxon assessments are systematically analyzed by 


the grade level/data review team.  During the meeting, the team creates a five week focus plan 


using our Achievement Series assessment tool (a Scantron common benchmark assessment).  


Each week students are assessed using the focus assessment that is based on mini lessons which 


are delivered every day for an entire week.  The mini lesson is created due to a deficiency in 


mastery of a previously taught concept.  If mastery is shown on the assessment then a different 


focus is planned for the following week.  If mastery is not shown, the teacher will continue 


teaching the concept until mastery.  Teachers and students continue with this pattern until the 


new quarterly targets are chosen and the formalized process and cycle continues.  The 


Achievement Series assessment tool provides information about each student to create 


Personalized Student Achievement Plans (PSAP).  The PSAP is used to address deficiencies with 


students and provide additional opportunities for those who have mastered a concept.  PSAPS 


are used to create groups for workshop time and provide information to interventionists about 


instructional order. Electronic assessments allow for immediate results so that remediation, 


intervention and extension can begin promptly.   


ELL: Students in this subgroup benefit from interventions derived from the data of additional 


assessments such as the AZELLA assessment.  Overall student gains are depicted in the charts 


below using the Performance Series assessment tool. 


FRL and Those with Disabilities: The data from our assessments is used to personalize 


instruction for special populations such as FRL and those with disabilities. 
 


Professional Development 


PACS’ professional development plan is comprehensive and clearly defined with a focus on 


increased student growth.  Our formal professional development occurs on a monthly basis and 


follows the guidelines of the PMP and is aligned to student learning target areas in math. The 


topic of each monthly professional development session is based on the needs of both teacher 


and student as determined through weekly meetings and observations.  As Ruby Payne research 


supports, middle class teachers often need additional training on the raising of awareness about 


class structure and poverty.  It was decided that we must differentiate our trainings to meet 


individual needs, just as we do for our students. Specific and ongoing professional development 


on the organization and running of our daily 30 minute math workshop, as stated in our PMP, 


has allowed our teachers to effectively provide students with review of past material as well as 


provide an opportunity for teachers and interventionists to work with small groups.   


ELL, FRL & Those with Disabilities: All subgroups benefit from the training given by the Ruby 


Payne Institute, using Title IIa funding, to support growth and achievement.  This growth is 


depicted in the graphs below. 


 


 


 


 







Graphic Representations         


Math Performance Series data for ELL, FRL and those with disabilities.  


From https://www10.ade.az.gov/OELAS/DistrictDeterminationsSummary.aspx                
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2b. Composite School Comparison in Reading                                                                                     


Phoenix Advantage Charter School did not meet the standard for Composite School Comparison 


in reading.  Based on the Performance Management Plan (PMP) and our current data, we 


continue to implement a sustained improvement plan that includes evidence of increasing the 


percent of students passing the state assessment in reading as compared to schools that serve 


similar populations.  Phoenix Advantage continues to serve a large population of ELL, FRL and 


those with disabilities with curriculum, instruction, assessment and professional development 


that contributes to increased student proficiency.           


Curriculum                   


Several changes were made to the reading curriculum as it was found to not fully align to the 


state standards.  Curriculum maps were created and teachers began using the Open Court 


curriculum to aide in delivering the standards, yet not as the sole source of instruction.  The 


change in instruction has contributed to increased student growth.  As stated in the PMP, the 


Open Court reading curriculum has become more of a resource while standard checklists allow 


teachers to make certain that performance objectives are being taught and revisited to ensure 


mastery.  Teachers continue to receive training and guidance on the revision and refinement of 


pacing guides and curriculum maps to fully implement the curriculum and ensure that 


performance objectives are being taught correctly.  During weekly grade level/data review team 


meetings, teachers meet with the administration.  During committee meetings, recent 


observations and lesson plans are evaluated, reviewed and revised to ensure proper delivery of 


curriculum as presented during professional development workshops.  


ELL, FRL & Those with Disabilities: The results of our most recent Performance Series reading 


data show that we are making progress toward meeting the academic performance expectations 


among ELL, FRL and those with disabilities. This rise in proficiency is due to the weekly 


interventions and training of the reading curriculum.       


Instruction 
The Arizona State Standards are monitored for proper and comprehensive integration with the 


use of standard checklists. The principal formally and informally evaluates core teachers in 


reading. In keeping with our PMP agreement, the teacher indicates when students master a 


particular objective as measured by routine assessments.  Those students who do not master 


concepts participate in weekly focus interventions.  Those students then take the intervention 


assessments to ensure mastery.  The Curriculum Specialist provides weekly modeling and 


whisper coaching sessions as informal classroom observations to monitor for appropriate 


delivery and documentation of the Arizona State Standards.  The PMP illustrates the importance 


of practicing previously taught performance objectives to ensure mastery as evidenced by the 


standards based assessments.  Results of these assessments and weekly lesson plans are reviewed 


during the weekly grade level/data review team committee meetings.  During these meetings 


continuous data analysis and feedback occur among teachers, the school principal and the 


curriculum specialist.  The individualized instruction contributes to increased student 


proficiency. 


ELL: Per the PMP, the 30 minute math workshop is also in effect for all SEI classrooms.  The workshop time allows 


teachers to work with students in a remedial setting or to implement effective SEI strategies identified in each student’s 


plan.  These strategies are often highly engaging and help ELL students retain concept. 


FRL&Those with Disabilities: Small group instruction as well as the above mentioned instructional interventions 


have been beneficial for all students including FRL and those with disabilities as demonstrated by the data below. 


 







Assessment 


PACS implements a comprehensive and formalized process to assess student performance and 


expectations for student learning.  PACS uses the Performance Series common formative 


assessment tool from Scantron and Open Court assessments to measure student performance and 


learning. Monitoring and documentation of increases in student growth occur on a weekly and 


quarterly basis with results from the various assessments. Our PMP explains how data is 


reviewed on a weekly and quarterly basis with use of the curriculum maps that ensure alignment 


to the Arizona Academic Standards. Each quarter students are assessed using our Performance 


Series assessment. The results from the Performance Series assessments and Open Court 


assessments are systematically analyzed by the grade level/data review team. During the 


meeting, the team creates a plan using our Achievement Series assessment tool (a Scantron 


common benchmark assessment).  Students are assessed using the focus assessment that is based 


on mini lessons which are delivered every day for an entire week.  The mini lesson is created due 


to a deficiency in mastery of a previously taught concept. If mastery is shown on the assessment 


then a different focus is planned for the following week. If mastery is not shown, teachers 


continue teaching the concept until mastery. Teachers and students repeat that pattern until the 


new quarterly targets are chosen and the formalized process and cycle continues. The 


Achievement Series assessment tool provides an abundance of information concerning each 


individual student which is then used to create Personalized Student Achievement Plans (PSAP). 


PSAPs are used to zero in on specific deficiencies with each individual student as well as provide 


additional opportunities for those who have mastered a concept. Teachers use PSAPS to create 


groups for workshop time as well as provide information to interventionists concerning 


instructional order. Electronic assessments allow for immediate results so that remediation, 


intervention and extension can begin promptly.  The DIBELS assessment tool measures fluency 


and comprehension and is given to K-6th grade students three times a year. The results are 


reviewed, discussed and charted on data walls. Teachers are required to progress monitor 


students based on results. Each classroom is also required to display data walls representing the 


data from DIBELS and Performance Series so that students take ownership of their progress.  


ELL, FRL & Those withDisabilities: The data from our assessments is used to personalize 


instruction for special populations. 


Professional Development 


Our formal professional development occurs on a monthly basis and follows the guidelines of the 


PMP.  The topic of each monthly professional development session is based on the needs of both 


teacher and student as determined through weekly meetings and observations.  It was decided 


that we must differentiate our trainings to meet individual needs, just as we do for our students. 


Specific and ongoing professional development on the organization and running of our daily 30 


minute reading workshop has allowed our teachers to effectively provide students with review of 


past material as well as provide an opportunity for teachers and interventionists to work with 


small groups.  The Curriculum Specialist will periodically model for a classroom teacher as a 


means of professional development.  After modeling, the CIS will schedule a date to view a 


lesson to ensure the teacher is presenting the reading material in an effective manner.  The above 


mentioned development tools and strategies have aided in the increase of student proficiency 


among students with disabilities, ELL and our population.  


ELL, FRL & Those with Disabilities: All subgroups benefit from the training given by the Ruby 


Payne Institute, using Title IIa funding, to support growth and achievement.  This growth is 


depicted in the graphs below. 







Graphic Representations      


Reading Performance Series data for ELL, FRL and those with disabilities.  
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2c. Subgroup ELL Comparison Math                                                                                


Phoenix Advantage Charter School did not meet the standard for Subgroup ELL Comparison in 


math.  Based on the Performance Management Plan (PMP) and our current data, we continue to 


implement a sustained improvement plan for ELL students.  While meeting the SEI requirements 


teachers still provide ELL students with 90 minutes of math instruction which includes the 30 


minute workshop time.  Phoenix Advantage continues to serve ELL students with curriculum, 


instruction, assessment and professional development that increase ELL proficiency.  


Curriculum                                                                                                               


As stated in the PMP, the math curriculum was replaced and fully implemented during the 2010-


2011 school year which contributed to increased student growth.  Teachers continue to receive 


training and guidance on the revision and refinement of pacing guides and curriculum maps to 


fully implement the curriculum and ensure that performance objectives are being taught 


correctly.  During weekly grade level/data review team meetings, teachers meet with the 


administration.  Through the course of these committee meetings, recent observations and lesson 


plans are evaluated, reviewed and revised to ensure proper delivery of curriculum as presented 


during professional development workshops.  Students who need additional support are 


instructed using the Saxon supplemental curriculum for remediation, intervention or extension. 


ELL students also participate in daily after school tutoring sessions. Since after school tutoring 


isn’t required, teachers also provide instruction during the workshop small group section of the 


daily math lessons. The results of our most recent common benchmark assessment, Performance 


Series, show a steady progression of growth in ELL math student achievement in all grade 


levels.  The percentage of students meeting or exceeding the standard in math increased in all 


grade levels except 8
th


 grade where the number stayed exactly the same. Although 8
th


 grade did 


not increase the number of ELL students meeting or exceeding in math the scaled score gains 


show improvement overall. Further, the Arizona Department of Education determined that PACS 


successfully passed the AMAO District Determination (See graphic representations).  Growth is 


due to the intense training and fidelity of implementation of the Saxon math curriculum.   
 


Instruction 


The Arizona State Standards are monitored for proper and comprehensive integration with the 


use of Standard checklists. The principal formally and informally evaluates teachers in math. In 


keeping with our PMP agreement, the teacher indicates when students master a particular 


objective as measured by routine assessments.  Students who do not master concepts participate 


in weekly focus interventions.  Students then take the intervention assessments to ensure 


mastery.  The Curriculum Specialist provides weekly modeling and whisper coaching sessions as 


informal classroom observations to monitor for appropriate delivery and documentation of the 


Arizona State Standards.  The PMP illustrates the importance of practicing previously taught 


performance objectives to ensure mastery as evidenced by the standards based assessments.  


Assessment results and lesson plans are reviewed during the weekly grade level/data review 


team committee meetings.  During these meetings continuous data analysis and feedback occur 


among teachers, the school principal and the curriculum specialist.  Saxon is designed to ensure 


mastery through spiraled concept review.  Teachers deliver lessons in a manner which 


reintroduce students to material that has been previously taught.   As stated in the PMP, the 


additional 30 minute math workshop is also in effect for all SEI classrooms.  The workshop time 


allows teachers to work with students in a remedial setting  or to implement effective SEI 


strategies identified in each student’s plan.  These strategies are often highly engaging and help 







ELL students retain concepts.  As Wetzel states, “Active Participation – requiring active 


involvement in math activities motivates ESL students, engages them in the learning process, 


and helps them remember content easier” (http://suite101.com/article/teaching-strategies-in-math-for-


esl-students-a152018) .   Results from our Performance Series benchmark assessment provide 


teachers with a starting point.  Our weekly Achievement Series assessments are based on the 


Arizona State Standards and allow us to pinpoint student needs and incorporate them into our 


instruction as the year progresses.  The individualized instruction has contributed to increased 


student proficiency among our ELL population. 
 


Assessment 


Phoenix Advantage implements a comprehensive and formalized process to assess student 


performance and expectations for student learning.  PACS uses the Performance Series common 


formative assessment tool from Scantron and Saxon assessments to measure student performance 


and learning.  Monitoring and documentation occur on a weekly and quarterly basis with results 


from the various assessments. Our PMP explains how data is reviewed on a weekly and quarterly 


basis.  Each quarter students are assessed using our Performance Series assessment. The results 


from the Performance Series assessments and Saxon assessments are systematically analyzed by 


the grade level/data review team.  During the meeting, the team creates a five week focus plan 


using our Achievement Series assessment tool (a Scantron common benchmark assessment).  


Each week students are assessed using the focus assessment that is based on mini lessons which 


are delivered every day for an entire week.  The mini lesson is created due to a deficiency in 


mastery of a previously taught concept.  If mastery is shown on the assessment then a different 


focus is planned for the following week.  If mastery is not shown, the teacher will continue 


teaching the concept until mastery.  Teachers and students continue with this pattern until the 


new quarterly targets are chosen and the formalized process and cycle continues.  The 


Achievement Series assessment tool provides an abundance of information concerning each 


individual student which is then used to create Personalized Student Achievement Plans (PSAP).  


The PSAP is used to zero in on specific deficiencies with each individual student as well as 


provide additional opportunities for those who have mastered a concept.  Teachers use PSAPS to 


create groups for workshop time as well as provide information to interventionists concerning 


instructional order. Electronic assessments allow for immediate results so that remediation, 


intervention and extension can begin promptly.  Our assessment system has contributed to 


increased student proficiency among our ELL population. 
 


Professional Development 


PACS’ professional development plan is comprehensive and clearly defined with a focus on 


increased student growth.  Our formal professional development occurs on a monthly basis and 


follows the guidelines of the PMP and is aligned to student learning target areas in math. The 


topic of each monthly professional development session is based on the needs of both teacher 


and student as determined through weekly meetings and observations.  Presentations are 


delivered using SEI strategies to model their effectiveness.  Specific and ongoing professional 


development on the organization and running of our daily 30 minute math workshop, as stated in 


our PMP, has allowed our teachers to effectively provide students with review of past material as 


well as provide an opportunity for teachers and interventionists to work with small groups.  The 


above mentioned development tools have aided in the increase of student proficiency among our 


ELL population. 


