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The Shelby School - Entity ID 79131 


School: The Shelby School 


Renewal Executive Summary 


Performance Summary 


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


The charter holder did not meet the financial performance expectations of the Board as set forth in the 
Performance Framework and was required to submit a financial performance response. Staff’s evaluation of the 
response resulted in zero “Acceptable” and three “Not Acceptable” determinations.  During the site visit for the 
DSP, the charter holder indicated that additional resources will be committed by the charter holder to 
purchasing a new reading curriculum that would result in improved academic performance. 


The charter holder’s organizational membership on file with the Board was not consistent with the information 
on file with the Arizona Corporation Commission and the charter holder was required to submit the 
Organizational Membership portion of the Detailed Business Plan Section of the renewal application.  At the 
time of this report, the charter holder has completed all the appropriate filings to align the organizational 
membership on file with the Board and the Arizona Corporation Commission. 


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


Profile  


The Shelby School operates one school serving grades K-9 in Payson. The graph below shows the charter 
holder’s actual 100th day average daily membership (ADM) for fiscal years 2010-2014.  
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A dashboard representation of The Shelby School’s academic outcomes, based upon the indicators and 
measures adopted by the Board, is provided below. 


  


I.  Success of the Academic Program 


The FY2013 overall rating for the school on the Board’s academic performance measures was 42.65 including 
points received for FY2013 letter grade of D as reported by the Arizona Department of Education. The FY2012 
overall rating for the school on the Board’s academic performance measures was 54.41 including points received 
for the FY2012 letter grade of D as reported by the Arizona Department of Education. 


The following is a timeline of activities that have occurred related to the academic performance of The Shelby 
School: 
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May, 2010: The Shelby School was notified that the charter holder was required to submit a PMP on or before 
September 1, 2010 for the five-year interval review because The Shelby School, a school operated by the charter 
holder, did not meet the academic expectations set forth by the Board. 


August, 2010: The Shelby School timely submitted a PMP (Portfolio: i. Performance Management Plan). 


February, 2013: The Board released FY2012 Academic Dashboards; The Shelby School received an overall rating 
of “Does Not Meet” the Board’s academic standards and The Shelby School did not meet the Board’s academic 
performance expectations. The charter holder was assigned a DSP for The Shelby School as part of an annual 
reporting requirement. 


May, 2013: The Shelby School failed to timely submit its FY2012 DSP.  The Board notified The Shelby School, 
through its authorized representative, Trina Kamp, that the Board would review The Shelby School’s compliance 
with its contract at the June 2013 Board meeting. 


June, 2013: Prior to the June Board meeting, The Shelby School submitted a FY2012 DSP (portfolio: h. FY12 DSP 
Submission).  


July, 2013: Following a preliminary evaluation of the FY2012 DSP, Board staff conducted a site visit on July 30, 
2013 to meet with the school’s leadership. The charter holder was able to submit additional evidence for 48 
hours after the site visit (portfolio: g. FY12 DSP Site Visit Evidence List).  


September, 2013: The Board released FY2013 Academic Dashboards; The Shelby School received an overall 
rating of “Does Not Meet” the Board’s academic standards and The Shelby School did not meet the Board’s 
academic performance expectations. The charter holder was not assigned a DSP as part of an annual reporting 
requirement because a final evaluation of the FY2012 DSP had not yet been completed and the charter holder 
would become eligible for renewal within the fiscal year. 


November, 2013:  Board staff completed a final evaluation (portfolio: f. FY2012 DSP Evaluation Instrument) of 
the charter holder’s FY2012 DSP and made the evaluation available to the charter holder. In that final evaluation 
of the FY2012 DSP, Board staff determined that the charter holder’s DSP was acceptable in some, but not in all, 
areas.  In areas that were evaluated as not acceptable, Board staff provided the charter holder with technical 
guidance.  The findings contained in the final evaluation of the FY2012 DSP were grounded in a limited 
evaluation of the school’s evidence as compared to the evaluation used in completing final evaluation of the 
Renewal DSP submitted as part of the renewal application package.    


December, 2013: Board staff provided the charter holder, through its authorized representative, Trina Kamp, 
with Renewal Notification Information, which included notification of the renewal process, the date on which 
the charter holder would become eligible to apply for renewal (December 21, 2013), the deadline date on which 
the renewal application package would be due to the Board (March 21, 2014), information on the availability of 
the charter holder’s renewal application as well as instruction on how to access the renewal application, and 
notification  of the requirement to submit a Renewal DSP as a component of its renewal application package 
because the school did not meet the academic performance expectations set forth by the Board.  


March, 2013: A renewal application package with a Renewal DSP for The Shelby School was timely submitted by 
the charter representative (portfolio: e. Renewal DSP Submission). 


Renewal Application Package DSP 


Following a preliminary evaluation of the DSP, staff conducted a site visit on April, 15, 2014 to meet with the 
school’s leadership, as selected by the school, to confirm evidence of the processes described in the DSP and 
review additional evidence to be considered in the final evaluation (presented in the charter holder’s renewal 
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portfolio: c. DSP Evaluation Instrument and d. Renewal DSP Site Visit Evidence List) of the charter holder’s DSP 
submission.  The following representatives of The Shelby School were present at the site visit: 


Name Role 


Ezra Stuyvesant Administration  


Michael Harper Board Member 


Shauna Rensch 4-6 Coordinator 


Glennora Widger 7-10 Coordinator 


Genoa Stuyvesant K-3 Coordinator 


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


After considering information in the DSP, evidence provided at the time of the site visit, and additional evidence 
submitted following the site visit, the charter holder has not provided evidence of a sustained improvement plan 
that includes implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and proficiency, 
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready (ACCR) 
Standards into instruction, implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student 
growth and proficiency, or  implementation of a professional development plan that contributed to increased 
student growth and proficiency. The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that demonstrates 
improved academic performance based on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The data 
provided did not demonstrate improved growth or proficiency for students overall. No disaggregated data or 
analysis of data was presented to demonstrate increased proficiency or growth in Math or Reading for students 
in the free or reduced lunch (FRL) or students with disabilities subgroups. The charter holder stated that school 
currently serves no English language learner (ELL) students.   


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


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


Curriculum: 


In the area of curriculum, The Shelby School’s DSP was evaluated as “Falls Far Below.” The charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of 
disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum aligned with ACCR Standards. 


The charter holder’s DSP in the area of curriculum is not acceptable. 


 The charter holder must provide evidence of implementation of a systematic process the school uses to 
create/adopt curriculum.  Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how and when the school evaluates 
curriculum options, what findings the school makes about curriculum options, and who is involved in the 
curriculum adoption process. 
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o The charter holder provided “Literacy/Math Committee Meeting” documents.  These documents 
contain the minutes of meetings conducted by Shauna Rensch, Glenn Widger, Genoa Stuyvesant, 
and Ezra Stuyvesant who make up the school’s Literacy/Math Committee and who are responsible 
for curriculum decisions. The minutes from July 6, 2013 indicate that Shauna Rensch was assigned 
to research new math curriculum and she narrowed their choices to Singapore Math and Everyday 
Math.  The minutes from July 19, 20, 23, and 25, 2013 indicate that Shauna Rensch presented 
information about Singapore Math and Everyday Math and the committee voted to purchase 
Everyday Math for grades K-6. These documents demonstrate an approach to adopt curriculum. 


o The charter holder provided “McGraw Hill Education Packing List” documents.  These documents 
identify that Everyday Math materials were purchased by The Shelby School and were shipped by 
McGraw Hill after the start of the school year, on August 29, 2013 and September 8, 2013.  This 
document demonstrates the school adopted a new curriculum, but does not provide evidence of a 
system to adopt curriculum. The document also demonstrates that the adoption did not occur in a 
timely manner, as the school received the materials after the start of the school year. 


o The charter holder was not able to provide any evidence regarding the adoption of ELA 
curriculum, but indicated that they have used the same ELA curriculum for several years. In grades 
K-3 they use Scott Foresman, 4-6 they use Harcourt Brace, 7-8 the use McGraw Hill. They provided 
teacher editions of each text for us to review, but this does not provide any evidence regarding a 
system to adopt curriculum. 