 



http://suite101.com/article/teaching-strategies-in-math-for-esl-students-a152018

http://suite101.com/article/teaching-strategies-in-math-for-esl-students-a152018
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Scantron Benchmark Scores 


 


 


 


 


From https://www10.ade.az.gov/OELAS/DistrictDeterminationsSummary.aspx      


 


2012 Determinations Final  


EntityID 


District/Charter 


Holder 


Made 


Progress 
Reclassified 


ELL 


Subgroup 


Made AYP 


FY Determination 
FY Improvement 


Status  


4338 
Phoenix Advantage 


Charter School, Inc. 
Y Y Y Y None Details 


 


 


1700
1800
1900
2000
2100
2200
2300
2400
2500
2600
2700
2800


2 3 4 5 6 7 8


Phoenix Advantage Scaled Score Gains in Math 


Q1-Q3 (ELL POPULATION)   


Quarter 1


Quarter 3


0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90


100


2 3 4 5 6 7 8


Phoenix Advantage Percentage of students 


meeting or exceeding in Math  


Q1-Q3  


(ELL POPULATION)   


Quarter 1


Quarter 3



https://www10.ade.az.gov/OELAS/DistrictDeterminationsSummary.aspx

javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$Body$grdvDDSummary','Sort$EntityID')

javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$Body$grdvDDSummary','Sort$distname')

javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$Body$grdvDDSummary','Sort$distname')

javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$Body$grdvDDSummary','Sort$ImprovementStatus')

javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$Body$grdvDDSummary','Sort$ImprovementStatus')

javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$Body$grdvDDSummary','Details$0')





2c. Subgroup ELL Comparison Reading                                                                           


Phoenix Advantage Charter School did not meet the standard for Subgroup ELL Comparison in 


Reading.  Based on the Performance Management Plan (PMP) and our current data, we continue 


to implement a sustained improvement plan for ELL students.  As stated in the PMP, more than 


half of the student population lives in a home where  a language other than English spoken. 


Phoenix Advantage has adopted the mandatory technique of Structured English Immersion 


(SEI).  All Phoenix Advantage teachers are SEI certified. Due to the large number of ELL 


students, Phoenix Advantage operates 5 SEI classrooms. Many students in 2
nd


 grade as well as 


grades 5-8 are taught using Individual Language Learner Plans (ILLP) which fulfills the state 


requirement for smaller ELL populations. To meet the SEI requirements teachers are required to 


provide ELL students with 4 hours of English Language development.  Phoenix Advantage 


continues to serve ELL students with curriculum, instruction, assessment and professional 


development that contribute to increased ELL proficiency.  


Curriculum                                                                                                                
Several changes were made to the reading curriculum as it was found to not fully align to the 


state standards.  Curriculum maps were created and teachers began using the Open Court 


curriculum to aide in delivering the standards, yet not as the sole source of instruction.  The 


change in instruction has contributed to increased student growth.  As stated in the PMP, the 


Open Court reading curriculum has become more of a resource while Standard checklists allow 


teachers to make certain that performance objectives are being taught and revisited to ensure 


mastery.  Teachers continue to receive training and guidance on the revision and refinement of 


pacing guides and curriculum maps to fully implement the curriculum and ensure that 


performance objectives are being taught correctly.  During weekly grade level/data review team 


meetings, teachers meet with the administration.  Through the course of these committee 


meetings, recent observations and lesson plans are evaluated, reviewed and revised to ensure 


proper delivery of curriculum as presented during professional development workshops.  The 


results of our most recent Performance Series Reading data show a steady progression of growth, 


for the ELL population, in all grade levels.  The percentage of students meeting or exceeding the 


standard in reading increased in 2
nd


, 4
th


 and 6
th


 grade.  In 7
th


 grade the number of ELL students 


meeting or exceeding stayed exactly the same.  Although 3
rd


, 5
th


 and 8
th


 grade did not increase 


the number of ELL students meeting or exceeding, our scaled score gains show improvement 


overall. Further, the Arizona Department of Education determined that PACS successfully 


passed the AMAO District Determination (See graphic representations). The performance of our 


ELL population is due, in part, to the adoption of the mandatory use of the ELL Proficiency 


Standards as well as our English language development instruction and Discrete Skills Inventory.  


 Instruction 


The SEI classrooms provide a minimum of 4 hours of English language development.  Those 4 


hours are distinguished from other types of instruction.  The Arizona State Standards are 


monitored for proper and comprehensive integration with the use of Standard checklists. The 


principal formally and informally evaluates core teachers in reading. In addition to the Arizona 


State Standards, Arizona K-12 English Language Learner Proficiency Standards are monitored in 


each classroom with the use of Standard checklists. In keeping with our PMP agreement, the 


teacher is responsible for dating and indicating the percentage of students that have mastered a 


particular objective (as measured by routine assessments on the current lesson as well as weekly 


focus assessments aimed at reviewing material that was not mastered on previous assessments). 


The Curriculum Specialist provides weekly modeling and whisper coaching sessions to monitor 







for appropriate delivery and documentation of the Arizona K-12 English Language Learner 


Proficiency Standards and Discrete Skills Inventory.  The PMP illustrates the importance of 


practicing previously taught performance objectives to ensure mastery.  Our continuous review 


of the proper delivery of the Arizona K-12 ELL Proficiency Standards avoids the possibility of 


students losing mastery of the material.  Results from our Performance Series benchmark 


assessment provide teachers with a starting point.  For ELL, our weekly Achievement Series 


assessments are based on the K-12 ELL Proficiency Standards and allow us to pinpoint student 


needs and incorporate them into our instruction as the year progresses.  The individualized 


instruction has contributed to increased student proficiency of the ELL Standards among our 


ELL population. 


Assessment 


Monitoring and documentation of increases in ELL proficiency occur on a weekly and quarterly 


basis with results from various assessments including the AZELLA assessment.  Our PMP 


explains how data is reviewed on a weekly and quarterly basis.  The results from the 


Performance Series assessments, AZELLA, DIBELS and Open Court assessments are 


systematically analyzed by the grade level/data review team.  .  During the meeting the team 


creates a five week focus plan using our Achievement Series assessment tool.  Each week 


students are assessed using the focus assessment that is based on mini lessons which are 


delivered every day for an entire week.  The mini lesson is created due to a deficiency in mastery 


of a previously taught concept.  If mastery is shown on the assessment then a different focus is 


planned for the following week.  If mastery is not shown the teacher will continue teaching the 


concept the following week.  Teachers and students continue with that pattern until the new 


quarterly targets are chosen and the cycle continues. The Achievement Series assessment tool 


provides an abundance of information concerning each individual student which is then used to 


create Personalized Student Achievement Plans (PSAP).  The PSAP is used to zero in on specific 


deficiencies with each individual student as well as provide additional opportunities for those 


who have mastered a concept.  Teachers use PSAPS to create groups for workshop time as well 


as provide information to interventionists concerning instructional order. Electronic assessments 


allow for immediate results so that remediation, intervention and extension can begin promptly.  


The DIBELS assessment tool measures fluency and comprehension and is given to K-6th grade 


students three times a year.  The results are reviewed, discussed and charted on data walls.  


Teachers are required to progress monitor their students based on results.  Each classroom is also 


required to display data walls representing the data from DIBELS and Performance Series so that 


students take ownership of their progress. Our assessment system has contributed to increased 


student proficiency among our ELL population. 


Professional Development 


PACS’ professional development plan is comprehensive and clearly defined with a focus on 


increased student achievement and growth.  The plan follows the guidelines of the PMP.  The 


topic of each monthly professional development session is based on the needs of both teacher 


and student as determined through weekly meetings and observations.  It was decided that we 


must differentiate our trainings to meet individual needs, just as we do for our students.  


Presentations are delivered using SEI strategies to model their effectiveness.  Specific and 


ongoing professional development on the organization and running of our SEI classrooms has 


allowed our teachers to effectively provide students with review of past material as well as 


provide an opportunity for teachers and interventionists to work with small groups.   
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2c. Subgroup FRL Comparison Math   


Phoenix Advantage Charter School did not meet the standard for Subgroup FRL Comparison in 


math. More than 90% of our population qualifies for free and reduced lunch.  Based on the 


Performance Management Plan (PMP) and our current data, we continue to implement a 


sustained improvement plan for FRL students.  The plan includes evidence of increasing the 


percent of FRL students passing the state assessment in math.  Phoenix Advantage continues to 


serve FRL students through the implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased 


student proficiency, a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic Standards 


into instruction, a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency and a professional 


development plan that contributes to increased student proficiency.  


Curriculum 


As stated in the PMP, the math curriculum was replaced and fully implemented during the 2010-


2011 school year which contributed to increased student growth.  Teachers continue to receive 


training and guidance on the revision and refinement of pacing guides and curriculum maps to 


fully implement the curriculum and ensure that performance objectives are being taught 


correctly.  During weekly grade level/data review team meetings, teachers meet with the 


administration.  Through the course of these committee meetings, recent observations and lesson 


plans are evaluated, reviewed and revised to ensure proper delivery of curriculum as presented 


during professional development workshops.  Students who need additional support are 


instructed using the Saxon supplemental curriculum for remediation, intervention or extension. 


After replacement of the math curriculum our 2nd grade students showed the highest percentage 


of students meeting their 3rd quarter growth target in 2013.  The results of our most recent 


Performance Series math data show a steady gain, for FRL students, in scaled score averages 


among all grade levels.  The percentage of FRL students meeting or exceeding the standards also 


increased in all grade levels. This growth is due to the extensive training of the Saxon math 


curriculum.  


Instruction 


The Arizona State Standards are monitored for proper and comprehensive integration with the 


use of Standard checklists. The principal formally and informally evaluates core teachers in 


mathematics. In keeping with our PMP agreement, the teacher indicates when students master a 


particular objective as measured by routine assessments.  Those students who do not master 


concepts participate in weekly focus interventions.  Those students then take the intervention 


assessments to ensure mastery.  The Curriculum Specialist provides weekly modeling and 


whisper coaching sessions as informal classroom observations to monitor for appropriate 


delivery and documentation of the Arizona State Standards.  The PMP illustrates the importance 


of practicing previously taught performance objectives to ensure mastery as evidenced by the 


standards based assessments.  Results of these assessments and weekly lesson plans are reviewed 


during the weekly grade level/data review team committee meetings.  During these meetings 


continuous data analysis and feedback occur among teachers, the school principal and the 


curriculum specialist.  Saxon is designed to ensure mastery through spiraled concept review.  


Teachers deliver lessons in a manner which reintroduce students to material that has been 


previously taught.   The individualized instruction contributes to increased student proficiency 


among our FRL students. 







 


Assessment  


Phoenix Advantage implements a comprehensive and formalized process to assess student 


performance and expectations for student learning.  PACS uses the Performance Series common 


formative assessment tool from Scantron and Saxon assessments to measure student performance 


and learning.  Monitoring and documentation occur on a weekly and quarterly basis with results 


from the various assessments. Our PMP explains how data is reviewed on a weekly and quarterly 


basis.  Each quarter students are assessed using our Performance Series assessment. The results 


from the Performance Series assessments and Saxon assessments are systematically analyzed by 


the grade level/data review team.  During the meeting, the team creates a five week focus plan 


using our Achievement Series assessment tool (a Scantron common benchmark assessment).  


Each week students are assessed using the focus assessment that is based on mini lessons which 


are delivered every day for an entire week.  The mini lesson is created due to a deficiency in 


mastery of a previously taught concept.  If mastery is shown on the assessment then a different 


focus is planned for the following week.  If mastery is not shown, the teacher will continue 


teaching the concept until mastery.  Teachers and students continue with this pattern until the 


new quarterly targets are chosen and the formalized process and cycle continues.  The 


Achievement Series assessment tool provides an abundance of information concerning each 


individual student which is then used to create Personalized Student Achievement Plans (PSAP).  


The PSAP is used to zero in on specific deficiencies with each individual student as well as 


provide additional opportunities for those who have mastered a concept.  Teachers use PSAPS to 


create groups for workshop time as well as provide information to interventionists concerning 


instructional order. Electronic assessments allow for immediate results so that remediation, 


intervention and extension can begin promptly.  The data attached supports our assessment 


system and explains the positive growth in 2nd -8th grade.  Our assessment system has 


contributed to the marked increase in the percentage of student proficiency among our FRL 


students. 


 


Professional Development 


PACS’ professional development plan is comprehensive and clearly defined with a focus on 


increased student growth.  Our formal professional development occurs on a monthly basis and 


follows the guidelines of the PMP and is aligned to student learning target areas in math. The 


topic of each monthly professional development session is based on the needs of both teacher 


and student as determined through weekly meetings and observations.  As Ruby Payne research 


supports, middle class teachers often need additional training on the raising of awareness about 


class structure and poverty.    It was decided that we must differentiate our trainings to meet 


individual needs, just as we do for our students. Specific and ongoing professional development 


on the organization and running of our daily 30 minute math workshop, as stated in our PMP, 


has allowed our teachers to effectively provide students with review of past material as well as 


provide an opportunity for teachers and interventionists to work with small groups. All staff was 


trained with a Ruby Payne Institute trainer using Title IIa funding to support growth and 


achievement for our FRL students. The above mentioned strategies and assessment plans benefit 


all categories of students, including FRL. 


 







Graphic Representations 


FRL Scantron Benchmark Data 
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2c. Subgroup FRL Comparison Reading   


Phoenix Advantage Charter School did not meet the standard for Subgroup FRL Comparison in 


reading.  More than 90% of our population qualifies for free and reduced lunch.  Based on the 


Performance Management Plan (PMP) and our current data, we continue to implement a 


sustained improvement plan for FRL students.  The plan includes evidence of increasing the 


percent of FRL students passing the state assessment in reading.  Phoenix Advantage continues 


to serve FRL students curriculum, instruction, assessment and professional development that 


contributes to increased student proficiency.  


Curriculum 


Several changes were made to the reading curriculum as it was found to not fully align to the 


state standards.  Curriculum maps were created and teachers began using the Open Court 


curriculum to aide in delivering the standards, yet not as the sole source of instruction.  The 


change in instruction has contributed to increased student growth.  As stated in the PMP, the 


Open Court reading curriculum has become more of a resource while Standard checklists allow 


teachers to make certain that performance objectives are being taught and revisited to ensure 


mastery.  Teachers continue to receive training and guidance on the revision and refinement of 


pacing guides and curriculum maps to fully implement the curriculum and ensure that 


performance objectives are being taught correctly.  During weekly grade level/data review team 


meetings, teachers meet with the administration.  Through the course of these committee 


meetings, recent observations and lesson plans are evaluated, reviewed and revised to ensure 


proper delivery of curriculum as presented during professional development workshops.  The 


results of our most recent Performance Series reading data show a gain, for FRL students, in 


scaled score averages among all grade levels.  The percentage of FRL students meeting or 


exceeding the standards also increased in all grade levels with the exception of 5
th


 grade.  Our 


growth is due to the weekly interventions given to teachers and students.  Our current 5
th


 grade 


teachers as well as 26% of our 5
th


 grade students are brand new to our plan (see graphic 


representation). We continue with the interventions above to help both teachers and students.   


PACS administration demands the best from its team and provides support and leadership to 


make everyone succeed.  It is realistic that the first year teachers in 5
th


 grade need time, support 


and instruction to make the necessary growth and progress. 


Instruction 


The Arizona State Standards are monitored for proper and comprehensive integration with the 


use of Standard checklists. The principal formally and informally evaluates core teachers in 


reading. In keeping with our PMP agreement, the teacher indicates when students master a 


particular objective as measured by routine assessments.  Those students who do not master 


concepts participate in weekly focus interventions.  Those students then take the intervention 


assessments to ensure mastery.  The Curriculum Specialist provides weekly modeling and 


whisper coaching sessions as informal classroom observations to monitor for appropriate 


delivery and documentation of the Arizona State Standards.  The PMP illustrates the importance 


of practicing previously taught performance objectives to ensure mastery as evidenced by the 


standards based assessments.  Results of these assessments and weekly lesson plans are reviewed 


during the weekly grade level/data review team committee meetings.  During these meetings 


continuous data analysis and feedback occur among teachers, the school principal and the 


curriculum specialist.  The individualized instruction contributes to increased student proficiency 


among our FRL students. 
 