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


o The charter holder provided “lesson plan” documents.  These documents identify ACCR Standards, 
learning tasks, activity tasks, assessment tasks, and materials for math and ELA lessons in the first 
month of school.  When asked for lesson plans for other points during the year, the charter holder 
was not able to provide these for any time other than the first month and indicated that the plans 
were completed only for the first month of school. These documents demonstrate disjointed 
efforts to implement the curriculum. 


o The charter holder provided “Everyday Mathematics Month-by-Month Overview” documents.  
These documents identify for each grade level, K-6, key mathematical activities/ideas to be taught 
on a month-by-month plan according to sections/units in the textbook.  No lesson plans or other 
documents were provided to demonstrate implementation of the pacing guides. These documents 
demonstrate an approach to, but not a system for,  implementing the curriculum that is utilized 
for the mathematics classes that sets pacing for mathematics standards to be covered throughout 
the school year. 


o The charter holder provided “teacher calendar” documents and Teacher Edition Textbooks for 
ELA/Reading.  The calendar documents identify lessons from the textbook and the dates on which 
they were to be taught.  The calendars do not identify the standards to be taught or provide any 
information to determine whether all the standards would be covered or provide any information 
about strategies, methods, and activities. The Teacher Edition Textbooks identify strategies, 
methods, and activities, but do not identify the standards, nor do they align with the standards 
when they are compared to the standards using the calendars and the standards checklist 
documents. These documents demonstrate disjointed efforts to implement a curriculum, but do 
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not provide evidence of a system to implement a curriculum aligned to the ACCR Standards in 
ELA/reading. 


o The charter holder provided “ELA/Common Core Standards for Reading” documents.  These 
documents identify the ACCR Standards for each grade level, the date taught, the date re-taught, 
the date reviewed, the date assessed and the date reassessed. These were completed by teachers, 
but were not supported by documentation to demonstrate the curriculum and lessons actually 
address the standards. The charter holder indicated that they have used the same ELA/reading 
curriculum for several years (at least 3); in grades K-3 they use Scott Foresman, 4-6 they use 
Harcourt Brace, 7-8 they use McGraw Hill. None of the ELA/reading curriculum materials indicate 
they are aligned to the ACCR Standards. The charter holder indicated that the lesson plans 
demonstrate that the curriculum and instruction is aligned to the standards, but lesson plans are 
available only for the first month and were not completed subsequent to the first month. Board 
staff spent time comparing lessons in the teacher edition textbooks and selection lesson plans and 
student activities from the textbooks to the standards identified in these “ELA/Common Core 
Standards for Reading”  documents based on the dates identified as taught or re-taught and the 
lessons identified on the teacher calendars for the corresponding dates. These lessons do not 
consistently address the standard or teach at the appropriate rigor level. These documents do not 
provide evidence to demonstrate the school has a system to implement an ELA/reading 
curriculum aligned to the ACCR Standards. 


o The charter holder provided “Reading Progress” documents and accompanying student activities 
and “Selection Lesson Plan” documents from the textbooks for ELA/Reading.  The Reading 
Progress” documents identify a topic, dates, concepts and student names and grades. In some 
cases the “concepts” identified are ACCR Standards and in other cases they are not.  In some cases 
where an ACCR Standard is identified and compared to the ACCR Standard identified by ADE, 
Board staff observed that the standards do not match. Additionally, the instructional activities in 
the “Selection Lesson Plan” documents do not consistently align with the ACCR Standards 
identified on the “Reading Progress” documents. These documents demonstrate disjointed efforts 
to implement a curriculum, but do not provide evidence of a system to implement a curriculum 
aligned to the ACCR Standards in ELA/reading. 


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


o The charter holder provided “Literacy/Math Committee Meeting” documents.  These documents 
contain the minutes of meetings conducted by Shauna Rensch, Glenn Widger, Genoa Stuyvesant, 
and Ezra Stuyvesant who make up the school’s Literacy/Math Committee and who are responsible 
for curriculum decisions. The minutes from July 10, 2013 indicate that the committee reviewed 
the reading and math intervention programs, but do not identify if the programs were evaluated 
for effectiveness or gaps.  The minutes from October 12, 2013 indicate that 4th/5th grade needed 
to work on multiplication/division skills and that the curriculum would be adjusted to incorporate 
these, but the minutes do not indicate how these were identified as gaps in the curriculum or how 
the school would address these gaps. The minutes from November 16, 2013 indicate that as a 
result of classroom observations the administrator made suggestions about additions to the 
mathematics curriculum at each grade level, but the minutes do not indicate how these 
suggestions were identified as gaps in the curriculum or how the school would address these gaps. 
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Additionally, Board staff compared the suggestions to the ACCR Standards and discovered that 
many of the subject specific suggestions were at least 1 grade below the expectations of the ACCR 
Standards.  The minutes from January 24, 2014 indicate that suggestions were made regarding 
adjustments to the curriculum and its handling of the concepts of mean, median, mode, range, 
and outlier, but the minutes do not indicate how these were identified as gaps in the curriculum 
or how the school would address these gaps. The minutes from February 14, 2014 indicate that 
suggestions were made regarding adjustments to the math curriculum, but the minutes do not 
indicate how these were identified as gaps in the curriculum or how the school would address 
these gaps. These documents evidence disjointed efforts to revise curriculum, but do not provide 
evidence of a system to evaluate and revise curriculum. 


 The charter holder must demonstrate implementation of a curriculum aligned to the ACCR standards.  


o The charter holder provided “lesson plan” documents.  These documents identified ACCR 
Standards, learning tasks, activity tasks, assessment tasks, and materials for math and ELA lessons 
in the first month of school.  When asked for lesson plans for other points during the year, the 
charter holder was not able to provide these for any time other than the first month and indicated 
that the plans were completed only for the first month of school. These documents do not provide 
evidence that the school has implemented an ELA/reading curriculum aligned to the ACCR 
Standards. 


o The charter holder provided “ELA/Common Core Standards for Reading” documents.  These 
documents identify the ACCR Standards for each grade level, the date taught, the date re-taught, 
the date reviewed, the date assessed and the date reassessed. These were completed by teachers, 
but were not supported by documentation to demonstrate the curriculum and lessons actually 
address the standards. The charter holder indicated that they have used the same ELA/reading 
curriculum for several years (at least 3); in grades K-3 they use Scott Foresman, 4-6 they use 
Harcourt Brace, 7-8 they use McGraw Hill. None of the ELA/reading curriculum materials indicate 
they are aligned to the standards. The charter holder indicated that the lesson plans demonstrate 
that the curriculum and instruction is aligned to the standards, but lesson plans were available 
only for the first month and were not completed subsequent to the first month. The Board staff 
spent time comparing lessons in the teacher edition textbooks to the standards identified in these 
documents based on the dates identified as “taught” and the lessons identified on the teacher 
calendars. These lessons do not consistently address the standard or teach at the appropriate 
rigor level. These documents provide evidence that the school has not implemented an 
ELA/reading curriculum aligned to the ACCR Standards. 


o The charter holder provided “Correlation of Everyday Mathematics to the Common Core State 
Standards for Mathematics” documents.   These documents identify the Everyday Mathematics 
lesson, pages, and common core standards to which the lessons align. These documents 
demonstrate the charter holder has a math curriculum aligned to the ACCR Standards for grades 
K-6, but do not demonstrate implementation of the curriculum. 


o The charter holder provided “Glencoe Math Common Core State Standards” documents.   These 
documents identify the lesson, pages, and common core standards to which the lessons align. 
These documents demonstrate of the charter holder has a math curriculum aligned to the ACCR 
Standards for grades 7-9 , but do not demonstrate implementation of the curriculum. 
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 The charter holder must demonstrate implementation of a curriculum adapted to meet the needs of 
subgroup populations.  Sufficient evidence will demonstrate there is curriculum intended to provide 
differentiated materials, activities, and/or strategies for struggling students within the subgroups. 