 







Assessment  
Phoenix Advantage implements a comprehensive and formalized process to assess student 


performance and expectations for student learning.  PACS uses the Performance Series common 


formative assessment tool from Scantron and Open Court assessments to measure student 


performance and learning. Monitoring and documentation of increases in student growth occur 


on a weekly and quarterly basis with results from the various assessments. Our PMP explains 


how data is reviewed on a weekly and quarterly basis with use of the curriculum maps that 


ensure alignment to the Arizona Academic Standards. Each quarter students are assessed using 


our Performance Series assessment. The results from the Performance Series assessments and 


Open Court assessments are systematically analyzed by the grade level/data review team. During 


the meeting, the team creates a five week focus plan using our Achievement Series assessment 


tool (a Scantron common benchmark assessment).  Students are assessed using the focus 


assessment that is based on mini lessons which are delivered every day for an entire week.  The 


mini lesson is created due to a deficiency in mastery of a previously taught concept. If mastery is 


shown on the assessment then a different focus is planned for the following week. If mastery is 


not shown, the teacher will continue teaching the concept until mastery. Teachers and students 


continue with that pattern until the new quarterly targets are chosen and the formalized process 


and cycle continues. The Achievement Series assessment tool provides an abundance of 


information concerning each individual student which is then used to create Personalized Student 


Achievement Plans (PSAP). The PSAP is used to zero in on specific deficiencies with each 


individual student as well as provide additional opportunities for those who have mastered a 


concept. Teachers use PSAPS to create groups for workshop time as well as provide information 


to interventionists concerning instructional order. Electronic assessments allow for immediate 


results so that remediation, intervention and extension can begin promptly.  The DIBELS 


assessment tool measures fluency and comprehension and is given to K-6th grade students three 


times a year. The results are reviewed, discussed and charted on data walls. Teachers are 


required to progress monitor students based on results. Each classroom is also required to display 


data walls representing the data from DIBELS and Performance Series so that students take 


ownership of their progress. Our assessment system has contributed to the marked increase in the 


percentage of student proficiency among our FRL students. 
 


Professional Development 


PACS’ professional development plan is comprehensive and clearly defined with a focus on 


increased student achievement and growth. Our formal professional development occurs on a 


monthly basis and follows the guidelines of the PMP and is aligned to student learning target 


areas in reading. The topic of each monthly professional development session is based on the 


needs of both teacher and student as determined through weekly meetings and observations.  


Specific and ongoing professional development on the organization and running of our daily 30 


minute reading workshop has allowed our teachers to effectively provide students with review of 


past material as well as provide an opportunity for teachers and interventionists to work with 


small groups. “Organizing students in heterogeneous cooperative learning groups at least once a 


week has a significant effect on learning” (Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001). Taken from 


http://www.netc.org/focus/strategies/coop.php. All staff has also been trained with a Ruby Payne Institute 


trainer, using Title IIa funding, to support growth and achievement for our FRL students. The 


above mentioned development tools have aided in the increase of student proficiency among 


FRL students.  


 



http://www.netc.org/focus/strategies/coop.php





Graphic Representations 


Reading Performance Series data for FRL students 
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2c. Subgroup SPED Comparison Reading   


Phoenix Advantage Charter School did not meet the standard for Subgroup SPED Comparison in 


reading.  Based on the Performance Management Plan (PMP) and our current data, we continue 


to implement a sustained improvement plan for SPED students.  The plan includes evidence of 


increasing the percent of SPED students passing the state assessment in reading.  Phoenix 


Advantage continues to serve SPED students with curriculum, instruction, assessment and 


professional development that contribute to increased student proficiency.  


Curriculum  


Several changes were made to the reading curriculum as it was found to not fully align to the 


state standards.  Curriculum maps were created and teachers began using the Open Court 


curriculum to aide in delivering the standards, yet not as the sole source of instruction.  The 


change in instruction has contributed to increased student growth.  As stated in the PMP, the 


Open Court reading curriculum has become more of a resource while Standard checklists allow 


teachers to make certain that performance objectives are being taught and revisited to ensure 


mastery.  Teachers continue to receive training and guidance on the revision and refinement of 


pacing guides and curriculum maps to fully implement the curriculum and ensure that 


performance objectives are being taught correctly.  During weekly grade level/data review team 


meetings, teachers meet with the administration.  Through the course of these committee 


meetings, recent observations and lesson plans are evaluated, reviewed and revised to ensure 


proper delivery of curriculum as presented during professional development workshops.  The 


results of our most recent Performance Series reading data, for our SPED population, show 


progress in the average scaled score gains across all grade levels except for 7
th


 grade.  Gains in 


the percentage of SPED students meeting or exceeding the standards were present in 2
nd


 and 8
th


 


grade.  This rise in proficiency is due to the weekly interventions and training of the reading 


curriculum.  


Instruction 


The Arizona State Standards are monitored for proper and comprehensive integration with the 


use of Standard checklists. The principal formally and informally evaluates core teachers in 


reading. In keeping with our PMP agreement, the teacher indicates when students master a 


particular objective as measured by routine assessments.  Those students who do not master 


concepts participate in weekly focus interventions.  Those students then take the intervention 


assessments to ensure mastery.  The Curriculum Specialist provides weekly modeling and 


whisper coaching sessions as informal classroom observations to monitor for appropriate 


delivery and documentation of the Arizona State Standards.  The PMP illustrates the importance 


of practicing previously taught performance objectives to ensure mastery as evidenced by the 


standards based assessments.  Results of these assessments and weekly lesson plans are reviewed 


during the weekly grade level/data review team committee meetings.  During these meetings 


continuous data analysis and feedback occur among teachers, the school principal and the 


curriculum specialist.  The information from assessment results are evaluated by the special 


education and regular education teachers so they can design assignments that are modified to 


meet each student’s individual needs.  PACS teachers attend scheduled IEP meetings and are in 


constant contact with the special education teacher.   The individualized instruction and teacher 


collaboration contribute to increased student proficiency. 


 


 







 


Assessment 


Phoenix Advantage implements a comprehensive and formalized process to assess student 


performance and expectations for student learning.  PACS uses the Performance Series common 


formative assessment tool from Scantron and Open Court assessments to measure student 


performance and learning.  Monitoring and documentation of increases in student growth occur 


on a weekly and quarterly basis with results from the various assessments. Our PMP explains 


how data is reviewed on a weekly and quarterly basis with use of the curriculum maps that 


ensure alignment to the Arizona Academic Standards.  Each quarter students are assessed using 


our Performance Series assessment. The results from the Performance Series assessments and 


Open Court assessments are systematically analyzed by the grade level/data review team.  


During the meeting, the team creates a five week focus plan using our Achievement Series 


assessment tool (a Scantron common benchmark assessment).  Each week students are assessed 


using the focus assessment that is based on mini lessons which are delivered every day for an 


entire week.  The mini lesson is created due to a deficiency in mastery of a previously taught 


concept.  If mastery is shown on the assessment then a different focus is planned for the 


following week.  If mastery is not shown, the teacher will continue teaching the concept until 


mastery.  Teachers and students continue with that pattern until the new quarterly targets are 


chosen and the formalized process and cycle continues.  The Achievement Series assessment tool 


provides an abundance of information concerning each individual student which is then used to 


create Personalized Student Achievement Plans (PSAP).  The PSAP is used to zero in on specific 


deficiencies with each individual student as well as provide additional opportunities for those 


who have mastered a concept.  Teachers use PSAPS to create groups for workshop time as well 


as provide information to interventionists concerning instructional order. Electronic assessments 


allow for immediate results so that remediation, intervention and extension can begin promptly.  


The DIBELS assessment tool measures fluency and comprehension and is given to K-6th grade 


students three times a year.  The results are reviewed, discussed and charted on data walls.  


Teachers are required to progress monitor their students based on results.  Each classroom is also 


required to display data walls representing the data from DIBELS and Performance Series so that 


students take ownership of their progress.  The MET team meets as outlined in each IEP for 


special education students.  During these meetings, assessment data is reviewed and analyzed to 


make decisions about instruction for the student.   


 


Professional Development 


PACS’ professional development plan is comprehensive and clearly defined with a focus on 


increased student achievement and growth.  Our formal professional development occurs on a 


monthly basis and follows the guidelines of the PMP and is aligned to student learning target 


areas in reading. The topic of each monthly professional development session is based on the 


needs of both teacher and student as determined through weekly meetings and observations.  


Specific and ongoing professional development on the organization and running of our daily 30 


minute reading workshop has allowed our teachers to effectively provide students with review of 


past material as well as provide an opportunity for teachers and interventionists to work with 


small groups.  According to http://nichcy.org/research/ee/math , “Systematic and explicit 


instruction, a detailed instructional approach in which teachers guide students through a defined 


instructional sequence. Within systematic and explicit instruction students learn to regularly 


apply strategies that effective learners use as a fundamental part of mastering concepts.”  



http://nichcy.org/research/ee/math





 


Graphic Representations         


Scantron reading data for SPED students. The graphs demonstrate improvement in student 


growth for our SPED population. 
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Phoenix Advantage Charter School 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress 2013  


Section 3: STATE ACCOUNTABILITY & OVERALL RATING 


Conclusion: 


 


3a. A-F Letter Grade State Accountability System and Overall Rating   


Phoenix Advantage Charter School received an overall rating that does not meet the standard as 


set by the Board. The PMP identified many of the challenges faced by Phoenix Advantage.  One 


such challenge is our high poverty rate, with more than 90% of our students receiving free and 


reduced lunch.  Phoenix Advantage is also a highly mobile community with only 63% of our 


students returning from last year.  We serve a large population of students whose home language 


is not English with more than 70% of those students not meeting the standard in reading.  Our 


high teacher turnover rate also creates a challenge.  Over 50% of our teachers are new to Phoenix 


Advantage this year and most are new to the profession.  A concerted effort is being made to 


maintain the exceptional teachers with stipends being offered to exemplary staff upon renewal 


for the coming year.  Retention of highly qualified exemplary staff help to ensure 


implementation of the PMP with fidelity.  The Performance Management Plan has been 


implemented and documentation of our progress has been maintained in our continuous efforts to 


improve student achievement.  The narrative documentation as well as data charts and graphs 


attached demonstrate pronounced improvement toward the academic performance expectations.  


To summarize our current plan as written in the Performance Management Plan: 


 Staff is receiving ongoing support and guidance through observations, coaching sessions 


and modeling to assure that performance objectives are being mastered 


 Teachers use standard checklists to assure appropriate coverage of standards 


 Phoenix Advantage has provided all classrooms with longer more challenging works than 


the current curriculum provides, using the text exemplars in Appendix B of the Common 


Core State Standards for ELA. 


 Teachers and administration attend weekly grade level meetings to review the appropriate 


assembly and delivery of lesson plans 


 Weekly grade level meetings are also used to review data and gather information to 


deliver differentiated professional development for staff 


 Weekly and quarterly standardized assessment data are used to focus instruction on each 


students individual needs (PSAPs) 


 Pre-service and monthly professional development is planned based on student data and 


teacher needs 


 The reading interventionists continue to offer services to all educationally disadvantaged 


students showing an increase in the number of students moving from approaching/FFB to 


meets/exceeds 


 







Additionally, PACS maximizes federal and state grants to implement research based programs 


per the PMP; such as additional computers, materials, books, professional development, etc. 


Phoenix Advantage is certain that the continued implementation of the Performance 


Management Plan will increase student growth and proficiency allowing targets to be met as 


described in the A-F Letter Grade Model. 
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Phoenix Advantage Charter School 


Performance Management Plan 2011 


Introduction: 


Phoenix Advantage Charter School is a single site charter school that serves 511 students in 


grade kindergarten through eighth grade.  The mission and goal of the school is to provide each 


student with the instruction necessary to allow him or her to be successful.  The vision of the 


school is to reach every student every day with a high quality, research based program of 


instruction that accounts for the needs of the individual and provides for those needs.   


 


The Phoenix Advantage curriculum is standards based and designed to engage students from 


diverse backgrounds and personal experiences.  The program monitors student progress 


extensively and uses this data to make the appropriate instructional decisions for all students. 


Phoenix Advantage is organized with a focus on student learning and achievement.  Students are 


required to attend school for an extended day and an extended school year.  While most Arizona 


Schools operate on a 184 day calendar, Phoenix Advantage students attend school for 192 days.  


The extra time that students attend school is used to learn higher level curriculum and to 


intervene when students are not able to master the required standards.  


 


The Phoenix Advantage model provides extensive professional development (15-20 days per 


year), curriculum and instructional guidance and support, executive management support, grants 


management and provides the award winning Paragon curriculum.  Paragon includes music, art, 


humanities, literature, philosophy, natural sciences, archeology, history, geography and more.  


Paragon prepares students for college and exposes them to a classical liberal arts education using 


cooperative learning, graphic organizers, Socratic discussion, role play and personal connection 


journaling. 


 


 


Students and Families 


The students at Phoenix Advantage face a variety of challenges evident in any population with a 


high poverty rate.  More than 90% of the population qualifies for free or reduced lunch.  More 


than half of the student population is identified as ELL. Students also face the challenges of a 


community that is highly mobile, with parents who are under a great deal of pressure to provide 


for their families. Often parents do not have the time or energy to devote to their students and the 


educational process that they know to be necessary for students to be successful.   


 


At the same time, families make extraordinary efforts to support their children.  Recently the 


school invited families to review data about their children and then the school provided them 


with the material for a simple game to help with mathematics fluency.  In interviews with 


students later, it was apparent that families found a way to work in the “game” that would help 


the student do well in math.  The administration and staff at Phoenix Advantage readily accept 


the challenge to meet the students where they are. 
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Teaching and Administrative Staff 


The school has a turnover rate of teaching staff that is consistent with the national trend in 


charter schools.  The current staff is characterized by a lack of teaching experience.  Currently 


the school has 24 classroom teachers, of which 7 are in their first year of teaching.  The school 


provides support through the administrative staff and a Curriculum Instructional Specialist.  


Teachers are provided training in research based instructional strategies, specific curriculum 


training, classroom management and effective use of data and assessments to make instructional 


decisions. 


 


In contrast to the instructional staff, the administrative staff is very experienced.  The leadership 


team has done extensive work in curriculum design, professional development design and 


delivery, assessment development, data analysis and classroom management.  Two of the 


leadership team have been school administrators and all of the team members had school 


leadership experience prior to coming to Phoenix Advantage Charter School (PACS). 


 


Phoenix Advantage has recognized that the staff is generally inexperienced and provides training 


prior to the school year and throughout the year in a focused, job embedded manner.  Phoenix 


Advantage provides a merit pay bonus to all instructional staff based on student achievement 


scores as measured by both the AIMS assessment and by Benchmark Galileo tests administered 


school wide on a quarterly basis as well as an anonymous parent survey. 


 


All instructional staff are trained in the use of data to make educational decisions and on the 


effective interpretation of the data that is collected from a wide variety of sources.  Data is 


collected and analyzed for all core subjects. 