o The charter holder provided “Literacy/Math Committee Meeting” documents.  These documents 
contain the minutes of meetings conducted by Shauna Rensch, Glenn Widger, Genoa Stuyvesant, 
and Ezra Stuyvesant who make up the school’s Literacy/Math Committee and who are responsible 
for curriculum decisions. The minutes from July 6, 2013 indicate that the school would implement 
reading and math intervention programs with AIMS/SAT-10 results, DIBELS, and CRTs as 
placement indicators.  The minutes from July 10, 2013 indicate that the committee reviewed the 
intervention programs, but did not indicate what reading programs were reviewed for or what the 
findings of the reviews were.  The minutes from July 10, 2013 indicate that the committee 
determined the math and reading intervention programs were ready for implementation at the 
beginning of the year.  The minutes from August 11, 2013 indicate students had been placed in 
the math and reading intervention programs.  The minutes from September 21, 2013 provide an 
update on the math intervention program. The minutes from October 12, 2013 indicate the 
committee reviewed student progress in math and reading intervention programs, and planned to 
make adjustments for SPED and bottom 25% students in the math intervention program. The 
minutes from December 6, 2013 indicate the committee planned to make adjustments in the 
intervention programs. The minutes from December 28, 2013 indicate the committee reviewed 
student progress in math and reading intervention programs. The minutes from January 24, 2014 
indicate the committee reviewed student progress and assigned new students to the math and 
reading intervention programs. The minutes from February 14, 2014 indicate that the committee 
reviewed the intervention programs, but do not indicate what reading programs were reviewed 
for or what the findings of the reviews were.  These documents demonstrate implementation of a 
curriculum adapted to meet the needs of subgroup populations. 


Monitoring Instruction:  


In the area of monitoring instruction, The Shelby School’s DSP was evaluated as “Falls Far Below.” The charter 
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a plan for 
monitoring the integration of the ACCR Standards into instruction. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence 
of the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating standards and instructional practices.  


The charter holder’s DSP in the area of monitoring instruction is not acceptable. 


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


o The charter holder provided “ELA/Common Core Standards for Reading” documents.  These 
documents, which act as standards checklists, identify the ACCR Standards for each grade level, 
the date taught, the date re-taught, the date reviewed, the date assesses and the date reassessed. 
These were completed by teachers, but were not supported by documentation to demonstrate 
the curriculum and lessons actually address the standards. The charter holder indicated that they 
have used the same ELA/reading curriculum for several years (at least 3); in grades K-3 they use 
Scott Foresman, 4-6 they use Harcourt Brace, 7-8 they use McGraw Hill. None of the ELA/reading 
curriculum materials indicate they are aligned to the standards. The charter holder indicated that 
the lesson plans demonstrate that the curriculum and instruction is aligned to the standards, but 
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lesson plans are available only for the first month and were not completed subsequent to the first 
month. The Board staff spent time comparing lessons in the teacher edition textbooks to the 
standards identified in these documents based on the dates identified as “taught” and the lessons 
identified on the teacher calendars. These lessons do not consistently address the standard or 
teach at the appropriate rigor level. The charter holder did not provide similar documents for 
Math and provided nothing to demonstrate they had tools for monitoring the integration of the 
math standards into instruction. These documents provide evidence that the school has 
implemented a process that could monitor the implementation of the ACCR Standards in 
ELA/reading, but the evidence provided demonstrates that the process is not successfully 
monitoring the implementation of the ACCR Standards in ELA\reading. Additionally, the 
documents do not provide evidence of a process to monitor the implementation of the ACCR 
Standards in math. 


o The charter holder provided “Literacy/Math Committee Meeting” documents.  The minutes from 
August 11, 2013 indicate the administrator will begin bi-monthly observations of classroom 
teachers. The administrator indicated that these observations are intended to ensure that the 
standards are integrated into instruction and taught according to the planned schedule/teachers 
are on-track. The minutes from November 16, 2013 indicate the administrator provided feedback 
suggestions about concepts students need to be exposed to, need to practice, or need to master 
in mathematics. The minutes from February 14, 2014 indicate the administrator provided 
feedback suggestions about concepts students need to be exposed to, need to practice, or need to 
master in mathematics. When compared to the standards, the suggestions do not consistently 
align to appropriate grade level standards; these documents do not provide evidence of a process 
to monitor the implementation of the ACCR Standards in math.  