 


All of the teachers at Phoenix Advantage Charter School are required to submit an Individualized 


Professional Development Plan (IPDP), based on their previous experience and professional 


goals for the year.  Each IPDP has three goals and each goal has an action plan with a timeline of 


completion and benchmarks along the way.  All teachers were asked to complete 2 professional 


readings, Fred Jones’ Tools for Teaching, and A Framework for Understanding Poverty by Ruby 


Payne.  Teachers have chapters they are responsible for monthly and written reflections are 


submitted to administration.  The third goal is chosen by the individual teacher and is reflective 


of his/her strengths and weaknesses in the classroom. 
 


 


Efforts in Literacy to Improve Student Achievement 


 


2006-2007 


In the 2006-2007 school year Phoenix Advantage Charter School (PACS) received an 


AZLEARNS label of Underperforming and did not make AYP.  The school began the Reading 


First program which resulted in changes to the literacy program in several ways.  All students in 


grades K-6 began benchmark DIBELS testing to determine and track reading fluency.  The 
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school also received the 21
st
 Century Learning Community Grant which provided funding for 


after school tutoring and enrichment programs. 


The Reading First Grant required some changes to literacy instruction at PACS.  New positions 


were created, including a Literacy Coach and a Reading Interventionist.  The Arizona 


Department of Education supported PACS with mandatory monthly professional development 


and site visits to monitor program implementation.  Small group instruction in grades K-3 was 


required and vertical team data meetings with grade levels were held weekly to identify student 


needs in literacy.  The core literacy program, Open Court, was not a new program to PACS but 


the requirement of the Reading First grant was that the program be taught with fidelity.  The 


emphasis for the administration at that time was to follow the program exactly.  While the 


program maintained that it was aligned to the Arizona State Academic standards, there was no 


attempt to verify this.  Teachers were required to teach the program as presented.   


Teachers in grades K-3 were given weekly goal sheets and required to progress monitor their 


students in reading fluency on a regular basis, usually each week.  This information was tracked 


and used for flexible grouping purposes so that students would receive additional support. 


K-3 students met or exceeded the state averages for each grade level in reading fluency as a 


result of Reading First.   Tutoring for all students was available after school through the 21
st
 


Century program but was not targeted or focused.  This element of the grant program was not the 


primary focus of the administration at the time.  Students in grades K-3 were very successful in 


improving their fluency.  However, for the 3
rd


 grade students, this did not translate into improved 


AIMS scores. 


2007-2008 


In January of 2007 the school began changing administration.  This continued through the 


remainder of the 2006-2007 school year.  The school failed to make AYP and was again 


identified as an underperforming school. 


In August of 2007 the site level administration was replaced and a new team, along with a 


number of classroom teachers, was brought in to address the issue.  After reviewing the school 


data for the last few years, it became apparent that the curriculum needed to be examined to 


determine if there were “holes” within the curriculum and to make sure that the teachers were 


aware of what was expected and required of them in terms of addressing the Arizona Academic 


Standards. The first task was to have grade level teachers begin creating a literacy curriculum 


map, linked to the Arizona State Standards.  This was done on the weekends during the month of 


September.   


It became apparent that there were significant gaps in the curriculum that would need to be 


addressed in the literacy program, especially grades 4 and 5.  Generally, the staff determined that 


there was not enough writing to effectively meet the needs of the students and that there would 
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need to be an emphasis on small group instruction and more focused content instruction to help 


the students improve. 


The administration required that the teachers submit lesson plans for literacy on a weekly basis 


and that the plans specifically identify the performance objectives that were being addressed by 


the teacher and the grade level.  The grade levels were given common planning time to allow for 


cooperative planning and the administration met with each grade level on a weekly basis to 


monitor the progress of the curriculum development, where necessary, and the development of 


student achievement within each class. 


The administration also continued to encourage the development of small group instruction as 


well as the implementation of the “Walk to Read” program that was based on the students’ 


DIBELS scores and allowed teachers to ability group students for literacy and provide more 


focused instruction for the students.   


With the extensive change in administration and instructional staff (all administrative staff and 


approximately one quarter of the instructional staff) the administration did extensive classroom 


observations to determine the effectiveness of both the instruction and the curriculum.  While 


there were holes identified in the curriculum, effective instruction became a more pressing issue.  


It became apparent as the year progressed that there would need to be additional staff changes 


made before the next school year. 


At the end of the 2007-2008 school year there was limited growth in student scores.  It was not 


possible at that time to determine whether the curriculum was a problem because of the 


instructional issues that had been identified.  The literacy curriculum was left in place but it was 


determined the curriculum maps should be refined over the summer using teachers and 


administrators. 


A group of teachers were recruited and they worked for 10 days during the summer to refine the 


curriculum maps.  In grades K-2 this was a very successful procedure.  In grades 3-5 the activity 


was helpful but not as successful as with the primary grades.  The middle school team struggled 


with their map because they were using a different core literacy program which, they felt, did not 


address the needs of the students as well as that which was being used in the primary and 


intermediate grades.   Overall, there was a general reliance on the text to provide the instructional 


focus rather than the performance objectives from the state standards. 


The gaps in the writing program were also identified by the mapping group and the team began 


putting together a writing program that would be used to supplement what was available to all 


teachers. 
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2008-2009 


2008-2009 was the last year of the Reading First grant.  The criticism for the program that was 


becoming an issue nationally was also apparent within the school.  Students who had been in the 


program but were now in a grade level that was not serviced by the program were not making the 


same progress that had been seen previously on the DIBELS scores.  It was also very clear that 


they were not moving forward as quickly as was needed in comprehension.  The school used the 


last of the Reading First grant to make sure that the supplemental and remedial materials for the 


core reading program were in place for those students who were eligible to receive Reading First 


support.  The school then purchased remedial materials for grades 4-5 to supplement the core 


reading program. 


Certain aspects of the Reading First program seemed to be producing better results than other 


portions and so the school then required that all teachers in grades K-6 implement those elements 


that seemed most effective.  This included small group instruction and careful monitoring with 


the DIBELS assessment tool.  The school also recognized that it would be necessary to put into 


place an assessment system that would allow teachers the opportunity to more effectively 


evaluate student comprehension.  The tools used during this school year (and previously) were 


primarily the comprehension assessments provided by the core literacy program.  These 


assessments, even when modified by the teacher, focused on the content of the story and failed to 


address the performance objective at a level that was sufficiently rigorous to effectively evaluate 


mastery. 


Grade level meetings continued during this time to evaluate student achievement and to monitor 


teacher instruction focused on the state standards.  During these meetings it became apparent to 


the administration that the teachers were not using a common vocabulary and that they did not 


necessarily have a professional learning community in place which would have helped them 


enrich the current curriculum.   


The school introduced the professional learning community (PLC) concept to the staff as a 


voluntary activity.  The teachers were given materials to work with that would aid them in 


expanding and supporting the curriculum and improve their instructional strategies.  They were 


required to meet regularly and to share ideas with their team and with other teachers. 


The school also expanded the class time allowed for literacy instruction from 90 minutes to 120 


minutes for all students.  The schedule was altered to allow for a 30 minute “Power Time” which 


was set aside for teachers to work with students struggling with a specific concept or idea.   


At the end of the school year the administration continued the process begun the year before of 


evaluating staff and replacing staff as needed.  A review of the AIMS scores at the end of the 


year continued to reflect little change.  Scores continued within a narrow band.  The school 


recognized the need for an assessment program beyond the DIBELS assessments and the 


formative and summative assessments provided by the text or created by the teachers.  The 
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school needed to implement a program that was more rigorous and was more closely aligned to 


the Arizona State Academic standards. 


2009-2010 


By the summer of 2009 the staff at PACS had changed significantly.  The current staff was 


young and had, for the most part, less than 3 years experience.  In evaluation of AIMS scores in 


comprehension of informational text for grades 6-8 the school recognized a specific need in 


literacy.  While the scores were not particularly low, they were not growing either.  There were 


two new language arts teachers and it was determined that a supplemental literacy program 


needed to be available.  The school reviewed a number of programs and determined that Read to 


Achieve provided the necessary student material and was structured in a way that would allow 


both teachers the best support while being more fully aligned to state standards.  This program 


was implemented in 2009-2010.  The teachers received direct professional development for the 


implementation of the program from the publisher. 


The school was also able to add interactive “SmartBoards” to most classrooms to allow teachers 


an additional instructional tool for literacy, vocabulary, modeling and other instructional needs.  


All teachers received professional development along with examples and modeling on how the 


boards could be used to support literacy in all grade levels and integrate technology further into 


the curriculum. 


The school continued to require small group instruction, the extended literacy time and 


implemented the use of the Galileo Assessment system for quarterly comprehensive benchmark 


assessments.  Full implementation of the benchmark system was completed by the end of the 


first semester.  However, even as implementation was going on, the school was meeting at grade 


levels to discuss the data from the assessments.   


During these meetings two things became apparent.  The first was that the literacy program was 


not an easy program for new, inexperienced teachers to use and second that the program, as 


structured, was not providing the rigor that was needed to assure mastery.  In the spring of 2010 


the administrative team attended a workshop presented by the Arizona Charter School 


Association in which the Arizona Growth Model was made available.  This information 


confirmed what the school had been seeing.   


Several conclusions were reached.  The first was that the core curriculum would need to be 


supported differently (since it could not be replaced due to budget cuts).  The second was that the 


school now had a tool in Galileo that would provide adequate data to help teachers more 


effectively plan instruction but that the inexperience of the teachers would necessitate extensive 


support throughout the course of the year.   
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At the end of the year it also became apparent that while the Read to Achieve program should 


have been a benefit to students, the implementation did not appear to be as direct and fluid as had 


been assumed. 


With a drop in the AIMS scores for the 2009-2010 school year, the school determined that the 


staff would need additional support in the effective use of the data now available to them and 


would need help in effectively tracking the success of individual students to assure the success of 


all. 


2010-2011 


With that in mind the school made several changes to support the literacy curriculum.  Each 


teacher began the year by creating a “Personal Student Achievement Plan” for each student in his 


or her classroom.  This plan was based on the student’s scores from several different data sources 


from the year before.  Teachers were required to create goals for students with action plans based 


on these scores.  This allowed teachers to be able to identify which students would need 


additional support in literacy (as well as math and writing). 


Teachers were also provided with a “Standards Checklist” for literacy.  This was a list of all of 


the performance objectives with a series of columns for the teacher to indicate when the 


performance objective had been addressed in class.  This checklist served several purposes.   


First, it allowed teachers to focus on the performance objectives on a daily and weekly basis, 


rather than the objectives that were being presented in the text.  It also allowed them to resurface 


previously learned materials by constantly having all performance objectives before them.  The 


checklists were also used to create the weekly and monthly assessments that were required to be 


created using the Galileo tool and administered to all students in the grade level. 


Because data was now directly tied to performance objectives rather than content within the 


program, the data became more meaningful for instructional decisions.  Teachers met with the 


administration on a weekly basis to review the data student by student and to make the necessary 


changes in instruction.  This information was also used by teachers to create the small groups 


within their classrooms for re-teaching and, in conjunction with the administration, to determine 


students in need of tutoring before and after school. 


All student benchmark data was posted and maintained in a central location by the teachers for 


immediate reference and review by both the teachers and administration.  These “data walls” 


were also used during the weekly grade level meeting to review student progress and teacher 


effectiveness.   


Once it was determined that the curriculum could be used as a resource to teach the performance 


objectives and not as the sole source of information and instruction, teachers became more 
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effective and student achievement rose in a very positive manner.  Every tested grade level 


showed strong growth using the AIMS scores for the 2010-2011 school year. 


Curricular Efforts Math 


2006-2007 


During the 2006-2007 school year the school was using an older version of Saxon Math as the 


core curriculum.  This program had been in place for several years.  The school was not making 


AYP and had been determined to be Underperforming.  The administration at the time 


determined that the version of Saxon then in use was too limiting and did not allow for the 


growth of the students. 


 


2007-2008 


The core curriculum was changed to SRA Real Math for grades K-5 and SRA Impact Math for 


grades 6-8.  The first year of implementation of this program was 2007-2008.  During this year 


the administration of the school was changed dramatically. 


The intent of the new math program was to allow the students to be more interactive with the 


math concepts.  The program was designed to be less direct instruction than was the case with 


Saxon.  The new program provided both enrichment and remediation while allowing the teacher 


much more flexibility in the determination of the instructional approaches to use.   


2008-2009 


During the summer of 2008 the curriculum maps during the 2007-2008 school year were revised 


and refined.  A group of teachers were brought in to work in vertical teams to map the new 


curriculum and ensure that all standards were being addressed in an appropriate manner and 


within the correct time frame.  Any areas that were not being adequately addressed were then 


identified and support material developed. 


As with literacy, the most effective vertical team proved to be the primary team.  The 


intermediate team was able to provide good insight and the middle school team determined that 


they would need to support the curriculum more fully than had been the case during the first 


year. 


During the 2008-2009 school year the teachers received professional development in 


instructional strategies and in effective use of the materials within the newly adopted core math 


curriculum.  Teachers struggled with the intervention materials and enrichment materials.  The 


assessment data used for evaluation of student progress was primarily those assessments created 


by the publisher and directly connected to the program.  It was determined that these assessments 


would continue to be used throughout the year to encourage fidelity to the program allowing for 
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an accurate determination of the effectiveness of the new program and the teachers’ use of the 


program. 


At the end of the 2008-2009 school year the AIMS results were mixed.  Several grades showed 


improvement while several remained basically at the same level.  The administration determined 


that additional support would be needed for both the remediation and the enrichment portions of 


the program and that manipulatives should be added to the general program to help teachers 


present the basic concepts. 


2009-2010 


Beginning in 2009-2010 teachers were provided with a range of manipulatives to support the 


instruction of basic math concepts.  Teachers were trained in the use of these tools.  In addition, 


teachers were required to post the performance objectives for each lesson on their boards, in a 


student friendly manner, to help students understand the basic concepts they were to be learning. 


To support the new math strategies the math class period was extended from 60 minutes daily to 


90 minutes daily.  The extended time was designed to provide the teachers at least 30 minutes 


each day to do small group instruction with the students, providing additional support or 


enrichment for all students. 


As with literacy, teachers were required to submit lesson plans with the performance objectives 


from the Arizona State Academic Standards listed on a weekly basis.  Teachers were provided 


with the revised standards when they were implemented by the state and were required to use 


these new standards. 


During this school year the Galileo assessment system was implemented for math (as well as 


literacy.)  Teachers were trained in creating formative assessments and the school implemented 


quarterly benchmark assessments school-wide.   


Following each assessment, teachers met with the administration and reviewed individual student 


data.  The progress, or lack of progress was then addressed and students were then grouped for 


small group instruction or tutoring as needed.  During the 3
rd


 benchmark assessment the school 


noticed a drop in the math scores for several grade levels.  This included content in which 


students had demonstrated mastery during the first semester.  When the teachers were asked 


about this drop, it became apparent that the curriculum did not lend itself well to scaffolding of 


information and did not revisit previously learned materials with any regularity or purpose.  It 


was left to the teacher to resurface previous learning and review mastered material.  It became 


apparent to the administration that this was something that was happening with the more 


experienced teachers but was a challenge for the less experienced ones.   


Each grade level created a review schedule to resurface previously learned material but the 


resulting scores indicated that both the students and the teachers struggled with this.  
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Using the growth model information available through the Arizona Charter School Association, 


and by researching with other schools that were using the same math program, it became 


apparent that while the SRA math programs allowed teachers a great deal of flexibility, it made 


assumptions about the experience level of the instructors using the program that were not 


necessarily appropriate for PACS at this time. 


2010-2011 


The school began to immediately evaluate alternative programs for adoption and implementation 


during the 2010-2011 school year.  The program that was determined to best meet the needs of 


the school was the revised version of Saxon Math.  This program required more direct instruction 


and had a component that reviewed previously taught material on a regular basis. 


The program was adopted and implemented for the 2010-2011 school year.  The administration 


was aware that when the school had changed math programs in 2007 there had been a slight drop 


in overall test scores.  That was not acceptable especially in light of the drop in scores during the 


2009-2010 school year.   


To prevent a reoccurrence of that drop the school implemented several programs to support both 


the students and the teachers. 


First, the teachers received extensive training in the correct implementation of the Saxon math 


program, including training prior to the start of the year as well as on-going training throughout 


the year both from the school staff and the Saxon representatives.   


Next, teachers were required to administer the Saxon assessments but were also required to 


administer grade level monthly assessments using the Galileo system to assure that the students 


were mastering the state academic standards.  The school also administered school wide bench 


mark assessments five times during the school year.   


Following each of the monthly and benchmark assessments, teachers met with the administration 


to review the data and determine, at a student level, what additional instruction, remediation or 


tutoring needed to occur. 


In December it was determined that a portion of 8
th


 grade was struggling with the level of Saxon 


appropriate for their grade and that a portion was more advanced.  Students were presented with 


adjusted curriculum to address their needs at this time.  The performance objectives continued to 


be addressed but the adjustment in the level of difficulty occurred too late in the school year to 


help the students overcome the deficiencies and frustrations that had occurred to the extent that 


was apparent at other grade levels.  PACS made AYP in every grade level except 8
th


 grade. 
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Integration of Arizona State Standards to Improve Student Achievement. 


The information presented here was done for all subjects.  This specifically includes both literacy 


and math.  The school has adopted a new math curriculum but has continued to implement all of 


the efforts listed here. 


During the 2006-2007 school year there is no indication of specific, directed efforts to integrate 


the Arizona State Academic Standards into the curriculum that existed.  Lesson plans were not 


required.  Both the core literacy and core math programs did align to state standards generally 


but there was no obvious oversight on the part of the school to assure that instruction and 


assessment was directed at the state standards. 


As has been mentioned previously, beginning in January of 2007 there was a change in 


administration within the school.  This change culminated with a new building administrator in 


August of 2007.  Beginning with the first Saturday in September the administration and 


instructional staff began the process of aligning the curriculum directly to the Arizona State 


Academic Standards.  Each grade level was required to go through each unit in math and literacy 


and determine which performance objectives were explicitly taught in that unit.  The team then 


identified which performance objectives were omitted and would need supplemental materials. 


Teachers were required to turn in lesson plans on a weekly basis that identified the performance 


objectives that were being addressed for the week in both literacy and math.  These lessons were 


reviewed by the administration and were discussed with the grade level teachers in weekly grade 


level meetings.  Since many of the teachers had not been required to do this in the past, the 


teachers were provided with a template for the lesson plan. The teachers were also required to 


post their weekly performance objectives in their classrooms using student friendly terms.  These 


were reviewed by the administration in both walk-through and formal observations. 


The mapping activity that occurred during the school year was designed to align the curriculum 


and state standards and to require the teachers to address the performance objectives.  To refine 


this map, the school used the summer of 2008 and brought together vertical teams of teachers 


representing all grade levels to make a more detailed map of the curriculum aligned to the 


standards and to create specific pacing guides to be used by each grade level. 


During the 2008-2009 school year the requirement of weekly lesson plans along with extensive 


formal and informal teacher evaluations continued.  Teachers and administration continued to 


meet on a weekly basis to review both the lesson plans and student progress.  As a result of these 


observations and meetings, some of the instructional staff were not offered positions for the 


following year. 


During the observations it became apparent to the administration that a more formal assessment 


plan needed to be in place that was directly aligned to state standards and was not driven by the 


content of the program in use. 
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During the 2009-2010 school year the school employed a number of young, inexperienced 


teachers and adopted the Galileo assessment program to use for benchmark assessments 


throughout the year.   


The school continued to require weekly lesson plans, weekly grade level meetings, formal and 


informal teacher observations, posting of objectives in student friendly format and a posting of 


monthly and quarterly assessment calendars along with the results of the assessments.   


Because of the level of experience of the staff, the school added individual teacher meetings to 


the weekly grade level meetings to support teachers in addressing the state standards and not just 


the content within the core curricular texts.   


At the end of the school year the school did not see the increase in the AIMS scores that had 


been expected.  In interviews with teachers and extensive review of the data the school 


implemented several additional steps for the 2010-2011 school year. 


All of the pieces previously adopted to assure that the Arizona State Academic Standards were 


being addressed remained in place including: 


 Weekly lesson plans identifying the performance objectives 


 Weekly grade level meetings 


 Posting of objectives by all teachers 


 Formal and informal classroom observations 


 Expanded assessment calendar 


 


Beginning with the 2010-2011 school year, the administration required that each teacher create 


and maintain a “Personal Student Academic Program” form for all students in his/her classroom.  


This form would track student growth on benchmark assessments and would allow the teacher 


and student to set individual goals.  These goals were based on state performance objectives and 


identified student needs. 


The weekly grade level meetings included a review of the most recent formative or summative 


data.  This data was from assessments generated using the Galileo system item bank, which is 


directly taken from the state academic performance objectives and not from a given text or 


curriculum.  This assessment change mandated that teachers be actively engaged in teaching the 


standards and not just the content of the text. 


This data was also used to create small group instruction and to identify students to be supported 


by tutoring.  The assessment system allowed the teacher and the administration to identify by 


performance objective what an individual student had mastered and what still needed to be 


taught, remediated or tutored.  All teachers were given this information for monthly and 


quarterly assessments.  Teachers also used this system to create formative weekly assessments 
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that included previously taught performance objectives and they had the same information 


available for these assessments. 


Each student in the school was tracked on the data walls where all monthly and benchmark 


assessments were posted and student growth was indicated.  Student scores were monitored and 


discussed with teachers in weekly meetings.  In addition to the benchmark data scores, the data 


walls reflect additional services and support students receive.  All of the assessments were based 


on performance objectives rather than specific text content. 


Math Documentation of student proficiency in Mathematics (Assessments) 


During the 2006-2007 school year the PACS was using an older version of Saxon math as the 


core curriculum.  The curriculum provided assessments for teacher use.  These were the primary 


sources for grade levels to determine student proficiency in mastering the math concepts.   At the 


end of this year the determination was made to change the core curriculum for the 2007-2008 


school year. 


As was noted earlier, beginning with the 2007 school year, there was a concerted effort to align 


the curriculum to the Arizona State Standards through mapping, required lesson planning, 


teacher observations and weekly grade level meetings.  These weekly meetings were also used to 


discuss student proficiency based on the assessments provided by the core text.  Teachers were 


required to create formative assessments and to use the summative assessments provided by the 


publisher.  Student data was then used to determine small group activities and which students 


were in need of tutoring. 


Beginning in January of 2008 the tutoring program was expanded to include more students to 


provide additional support for all grade levels.  The AIMS scores for this year remained as 


basically “flat” for all grade levels.  This was not completely unexpected with the introduction of 


a new curriculum and the first serious efforts to align the curriculum to the state standards. 


In the 2008-2009 school year an additional 30 minutes each day was set aside to allow teachers 


to work with students in a remedial or enrichment setting.  This time would be in addition to all 


tutoring that occurred before or after school.   


Weekly grade level meetings to review student progress and monitor both the curriculum 


implementation and data continued throughout the year.  Extensive classroom observations also 


continued.  At the end of the year the school continued to be a “Performing” school but it was 


also apparent that some instructors were not moving students effectively or were reluctant to 


adjust to the increased accountability and monitoring.  It was also determined that an additional 


assessment other than the system provided by the core text would be needed to adequately assess 


student progress towards mastery of the state standards.   
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As a result, the school did not retain some veteran staff members and adopted the Galileo 


Assessment System to be used for all benchmark testing during the 2009-2010 school year.  


Implementation of the assessment system began in October of 2009 with 4 benchmark 


assessments given throughout the year.  Following each benchmark assessment data for each 


instructor was posted on the data walls and discussed with the administration.  


Weekly grade level meetings continued through the year with a focus on student proficiency and 


the data that was being generated.  It was during these discussions, especially with newer staff 


that a weakness in the math curriculum was identified.  The school also became aware of the 


need to assess students on the state standards more frequently than the quarterly benchmarks that 


were administered.  As the staff became more familiar with the capacity of the assessment 


system, it was determined that for the 2010-2011 school year grade levels would conduct 


common monthly assessments generated using the Galileo assessment test bank to assure that 


students were being assessed based on the state standards accurately.  It was also determined that 


the “data walls” would be used to track data on all students individually rather than as an entire 


class.  This would allow teachers to more accurately determine small group instruction needed 


and who to recommend for additional tutoring. 


Following the AIMS test in 2010 and using the data on student growth provided by the Arizona 


Charter School Association, the school determined that a change in curriculum was also needed.  


The revised Saxon program was adopted to begin in the 2010-2011 school year. 


For the 2010-2011 school year, students were monitored with weekly Saxon assessments over 


the lessons that were taught and were given monthly grade level assessments based entirely on 


the state standards.  These assessments were generated using the Galileo test bank of items 


specifically designed for individual performance objectives.  Teachers were then provided with 


data that indicated which performance objectives were mastered and which needed additional 


instruction.  This data was provided to the teachers for the entire class and for each student.   


Individual student data was also tracked on the “Personal Student Academic Plan” that the 


teachers created for each student and on the “data walls”.  Teachers updated this information on 


a monthly basis and following each of the five benchmark assessments given.  During weekly 


grade level meetings data and student proficiency were addressed, small group instruction 


planned and students in need of additional support were identified.   


Because the data was tracked by individual student, the school was able to provide very specific 


information to parents.  This significantly increased the level of parent engagement for the 


school and allowed families to become more actively involved in the education of their students 


through simple activities provided by the school to address the identified needs of their student.   


The preliminary AIMS data indicates a significant improvement in math scores. 
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Documentation of Student Proficiency in Reading   


During the school year 2006-2007 the primary method of monitoring and documenting student 


achievement in literacy was through the use of the assessments provided in the core programs, 


which were primarily content specific. Teachers also used the DIBELS assessment for grades K-


6 and the AIMS tests for grades 3-8.   


Beginning in 2007-2008 and continuing through 2008-2009 the literacy curriculum was aligned 


to the state standards but the assessment program remained the same.  Student proficiency 


towards mastery of the state standards was based on text generated assessments, DIBELS testing 


in grades K-6 and AIMS.   


To insure that instruction and student proficiency was focused on state standards each grade level 


created a curriculum map to align the core text, met with administration on a weekly basis, were 


required to submit lesson plans including the performance objectives to be taught and the method 


of assessing the objectives. Extensive classroom observations were done by the administrative 


team. 


During this time data was collected using the DIBELS program in two forms.  Each student was 


progress monitored based on the student’s most recent benchmark test.  Students who were 


considered significantly below grade level were monitored on a weekly basis.  Those that were 


moderately below grade level were monitored every two weeks and those that were at or above 


grade level were monitored monthly.  In addition, students were given benchmark assessments at 


the beginning of each year, again in December and at the end of the year.   


The results of these assessments indicated that the students were performing and progressing at a 


rate that was at, or even slightly above, the state average.  However, this was not reflected in the 


AIMS test results.  This assessment remained primarily flat.  


Beginning with the 2009-2010 school year, the school implemented the Galileo assessment 


program to more closely monitor the student progress and proficiency in state academic 


standards.  This program allowed the teachers to identify which performance objectives were 


mastered and which needed additional work.   


Weekly grade level meetings continued and focused on student proficiency through the data 


provided through the Galileo benchmark assessments and the monthly assessments that were 


teacher generated from the material presented.  The Galileo data was also posted on the “data 


walls” and was discussed during the weekly grade level meetings with the administration and 


instructional staff. 


The school evaluated grades 6-8 for reading proficiencies.  The assessment indicated a need by 


some of the students for a direct instructional remediation.  A support text was identified and 


implemented during the year to meet the needs of these students.  The school continued to use 
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the unit assessments from the core text and DIBELS progress monitoring, as well as benchmark 


assessments for all grades.  This data was shared with the teachers and administration and was 


used to make instructional decisions as well as for the formation of “Walk to Read” groupings 


and tutoring recommendations.  This information was also provided to the reading 


interventionists to determine which students were in need of the intensive support. 


The AIMS results for the 2009-2010 school year in reading remained basically flat again.   


A careful review of the data along with extensive classroom observations and discussions with 


teachers led to the conclusion that the school was doing a good job of evaluating the level of 


fluency for all students but that the skills and strategies for extensive comprehension needed to 


be more carefully assessed.   


Beginning with the 2010-2011 school year each student was assessed for fluency using either the 


DIBELS assessment or the reading inventory for 7
th


 and 8
th


 grade.  In addition all students were 


assessed monthly using the Galileo assessment test bank.  These monthly assessments were 


given to the entire grade level at the same time in a formal testing environment.  This data was 


then posted on the “data walls” by student and the student’s mastery was tracked throughout the 


year.   


All students were assessed on 5 benchmark assessments during the year using the Galileo 


assessment tool.  These were formal testing days for the entire school.  This data was posted and 


tracked. 


Weekly grade level meetings continued and were used to focus on the data of student proficiency 


and the necessary adjustments to instruction to assure mastery for the students.  Students were 


also assessed using the unit assessments from the core curriculum but with less emphasis than in 


previous years. 


Because the data was now specific and timely, the information was used to identify students for 


tutoring, provide the tutors with specific performance objectives that needed to be addressed and 


to provide families with specific information and suggestions for supporting their students to 


increase the student’s level of proficiency and achievement. 


Based on the preliminary AIMS data for the school this approach has been very successful.  All 


grade levels have shown growth and in all but one the growth was significant.   


Professional development plan Math 


During the 2006-2007 school year, the core curriculum for math was an older version of Saxon 


math.  The instructional staff was familiar with this material.  Professional development was 


limited to several days of presentation at the beginning of the year to review the format of the 


“Saxon lesson.”  This approach changed during the 2007-2008 school year with the change in 


administration. 
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During that year (2007-2008) the teachers still received professional development at the 


beginning of the year, but the core curriculum was changed from the older Saxon math program 


to Real Math and Impact Math.  The professional development at the beginning of the year was 


much more thorough and intense to help teachers make the transition to the new program.  This 


training included not only the core curriculum but an introduction to the remediation elements 


available in the program. 


The school also presented 4 days of professional development to help the teachers align the 


curriculum to the Arizona State Academic Standards.  These days were presented in September 


on 4 consecutive weekends.  The staff was given tools to help them align their lessons and to 


become familiar with the state standards and where in the curriculum the standards would be 


addressed.  It also helped the staff determine what areas in the state standards would need 


additional support.  This professional development would continue during the summer following 


this school year. 


The administration also determined, through classroom observations that each grade level had 


significantly different needs for professional development in classroom instructional strategies 


for both math and literacy as well as understanding student data.  To address this need, the 


administration met with the grade levels on a weekly basis and provided job-embedded 


professional development for the grade level during those meetings.  This approach continues 


through the 2010-2011 school year. 


After reviewing the school level data for the 2007-2008 school year, the school determined that 


additional math instructional time would be beneficial to all students.   


This additional time would be in the form of a “math workshop” for 30 minutes each day.  In 


order to make this time most effective the school provided professional development in small 


group instruction for math during the 2008-2009 school year.  This professional development 


was in addition to the professional development provided prior to the beginning of the year in the 


use of the core curriculum for all new teachers and the use of enrichment materials for all 


teachers (new and returning).  The administration also continued to meet with grade level teams 


to review student data and to provide professional development for instructional strategies based 


on teacher need as determined through classroom observations and student achievement results. 


In the 2009-2010 school year, the instructional staff continued to receive professional 


development in the use of the curriculum during pre-service.  In addition, a full day of 


professional development was devoted to the effective use of manipulatives in math instruction 


and in small group instruction.  A second day of professional development was devoted to the 


use of the enrichment tools available in the math curriculum, especially the “games” that were 


part of this enrichment.  This professional development was to help teachers gain a better 


understanding of alternative ways of assessing student understanding and of engaging students in 


mastering complex concepts by providing alternative learning opportunities.  The school had 
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noted over the previous several years that the AIMS scores had remained basically flat.  It was 


also determined during the weekly grade level meetings that the program did not have a built in 


“scaffolding” of materials to help teachers resurface previously taught material.  This recognition 


caused two things to happen.   


The first was the need to provide teachers with professional development in how to create this 


resurfacing within their lessons.  This was done in January of 2010.  The second was to begin 


examining other text publishers which might lend themselves to this scaffolding of learning more 


easily for younger, less experienced teachers. 


The school also provided the staff with 3 ½ days of professional development using outside 


consultants.  The focus of these days was on student engagement strategies.  These days focused 


on engaging students in math and literacy.   


The school adopted a new core curriculum in 2010-2011.  As a result there was increased 


professional development for all staff to effectively implement this curriculum.  During pre-


service staff were trained for two days on the basic format of the revised Saxon program.  An 


additional day of training was provided a month after school had begun as a follow-up to the 


initial training.  All of this training was done by Saxon representatives.  Saxon also assigned a 


representative to the school who met with the administration and did classroom observations on a 


quarterly basis and provided professional development for teachers on an individual basis 


according to what was observed by the representative from Saxon or by the school 


administration. 


The school continued to conduct weekly grade level meetings to review student data and provide 


professional development for teachers on an individual basis.  The school provided a 


professional development day on small group instruction based on student data as well as having 


the Saxon representative model lessons in several grade levels to allow teachers to see how the 


lessons could be most effectively presented. 


The weekly grade level meetings also continued to review student data.  These meetings always 


consisted of the teachers involved and at least one administrator.  Teachers were also required to 


update the “data wall” in the data room with the most current math and literacy data following 


each grade level monthly assessment.  This data was then used by the administration to 


determine what additional professional development might be necessary or helpful for the 


individual teachers or the grade levels.   


This allowed for the differentiation of professional development during each of the monthly 


professional development days scheduled throughout the year.  The administration and the 


teachers were able to effectively focus on specific needs and address those needs in a manner 


that had an immediate impact within the classroom. 
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The results of this approach to the new curriculum were evident in the increases in AIMS scores 


for all students when compared to the same students from the previous year and also were a 


strong indication that this approach was most beneficial to new and less experienced teachers 


within a grade level. 


Professional development literacy 


During the 2006-2007 school year the school was participating in the Reading First program for 


the 1st year.  The Reading First grant required monthly professional development for all K-3 


teachers.  The school had a reading coach.  This person created and presented professional 


development to the K-3 staff in the use of the core curriculum with fidelity and the proper use of 


the DIBELS assessment program.  The school also created a literacy block of 120 minutes.   


As noted previously, the school made significant changes in the administrative staff beginning 


with the 2007-2008 school year.  The administration held four full PD days in September on the 


weekends for the entire staff to align the curriculum with the Arizona State Academic Standards.  


The purpose of this alignment was twofold.  First, to make sure that the staff was aware of the 


state standards and were teaching those concepts and second to identify any areas within the state 


standards that might not be addressed by the core text.  Several areas in literacy were identified. 


The school employed a reading interventionist to work with students in grades K-3 as required 


by the Reading First grant.  Both the Reading Coach and the Reading Interventionist worked 


with students and with teachers.  Work with teachers included job embedded professional 


development in the effective use of the core curriculum and in effective strategies for small 


group instruction.   


Both the Reading Coach and the Reading Interventionist continued to work with both students 


and teachers through the 2010-2011 school year.  The school ended its participation in the 


Reading First grant with 2008-2009 school year.  This allowed the school to use the Reading 


Coach and Reading Interventionist across all grade levels.  The job embedded professional 


development for small group instruction and effective literacy instruction occurred at all grade 


levels beginning in 2009 and continued through the current school year. 


In the 2008-2009 school year the school determined that the staff needed additional support in 


the writing instruction.  A Six-Traits writing curriculum was developed and professional 


development was provided to all staff members in presenting the six traits to students and the 


inclusion of the teaching of writing across the curriculum.   


A significant portion of the school’s population is ELL learners and more than 90% of the 


population qualify for free and reduced lunches.  The school determined that there is a significant 


overlap in language acquisition issues for these two groups.  The school then brought in state 


certified SEI trainers and provided all instructional and administrative staff with the full 90 hours 


of SEI training to increase the effectiveness of instruction especially as it impacted on literacy. 
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During this school year and the following summer, the administrative staff and several teachers 


received extensive training with Dr. Ruby Payne on the impacts of poverty on students in school.  


The administration and teachers then provided several professional development days of training 


on effectively instructing students who live in generational poverty.  The primary focus of these 


PD days was on language instruction and effectively increasing student literacy through 


vocabulary development and use of graphic organizers. 


Beginning in the 2009-2010 school year, teachers continued to receive training in effective 


literacy instruction.  Professional development included the use of “grammar walls” for all 


classrooms and school-wide usage of the same strategies for the instruction of vocabulary.   


The school also brought in external consultants who provided 3 ½ days of professional 


development on effective student engagement strategies focusing on literacy and math.  In 


addition, the school brought in a consultant to provide specific literacy professional development 


for the 6
th


-8
th


 grade teachers.  This was done to address the identified need of the students in the 


older grades who had not been part of the Reading First program and who lacked some basic 


strategies in addressing certain types of literature. 


During the 2010-2011 school year the school continued to use the Reading Coach and Reading 


Interventionist to provide job embedded professional development for teachers as well as work 


with students.  The school also provided professional development to teachers on instructional 


strategies for students in poverty.  These professional development sessions focused on literacy 


and math.  These sessions occurred at least once each month throughout the school year from 


August through April. 


In addition, the school brought in a Title I interventionist to work with both teachers and students 


in the older grades as an additional support to the professional development provided to all staff.  


Professional development was provided to all staff on the implementation of the Drop 


Everything and Read program (D.E.A.R.) which was implemented for the 2010-2011 school year 


to increase literacy time. 


Each staff member had an Individual Professional Development Plan (IPDP) which was created 


in conjunction with the administration.  Part of this plan included professional readings in 


effective instructional strategies.  The teachers then shared these readings with the 


administration.  Teachers also met with the administration on a weekly basis to review student 


data and to discuss the next instructional steps.  Each of these grade level meetings was used by 


the administration as personalized professional development sessions for literacy and math, as 


needed by the teachers. 
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School’s Efforts to Analyze Relevant Pupil Achievement Data 


In 2006-2007 the school relied heavily on the data from the AIMS testing and from the 


assessments that were part of the curriculum for both reading and math.  The only other data that 


was collected extensively was the DIBELS testing and progress monitoring for grades K-3. 


Beginning in 2007-2008, with the alignment of the curriculum to the state standards the school 


was able to more carefully look at student data as it related to performance objectives.  From 


2007 through the end of the 2009 school year, the data was still primarily generated by the 


teachers using the core texts as the source for these assessments.  While this data reflected the 


student progress on the content being assessed, there was a disconnect with the level of difficulty 


required by the performance objectives in the state standards.  The school did continue to collect 


the DIBELS data, even after the end of the Reading First grant.  However, there did not seem to 


be a close correlation between the levels achieved on the DIBELS monitoring and on the AIMS 


testing.   


The DIBELS data was reviewed by the grade levels and administration during the weekly grade 


level meetings along with the data from the core content assessments provided by the publishers 


for both reading and math.  However, at the end of the 2008-2009 school year, the 


administration, in conjunction with the instructional staff, determined that an additional level of 


assessment would be necessary to reach the level of student achievement desired. 


Beginning with the 2009-2010 school year the school implemented several significant changes.  


The first was the introduction of the Galileo assessment system to provide school wide 


cumulative benchmark assessments 5 times each year.  This would provide the teachers and 


administration with assessment data that was tied directly to the state performance objectives and 


not limited to the content of the text.   


The second change was the introduction of data walls that were maintained in the office of the 


school’s mentor.  This was also a room used extensively for grade level meetings.  Teachers 


were specifically trained in the use of the Galileo system and the various reports that they could 


access through the new system.  This data became an important focus of grade level meetings 


throughout the school year.  Teachers were required to analyze their data and post the results 


from each of the benchmark assessments by class on the data walls.  This level of analysis was 


more extensive than had been done in the past and allowed the administration to address issues at 


the class level rather than at grade level throughout the building.   


The school also required that teachers create monthly assessments for each grade level, post a 


calendar of the assessment dates in the data room and post the results of the monthly assessments 


on the data walls.  These assessments were generated by each teacher from the content covered 


in the class during that instructional period.   
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By January of 2010 the analysis of the data showed a disparity between the level of student 


achievement on the teacher generated assessments and the Galileo assessments.  The reason for 


this was not determined until the end of February.  Following the quarterly benchmark 


assessment from Galileo each grade level met with the administrative team for an extended time 


to review the assessment on a question by question basis.  The data provided by Galileo allowed 


the staff to look at each question and what performance objective was being assessed.  This in 


depth analysis highlighted two significant shortcomings.   


The first was that many of the teachers were not resurfacing prior learning enough to assure that 


the students had truly mastered the performance objective.  The second was that students could 


be confused by the form of the question and that teachers would need to present the concepts of 


the performance objectives in a variety of situations to assure that all students could demonstrate 


their learning regardless of the form of the question.   


These lessons resulted in immediate changes for the remainder of the school year, but their 


biggest impact occurred during the 2010-2011 school year.  Beginning with the first Galileo 


assessment, which the school was able to give 2 months earlier since the program was fully in 


place; all monthly assessments were created using the Galileo system rather than the core 


program.  In addition, teachers received extensive and continuous training on the types of data 


that could be gathered using the Galileo system and on how to analyze the data to make 


instructional decisions.  The results were shared with the students and followed up with goal 


setting by the teacher and the student.  It was also determined that teachers would meet with the 


administration regularly to review student achievement data and the reports from Galileo.   The 


administrator would provide additional experience in data analysis for any teachers or teams that 


lacked this experience.  


Further, to assure that the assessments would align with instruction; teachers were given a 


“performance objective tracker” which they would use to indicate the performance objectives 


taught for the month.  These were then given to the administration who created the assessments 


for each grade level.  The data then collected from the assessment would be compared to the 


performance objective tracker to determine which performance objectives needed to be re-taught, 


which needed to be resurfaced soon and which the students had mastered.  This information was 


also used by the teachers when creating small groups for small group instruction and for 


identifying students that was additional tutoring or intervention. 


The next significant change in the analysis of achievement data was that the information posted 


on the data walls moved from being class level data to individual student data.  This allowed all 


staff to review individual student progress.  The data was maintained on a monthly basis and was 


used to identify students for remediation, tutoring, or enrichment.  Following each of the 


monthly assessments and the benchmark assessments, individual student reports were created 


and discussed with each teacher in both reading and math.  Benchmark assessments were also 
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done in science and writing with individual student achievement data used by the teachers and 


administration for instructional purposes.   


These in-depth, student level reports allowed teachers to know what errors the student made, 


where confusion might exist and which performance objectives to address in small group or 


tutoring situations. 


Data analysis was also presented to families with the introduction of DATA NIGHTS.  These 


were family events during which families were presented with the data from the Galileo 


assessments in graph form along with the information about where the students should be at that 


point in the year, where they needed to be to meet or exceed on the AIMS testing and what level 


the student needed to reach in order to be successful in the next grade.  This information was 


presented by grade level. The classroom teachers generated the data and created the 


presentations.  This was an additional way to help teachers analyze the data for each of their 


students. 


The school continued to collect and analyze DIBELS data to identify those students who were 


not yet as fluent as they needed to be.  This information was used throughout the school but was 


especially vital to the ELL classroom teachers.  This information was used to create “walk to 


read” groups in the non-ELL classrooms, small groups for instruction during the literacy 


teaching block in all classes, and for work with the Title I interventionist or the reading 


specialists.   


Math assessment data, both from the Saxon program and from Galileo was used to identify both 


the students who were struggling and those that were excelling.  Both groups received additional 


support through the Title I interventionists and the classroom teachers.  As with the literacy 


assessments, both Saxon and Galileo allowed the teachers and administration to identify which 


performance objectives were not yet mastered.   


By January of 2011 the use of the monthly assessments generated by Galileo had demonstrated 


the effectiveness of this approach.  As a result, all incoming students are assessed using the 


Galileo system to determine their level of reading and math skills to assure that they would be 


placed in an environment that would provide them with the best opportunity to be successful. 


Types of Data Collected and the Process for Analysis of Relevant Data 


From 2006-2009 the data collected was that of the AIMS testing results, DIBELS testing and 


progress monitoring and the assessments created by teachers using the core text materials.  The 


school also used the ITBS tests during the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 school years.  These tests 


were discontinued when the school determined that the year end test followed closely after the 


AIMS and that students were not taking the testing as seriously as necessary to get accurate and 


useful data. 
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During this time period the analysis was done by the teachers and administration in grade level 


meetings in conjunction with the mentor teachers and the reading interventionists.  Reading 


scores were analyzed at the student level but all other assessments were analyzed at the class 


level unless specific students were identified by the teacher as struggling.  In those cases the 


individual student assessments were reviewed.   


Prior to the 2007-2008 school year there was no identifiable attempt to specifically align 


instruction or core content to the state academic standards.  In September of 2007 the first 


alignment was done for all grade levels.  This allowed the analysis to be more focused on the 


performance objectives.  This process continued in weekly grade level meetings with the 


administration for analysis of content assessments, DIBELS assessments and, when the materials 


became available, AIMS assessments.  These analyses resulted in instructional decisions and 


professional development as well as identifying students for specific small group instruction, 


remediation, or tutoring. 


Beginning with the 2009-2010 school year the school added an additional level of data collection 


and analysis with the implementation of the Galileo assessment system.  During this school year 


the additional data was from benchmark assessments given to each grade level.  The first 


assessment occurred in October.  The students were assessed and the results were then presented 


to all teachers during professional development and then in weekly grade level meetings.  The 


data and the various reports available presented a steep learning curve for the staff.  The 


administration was actively engaged in the interpretation of the data with the teachers to provide 


the additional experience in analyzing and making educational decisions based on the analysis. 


The school continued to collect data on reading proficiency for all grade levels using DIBELS 


through 6
th


 grade and several reading assessment tools for the middle school students for whom 


DIBELS is not available.  In all cases the analysis was done with a reading specialist, an 


administrator and the classroom teachers.  The school also reviewed the student level data 


provided by the AIMS assessment. 


In the spring of 2010 the school attended a workshop presented by the Arizona Association of 


Charter Schools.  The data presented at the workshop was that of student growth.  This additional 


data was analyzed by the entire administrative team very carefully.  The school had begun to 


suspect that the math program was not providing adequate scaffolding.  The analysis of the data 


available through the Association confirmed that to be the case and resulted in the adoption of a 


new curriculum more structured to support scaffolding for younger, less experienced teachers. 


The literacy data was also analyzed and the conclusion was reached that while the program was 


adequate, there was a lack of growth within the students after the 3
rd


 grade.  It was determined 


that additional support would be necessary to make the type of gains necessary. 


This process was refined for the 2010-2011 school year.  Evaluation of the Galileo data was 


moved from the class level to the student level.  In addition, the data from monthly assessments 
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was taken from the Galileo test bank based on the performance objectives taught.  The 


assessments were created by the administration to assure a more accurate representation of the 


performance objectives and the assessments included questions that were based on performance 


objectives that had been presented previously.  This approach then allowed the teachers and 


administration to determine the level of student mastery for each performance objective.  It 


allowed for analysis of student growth and mastery over the course of the year as well as for a 


single point in time.  The addition of the monthly assessments in this more objective form also 


provided for additional data points to determine a student’s level of mastery. 


In addition to the Galileo data, each teacher received the AIMS scores from the previous year for 


each student in his or her class.  This data was used by the teachers and administration to identify 


students who would need additional assistance immediately. 


The school also used DIBELS and Saxon assessments to further refine the needs of individual 


students.  Both of these assessments, while not directly tied to state performance objectives 


provide the teachers and administration with specifics to help determine the type of remediation 


or enrichment necessary on a student by student basis. 


The school also conducted several writing assessments as part of a school wide writing program 


that was supplemental to the literacy program and designed to extend the grammar and 


vocabulary instruction.  The teachers presented and instructed on a particular type of writing for 


a month and then the school was assessed using a prompt created by the administration.  


Teachers were given a rubric prior to beginning instruction.  Following the administration of the 


assessment, all teachers within a grade level were brought together to use the rubric and assess 


the writing of all students.  Each writing sample was assessed at least twice to assure objectivity 


and accuracy in determining the student’s level of mastery.  This information was then shared 


with both the teacher and the grade level to assist them in making instructional decisions. 


Teachers also collected data on assignments given in class.   This was shared with parents 


through progress reports and parent teacher conferences.  It was also included as part of the 


students’ grades on report cards. 


Beginning in January of 2011 all incoming students to the school were given a placement test.  


This test was the most recent Galileo benchmark assessment.  For students entering over the 


summer, the assessment was the final Galileo benchmark assessment for the grade the student 


attended the previous year.  This data is shared with parents and with the student’s teacher and is 


used to place the student in the educational setting which provides the appropriate level of 


instruction and support. 


In summary, the primary data used school wide includes the following: 


 AIMS data for each student 


 Benchmark Galileo assessments for each student 
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 Monthly grade level assessments for each student 


 Saxon weekly assessments for each student 


 DIBELS benchmark assessments for all students K-6 


 Writing benchmark assessments for each student 


 AZELLA assessments for all ELL students 


 


Justification of How Data Selected is Relevant to Improving Student Achievement 


Prior to the 2009-2010 school year, the data that was used came primarily from the AIMS results 


and from assessments that were either teacher generated or textbook generated.  The school did 


use ITBS and DIBELS for additional data sources but neither of these was closely tied to the 


Arizona State Academic Standards.   


Efforts were made to create assessments that were more closely aligned to the performance 


objectives through curriculum mapping and pacing guides but these efforts showed only mixed 


results.  The school determined that there needed to be a data source that was more closely 


aligned to the performance objectives and less tied to the content of the particular unit be taught 


in the class. 


The adoption of the Galileo system provided that additional data source.  In addition, as the 


school became more sophisticated in the use of this tool, the level of specific student level data 


became more usable for both teachers and administrators.   


This data source allowed the teachers and administrators to track specific students and 


performance objectives on a monthly and even weekly basis.  Teachers were able to assess 


students on specific performance objectives by accessing the bank of questions provided in the 


Galileo system for both literacy and math.  


The level of detail available using this data source provided the teachers and students with 


immediate feedback and allowed for instruction to be adjusted much more quickly than had been 


the case in the past.   


Further, because the assessment data was now directly linked to performance objectives, teachers 


were able to address more specifically the needs of each student.  This also allowed the students 


to recognize where they were struggling and where they were being successful, thus helping 


them focus their tutoring and homework time. This is true for both the Galileo benchmark 


assessments and the grade level monthly assessments created using the Galileo test bank.  


Teachers were also given access to use this bank of questions for weekly or unit assessments, 


providing an additional layer of useful data. 


The use of DIBELS and Saxon assessments allow teachers and students to identify specific 


weaknesses for each student.  Often the performance objectives have several skills and more than 


one item of knowledge that need to be mastered.  On both the AIMS and Galileo assessments the 
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performance objective is identified but the student may have mastered several of the skills or 


some of the knowledge but not all.  The use of these additional assessments provides the refined, 


focused look at a specific skill or item with which the student may be struggling. 


The collection of the writing data for analysis was done to provide the teachers and the 


administration with information about the level of proficiency throughout the school in writing, 


grammar, and vocabulary development.  The collection of this data is used to facilitate not only 


the instruction of writing but the level of use of the classroom “word walls” and “grammar 


walls” required throughout the building.  It also helped identify some very specific needs for 


ELL students and for the general population.  These needs were then addressed and have now 


become part of the general instructional expectations of the school. 


AZELLA and AIMS are both required assessments but also provide general data on student 


progress.  They are not as refined and do not provide quite the same level of detail as is available 


through the other assessments used for data collection and analysis but do provide the ability to 


look at state wide data and help identify general weaknesses that might exist. 


The growth data provided by the Arizona Association of Charter Schools was valuable in 


identifying curriculum areas to be investigated further.  It also helped indentify a population that 


was being underserved by the school.  This information did not appear in the other data collected 


and was instrumental in several instructional changes that resulted in significant improvements in 


the raw AIMS scores we currently have available. 


Logic Used to Develop the PMP  


(What We Learned and What We are Going to Do About It.)  


The analysis of the data for Phoenix Advantage has been ongoing since 2007.  Several of the 


most necessary changes have already been implemented and are currently in effect and being 


refined. 


The school learned that it was necessary to provide staff with very specific guidance in how to 


implement a curriculum that was focused not on the content of a textbook but rather on the 


Arizona State Academic Standards.  This was an evolutionary process beginning with a mapping 


of the text with the teaching staff to help them identify where performance objectives were being 


taught within the text.  The school later provided the teachers with performance objective check 


sheets that were used to create grade level assessments.  Teachers used these check sheets to 


monitor that all performance objectives were being addressed in the classroom and that each was 


reviewed and revisited in a timely manner.  Currently the school is creating performance 


objective calendars for all grade levels to help teachers focus on the performance objectives even 


more specifically.   
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This “calendar” will be implemented with the beginning of the 2011-2012 school year.  This is 


the result of the analysis of data from 2009-2010 and 2010-2011.  It became apparent that 


teachers were teaching performance objectives but not necessarily revisiting them in a timely 


manner, resulting in students losing the mastery of the material.  The data also indicated that 


some key performance objectives were presented later in the text (or not at all) and the students 


did not have the opportunity to practice mastery of necessary content.   


By reviewing both the Galileo and AIMS data, the school has identified some performance 


objectives that appear to be difficult for all students and would need additional instructional time.  


With the new performance objective calendars, teachers will address these performance 


objectives in a sequence to better support student achievement. 


Additionally, it was noted that less experienced teachers might have difficulty locating the 


appropriate resources to address performance objectives if the instructional order was something 


other than what was presented in the textbook.  The performance objective calendars also contain 


resources for the teachers. 


The data indicated to the school that there was a significant discrepancy between the assessments 


that students were taking throughout the year to the scores on AIMS.  The school considered that 


some of this might be the result of a difference in the structure of the various assessments, but 


was more likely a result of the tests used by the classroom teachers focusing on the content of the 


text rather than the knowledge and skill addressed in the performance objective. 


The review of the literacy data led the school to the conclusion that the core curriculum has 


adequate resources for all teachers but that the sequence of the material presented was not 


appropriate for the students at Phoenix Advantage.  The performance objective calendars will 


present the performance objectives in an order that more closely reflects the needs of the students 


and will identify for the teachers what material is available within the text and other resources to 


best present the performance objectives to the students.  The school has data from two grade 


levels, one intermediate and one middle school which demonstrate that this approach has 


powerful results.  This approach will be implemented throughout the school beginning with the 


2011-2012 school year.  Several examples will best illustrate this point.  In 4
th


 grade the 


percentage of students passing the AIMS reading assessment rose from 45% in 2009-2010 to 


72.7 % in 20210-2011.  Similarly, in 7
th


 grade the percentage of students passing the AIMS 


reading assessment rose from 56% in 2009-2010 to 79.5% in 2010-2011.   


The effectiveness of the Galileo assessment system when used for monthly and even weekly 


assessments to help teachers identify specific areas of weakness for their students has been 


repeatedly demonstrated throughout the 2011-2012 school year.  The use of a performance 


objective driven assessment program will continue.  During the 2011-2012 school year, the 


school will improve the infrastructure for web-based communications and will explore the use of 


online assessments to provide teachers with even faster assessment results.  This may include the 
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addition of the Scantron system as well as the Galileo system.   The use of the two systems, one 


for benchmark testing and the other for monthly and weekly assessments will help assure 


teachers, students, parents and administration that what is being reflected in the data from these 


assessments is the student’s level of mastery of the performance objectives and not just the 


format of the assessment. 


The school has replaced the math curriculum and implemented the new curriculum beginning 


with the 2010-2011 school year.  The new curriculum has proven to be very beneficial for newer, 


less experienced teachers and was well received by all teachers.  Students demonstrated that they 


were able to master material more successfully with this program than with the previous 


program.   


Data and observations indicated that there is still room for improvement in the implementation of 


the program which would result in even greater gains in student achievement.  The school 


recognized the need for continuing the extensive training both by the administration and by the 


Saxon representatives to assure that the teachers are able to effectively use all of the tools 


available within the program to help students maximize their learning. 


 


In summary, the school has determined that: 


 There was a need to replace the math curriculum, which was done for the 2010-2011 


school year 


 Teachers need additional training to fully implement the new curriculum beyond the year 


of implementation 


 Teachers need additional support and guidance to assure that performance objectives 


were being mastered by all students in an order that made sense for the students 


 Performance objective calendars with resources listed would be beneficial for all staff to 


assure appropriate coverage of all performance objectives 


 Students especially in grades 4-8 needed to read longer, more challenging works than 


were available in the core text 


 The use of the performance objective checklists was very beneficial and will be 


continued for all teachers in all grade levels 


 Weekly grade level meetings to review data and to provide differentiated professional 


development for staff were effective and should be continued 


 The use of standardized assessments were very effective and should continue and even be 


expanded where possible 


 Pre-service and monthly in-service need to continue to be narrow in focus and be driven 


by student data and observed teacher needs 


 The use of the Title I interventionist has the potential to be very effective and should 


occur during the 2011-2012 school year 


 All teachers need to have and use curriculum calendars to focus instruction on state 


standards and teachers will need specific professional development to use these calendars 


most effectively to plan lessons. 
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Graphic Representations 


 


The following pages contain graphs and charts of the data used by the school to tell the story of 


school achievement at PACS and to determine the goals and actions steps for continuous 


improvement.  
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Tables and Graphs  


 


These are tables of PACS AIMS scores for the last 5 years. 


 
Phoenix Advantage Charter School (PACS) 


AIMS DATA 


  Reading  


Grade  Year Proficient% Not Proficient % 


3
rd


 06-07 45% 55% 


 07-08 43% 57% 


 08-09 47% 53% 


 09-10 62% 38% 


 10-11 71.6% 28.4% 


    


4
th
 06-07 38% 62% 


 07-08 36% 64% 


 08-09 41% 59% 


 09-10 45% 55% 


 10-11 72.7% 27.3% 


    


5
th
 06-07 47% 53% 


 07-08 67% 33% 


 08-09 31% 69% 


 09-10 34% 66% 


 10-11 54.7% 45.3% 
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6
th
 06-07 48% 52% 


 07-08 53% 47% 


 08-09 50% 50% 


 09-10 36% 64% 


 10-11 60% 40% 


    


7
th
 06-07 55% 45% 


 07-08 40% 60% 


 08-09 60% 40% 


 09-10 36% 64% 


 10-11 60% 40% 


    


8
th
 06-07 41% 59% 


 07-08 52% 48% 


 08-09 47% 53% 


 09-10 54% 46% 


 10-11 58% 42% 
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Phoenix Advantage Charter School (PACS) 


AIMS Math 


Grade Year Proficient % Not Proficient % 


3
rd


 06-07 43% 57% 


 07-08 49% 51% 


 08-09 44% 56% 


 09-10 44% 56% 


 10-11 54.7 45.3% 


    


4
th
 06-07 48% 52% 


 07-08 30% 70% 


 08-09 37% 67% 


 09-10 37% 67% 


 10-11 63.6 36.4% 


    


5
th
 06-07 50% 50% 


 07-08 78% 22% 


 08-09 33% 67% 


 09-10 19% 81% 


 10-11 37.7 62.3% 


  







34 
 


6
th
 06-07 42% 58% 


 07-08 48% 52% 


 08-09 53% 47% 


 09-10 24% 76% 


 10-11 37% 63% 


    


7
th
 06-07 50% 50% 


 07-08 44% 56% 


 08-09 56% 44% 


 09-10 29% 71% 


 10-11 63.6% 36.4% 


    


8
th
 06-07 32% 68% 


 07-08 33% 67% 


 08-09 51% 49% 


 09-10 35% 65% 


 10-11 32% 68% 
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Spring 2011 AIMS READING DATA % Passing 


 EXCEEDS MEETS APPROACHES FALLS 
FAR 


BELOW 


% pass 
2009-
2010 


%pass 
2010-
2011 


GROWTH 


3rd 
Grade 


2 36 10 5 63% 71.6% +8.6% 


4th 
Grade 


2 38 10 5 42% 72.7% +30.7% 


5th 
Grade 


1 29 14 9 42% 54.7% +12.7% 


6th 
Grade 


0 36 21 3 38% 60% +22% 


7th 
Grade 


5 30 9 0 59% 79.5% +20.5% 


8th 
Grade 


1 28 16 5 55% 58% +3% 


 


 


Spring 2011 AIMS MATH DATA % Passing 


 EXCEEDS MEETS APPROACHES FALLS 
FAR 


BELOW 


% 
pass 


2009-
2010 


%pass 
2010-
2011 


GROWTH 


3rd 
Grade 


9 20 17 5 44% 54.7% +10.7% 


4th 
Grade 


8 27 9 11 37% 63.6% +26.6% 


5th 
Grade 


1 19 15 18 19% 37.7% 
+13.7% 


6th 
Grade 


5 17 22 16 24% 37% +13% 


7th 
Grade 


5 23 9 7 29% 63.6% +34.6% 


8th 
Grade 


1 15 11 23 35% 32% -3% 
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Projected Student Growth Percentiles 2010-2011- MATH by Cohort 


Phoenix Advantage Charter School 


 3rd to 4th Grade 4th to 5th 
Grade 


5th to 6th 
Grade 


6th to 7th Grade 7th to 8th Grade 


 2010 2011 2010 2011 2010 2011 2010 2011 2010 2011 


Total # of 
Students 


49 55 62 53 61 60 42 44 48 50 


FFB 11 11 25 18 33 16 16 7 20 23 


A 19 9 14 15 16 22 17 9 14 11 


M 18 27 23 19 10 17 7 23 12 15 


E 1 8 0 1 2 5 2 5 2 1 


          


 


 


 


 


Projected Student Growth Percentiles 2010-2011 – READING by Cohort 


Phoenix Advantage Charter School 


 3rd to 4th 
Grade 


4th to 5th 
Grade 


5th to 6th 
Grade 


6th to 7th Grade 7th to 8th Grade 


 2010 2011 2010 2011 2010 2011 2010 2011 2010 2011 


Total # of 
Students 


49 55 62 53 61 60 42 44 48 50 


FFB 4 5 7 9 7 3 7 0 2 5 


A 15 10 28 14 33 21 20 9 18 16 


M 30 38 26 29 21 36 14 30 27 28 


E 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 5 1 1 
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RENEWAL PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PLAN TEMPLATE 


 
Phoenix Advantage Charter School 


 


INDICATOR:
1 


  __X _Math __X_ Reading           DURATION OF THE PLAN
2
:  Begins __June___, 2011  to  _June___ , 2016 


 


MEASURE*  METRIC*  CURRENT 


STATUS*  


End Target For This Plan*
3
 


State standardized 


assessment 


Percent (%) of students who score 


proficient on the State standardized 


assessment  


and 


Student growth percentile (SGP)  


 


(Board staff 


w ill enter info 


here) 


Meet or demonstrate sufficient progress toward the 


level of adequate academic performance as set and 


modified periodically by the Board. 


 


 


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


Action Steps 
4
 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget 


1.  Continue to implement the new 
Saxon math curriculum, K-8 


2011-2016 School 
administrative team, 
CIS, Saxon trainer 


Agenda for professional 
development, student standardized 
grade level scores, improvement in 
number of students meeting or 
exceeding on AIMS, increase in 
student growth percentile 


$8,000/year, 
general fund 


2.  Job-embedded professional 
development for proper 
implementation of curriculum in 
math. 


2011-2016 CIS, school 
administrative team, 
Saxon trainer (2011-
12) 


Agenda for professional 
development, evidence from 
classroom observations using Saxon 
walkthrough rubric, student 
standardized grade level scores, 
improvement in number of students 
meeting or exceeding on AIMS, 
increase in student growth percentile 
 


$ 0  


 


 


 


 


 







Approved 11/19/2010          


          


 


STRATEGY IB: Provide and implement a curriculum that improves student achievement. (READING) 


 


Action Steps 
4
 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget 


1. Use Performance objective 
calendars with resources listed 


2011-
ongoing 


CIS, reading coach, 
reading 
interventionists, 
teachers, 
administrative team 


Performance objective checklist, 
classroom observations, improved 
standardized student scores 
throughout the year, improved AIMS 
scores, improved student growth 
percentile. 


$ 0 


2. Expand reading of longer, 
challenging works at grades 4-8 


2011-
ongoing 


Classroom teachers, 
CIS, reading coach, 
administrative team 


Reading lists provided to teachers, 
student work, improved standardized 
test scores, improved AIMS across 
all grade levels, improved SGP 
scores. 


$10,000 
supplies to 
expand 
classroom 
sets of 
materials for 
grades 4-8 
from Title I 
allocation 
(Year 1 
only) 
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STRATEGY II: Develop and implement a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona Academic Standards into instruction. 


 


Action Steps 
4
 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget 


1. Use Performance Objective 
calendars with resources listed 


2011-
ongoing 


CIS, teachers, 
administrative team. 


Performance objective checklist, 
classroom observations, improved 
standardized student scores 
throughout the year, improved AIMS 
scores, improved student growth 
percentile. 


$ 0 


2. Use Performance Objective 
Checklists for the development of 
monthly grade level assessments 


2011-
ongoing 


Classroom teachers, 
CIS, reading coach, 
administrative team 


Completed checklists submitted 
monthly, student work that address 
the performance objectives, 
improved standardized test scores, 
improved AIMS across all grade 
levels, improved SGP scores, 
classroom observation forms, lesson 
plans 


$0 


 
 
 


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


Action Steps 
4
 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget 


1. Continue to use a standardized 
assessment system for 
benchmark assessments based 
on state standards. 


2011-2016 Classroom teachers, 
administrative team 


Students’ scores posted for all 
benchmark assessments on data 
wall, maintenance of data binder by 
content and teacher, assessment 
results recorded and shared using 
performance objective checklists by 
grade level and teacher 


$56 per 
student, 
$28,616/year 
from Title I 
allocation 


2. Continue to use monthly 
assessments from a standardized 
bank of questions based on state 
performance objectives 


2011-2016 Classroom teachers, 
administrative team, 
CIS 


Student monthly scores posted Available 
through the 
above fee 
structure 


3. Continue to monitor student 
progress through weekly grade 
level meetings. 


2011-2016 Classroom teachers, 
administrative team, 
CIS 


Agenda and minutes, improving 
student test scores, improved AIMS 
results, improved SGP. 


No additional 
cost. 







Approved 11/19/2010          


          


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


Action Steps 
4
 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget 


1. Provide continuing pre-service 
training in the effective use of 
the math curriculum 


2011-2016 Administrative team, 
CIS, Saxon trainer 


Agenda, handouts, improved math 
scores on: 
Standardized performance objective 
assessments, monthly performance 
objective assessments, improved 
AIMS results, improved SGP. 


$0 (part of 
the standard 
professional 
development 
plan for the 
school year.) 


2. Provide continuing in-service on 
a monthly basis to effectively 
implement curriculum based on 
classroom observations, grade 
level meetings, student 
achievement on monthly 
assessments and teacher 
reflections.  To include 
instructional strategies, 
engagement strategies and 
remediation and enrichment 
strategies 


2011 - 2016 Administrative team, 
CIS, curriculum 
representatives, 
outside consultants 
(as need is 
identified) 


Agenda, handouts, improved math 
scores on: 
Standardized performance objective 
assessments, monthly performance 
objective assessments, improved 
AIMS results, improved SGP. 


$ 0 


3. Continue weekly grade level 
meetings with all grade levels to 
review student data and to 
identify effective instructional 
strategies for individual classes, 
teachers, and students. 


2011- 2016 Administrative team, 
CIS, classroom 
teachers 


Agenda, handouts, improved math 
scores on: 
Standardized performance objective 
assessments, monthly performance 
objective assessments, improved 
AIMS results, improved SGP. 


$ 0 (part of 
standard 
school 
procedures) 


4. Employ a Title I interventionist to 
work with both teachers and 
students to provide modeling, 
instructional strategies, small 
group support and classroom 
management. 


2010-2016 Title I 
interventionist, 
Administrative team 


Sample model lessons, improved 
math scores on: 
Standardized performance objective 
assessments, monthly performance 
objective assessments, improved 
AIMS results, improved SGP. 


$45,000 plus 
benefits 
 


5. Provide professional 
development for the 
implementation of curriculum 
calendars with resource guides 
for literacy. 


2011-2016 Administrative team, 
CIS, reading coach 


Performance Objective check sheets, 
classroom observations, improved 
math scores on: 
Standardized performance objective 
assessments, monthly performance 


$ 0 (part of 
the school 
requirements 
for all 
instructional 
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objective assessments, improved 
AIMS results, improved SGP. 


staff. 


 


Using the information entered in the “ Budget”  columns above, please provide a budget total that incorporates all strategies and 


action steps for each year of the performance management plan’s implementation. For “ Year 1” , please specify the fiscal year (e.g., 


2011). The charter holder may add years, as necessary. 


 


Year 1:  2011-2012:  Budget Total = $91,616 
Year 2:  2012-2013:  Budget Total = $81,616 
Year 3:  2013-2014:  Budget Total = $81,616 
Year 4: 2014-2015:   Budget Total = $81,616 
Year 5:  2015-2016:  Budget Total = $81,616 


 


 


 


Notes: 


*  Provided by ASBCS staff 


1 Academic area to be addressed for improvement 


2 Duration of the plan must align with the timeline presented in the Action Steps 


3 Refer to Terms to Know in the Renewal Application Instructions   


4 Repeat these action steps as necessary to include the appropriate number of steps to accomplish the strategy 
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ARIZONA  STATE  BOARD  FOR  CHARTER  SCHOOLS
Annual Monitoring Summary Review


Five-Year Interval Report Back to reports list


Interval Report Details


Report Date: 04/01/2015 Report Type: Annual Monitoring


Charter Contract Information


Charter Corporate Name: Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 07-87-14-000 Charter Entity ID: 4338


Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 07/01/2012


Authorizer: ASBCS Contractual Days:


Number of Schools: 1 Phoenix Advantage Charter School: 192


Charter Grade Configuration: K-10 Contract Expiration Date: 06/30/2032


FY Charter Opened: 1998 Charter Signed: 06/04/2012


Charter Granted: 09/12/2011 Corp. Commission Status Charter Holder is in Good
Standing


Corp. Commission File # 0802734-0 Corp. Type Non Profit


Corp. Commission Status
Date 07/06/2011 Charter Enrollment Cap 1734


Charter Contact Information


Mailing Address: 3738 North 16th Street
Phoenix, AZ 85016


Website: —


Phone: 602-263-8777 Fax: 602-263-8822


Mission Statement: The Phoenix Advantage Charter School, using honed curricula proven through research and
Advantage School's state-of-the art intranet technology, will offer Phoenix children a free,
world-class academic education. The school will demonstrate that Phoenix's socially and
economically diverse student body can achieve International Baccalaureate status or a technical
skill certification upon high school completion.


Charter Representatives: Name: Email: FCC Expiration Date:


1.) Ms. Leanne Bowley lbowley@mosaicaeducation.com 10/16/2018


Academic Performance - Phoenix Advantage Charter School


School Name: Phoenix Advantage Charter School School CTDS: 07-87-14-001


School Entity ID: 5512 Charter Entity ID: 4338


School Status: Open School Open Date: 10/02/1997


Physical Address: 3738 N. 16th St.
Phoenix, AZ 85016


Website: —


Phone: 602-263-8777 Fax: 602-263-8822


Grade Levels Served: K-8 FY 2014 100th Day ADM: 492.524


Academic Performance Per Fiscal Year


Phoenix Advantage Charter School
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2012
Traditional


Elementary School (K-8)


2013
Traditional


Elementary School (K to 8)


2014
Traditional


Elementary School (K to 8)


1. Growth Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points


Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight


1a. SGP
Math 48 50 12.5 48.5 50 12.5 37 50 12.5
Reading 44 50 12.5 46 50 12.5 42.5 50 12.5


1b. SGP Bottom 25%
Math 61.5 75 12.5 55 75 12.5 40 50 12.5
Reading 52 75 12.5 57 75 12.5 46 50 12.5


2. Proficiency Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points


Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight


2a. Percent Passing
Math 50 / 64 50 7.5 50.6 / 64 50 7.5 40.5 / 63 25 7.5


Reading 60 /
77.7 50 7.5 65.7 / 78 25 7.5 61.6 /


78.3 25 7.5


2b. Composite School
Comparison


Math -9.7 50 7.5 -3.9 50 7.5 -11 50 7.5
Reading -14.4 50 7.5 -4.3 50 7.5 -7.3 50 7.5


2c. Subgroup ELL
Math 38 / 43 50 2.5 35.5 /


40.8 50 2.5 20 / 33.3 50 2.5


Reading 47 /
54.9 50 2.5 46.2 /


52.3 50 2.5 35.3 /
47.5 50 2.5


2c. Subgroup FRL
Math 50 /


54.2 50 2.5 50.4 /
54.6 50 2.5 39.8 /


52.6 25 2.5


Reading 60 / 70 50 2.5 65.4 /
70.5 50 2.5 61.7 /


70.5 25 2.5


2c. Subgroup SPED
Math 28 /


25.3 75 2.5 5 / 24.6 50 2.5 7.4 /
21.8 50 2.5


Reading 11 /
37.6 50 2.5 15 / 38.6 50 2.5 18.5 /


37.8 50 2.5


3. State Accountability Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points


Assigned Weight Measure Points
Assigned Weight


3a. State Accountability C 50 5 C 50 5 D 25 5


Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating


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


56.88 100 54.38 100 43.75 100


Financial Performance


Charter Corporate Name: Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 07-87-14-000 Charter Entity ID: 4338


Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 07/01/2012


Financial Performance


Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc.


Near-Term Measures
Fiscal Year 2013 Fiscal Year 2014


Going Concern No Meets No Meets
Unrestricted Days
Liquidity 32.94 Meets 2.02 Falls Far Below


Default No Meets No Meets
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Sustainability Measures (Negative numbers indicated by
parentheses)


Net Income $3,362 Meets $204,106 Meets
Fixed Charge Coverage
Ratio 1.10 Meets 1.33 Meets


Cash Flow (3-Year
Cumulative) $210,488 Meets ($70,862) Does Not Meet


Cash Flow Detail
by Fiscal Year FY 2013 FY 2012 FY 2011 FY 2014 FY 2013 FY 2012


$244,823 ($211,921) $177,586 ($103,764) $244,823 ($211,921)


Does Not Meet Board's Financial Performance Expectations


Charter/Legal Compliance


Charter Corporate Name: Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 07-87-14-000 Charter Entity ID: 4338


Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 07/01/2012


Timely Submission of AFR


Year Timely
2014 Yes
2013 No
2012 Yes
2011 Yes
2010 Yes


Timely Submission of Budget


Year Timely
2015 Yes
2014 Yes
2013 No
2012 Yes
2011 Yes


Special Education Monitoring Detail


SPED Monitoring Date 05/07/2012 Child Identification In Compliance


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


Delivery of Service: Procedural Safeguards: In Compliance


Sixty Day Item Due Date — ESS Compliance Date: 05/22/2012


Audit Compliance


Charter Corporate Name: Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 07-87-14-000 Charter Entity ID: 4338


Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 07/01/2012


Timely Submission of Annual Audit


Year Timely
2014 Yes
2013 Yes
2012 Yes
2011 Yes
2010 Yes


Audit Issues Requiring Corrective Action Plan (CAP)


FY Issue #1
2014
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2013 Internal Controls - Repeat
2012 Internal Controls
2011
2010


Repeat Issues Identified through Audits


FY Issue #1
2014
2013
2012 Repeat Open Meeting Law
2011
2010
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