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


o The charter holder provided “Literacy/Math Committee Meeting” documents.  The minutes from 
August 11, 2013 indicate the administrator will begin bi-monthly observations of classroom 
teachers. The administrator indicated that these observations are intended to ensure that the 
standards are integrated into instruction and that teachers are on-track with the planned pacing. 
The minutes from November 16, 2013 and February 14, 2014 indicate the classroom observations 
are not being used to evaluate the quality of instruction and identify the strengths, weaknesses, 
and learning needs of teachers; rather feedback from the observations is strictly related to the 
math subject content and included suggestions about concepts students need to be exposed to, 
need to practice, or need to master in mathematics. These documents do not provide evidence to 
demonstrate the school has a process or system to evaluate the quality of instruction and identify 
the strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs of teachers. 


o The charter holder provided “Teacher Performance Evaluation” documents.  These documents 
consisted of completed observations and evaluations as well as pre- and post-conferences.  The 
observation comments/notes were compared to the evaluation domains/criteria they were 
intended to address and the observations do not to align to the evaluation criteria and do not 
support the evaluation findings. When the leadership team was asked how they felt the 
observations and evaluation criteria aligned, one member said they do not.  The same individual 
from the leadership team stated it would be a good idea to actually bring the evaluation criteria in 
with them when doing an observation and several members of the team agreed that it would be a 
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good idea. Board staff reviewed the evaluations and found that all teachers are rated as effective 
or highly effective; the evaluations did not identify teacher weaknesses or learning needs. The 
three teachers on the leadership team are responsible for conducting evaluations of each other, 
no external evaluation is provided. These documents demonstrate that the school is at the 
beginning stages of implementing a system for evaluating the quality of instruction and identifying 
the strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs of teachers.  The school has created tools, which if 
implemented correctly, would provide a process or system for evaluating the instructional 
practices of teachers, but do not provide evidence of the proper implementation of these tools. 


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


o The charter holder provided “Teacher Performance Evaluation” documents.  These documents 
consisted of completed observations and evaluations as well as pre- and post-conferences.  The 
documents identify that a post-observation conference is conducted between the evaluator and 
the teacher and that the teacher receives a copy of the evaluation.  However, there is no evidence 
in these documents to demonstrate that the school is conducting an analysis of the effectiveness 
of instruction or providing feedback to help teachers improve instructional effectiveness. Board 
staff reviewed the evaluations and found that all teachers are rated as effective or highly effective; 
the evaluations did not identify teacher weaknesses or learning needs. The three teachers on the 
leadership team are responsible for conducting evaluations of each other, no external evaluation 
is provided. These documents demonstrate that the school is at the beginning stages of 
conducting some analysis and provide some feedback to further develop the quality of instruction. 
The school has created tools, which if implemented correctly, would provide a process or system 
for conducting some analysis and provide some feedback to further develop the quality of 
instruction. 


o The charter holder provided “Literacy/Math Committee Meeting” documents.  The minutes from 
August 11, 2013 indicate the administrator will begin bi-monthly observations of classroom 
teachers. The minutes from November 16, 2013 indicate that feedback from the observations is 
strictly related to the math subject content and included suggestions about concepts students 
need to be exposed to, need to practice, or need to master in mathematics. The minutes from 
February 14, 2014 indicate that  feedback from the observations is strictly related to the math 
subject content and included suggestions about concepts students need to be exposed to, need to 
practice, or need to master in mathematics. These documents do not provide evidence to 
demonstrate the school has a process or system for conducting some analysis and provide some 
feedback to further develop the quality of instruction. 


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


o The charter holder provided “Teacher Performance Evaluation” documents.  These documents 
consisted of completed observations and evaluations as well as pre- and post-conferences.  The 
documents do not indicate any of the evaluation criteria concerned the quality of instruction in 
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relation to meeting the needs of subgroup students. These documents do not provide evidence to 
demonstrate the school has a process or system to evaluate the quality of instruction in relation to 
meeting the needs of subgroup students. 


o The charter holder provided “Literacy/Math Committee Meeting” documents.  The leadership 
team members indicated these notes would provide evidence of evaluating the instructional 
practices of teachers related to meeting the needs of subgroup students. The October 12, 2013 
minutes address working with subgroup students in the intervention program and issues with 
individual students identified within the subgroups, but the notes do not indicate the discussion 
addressed evaluating the instructional practices of teachers related to meeting the needs of these 
students. The December 6, 2013 minutes address working with subgroup students in the 
intervention program, but do not address evaluating the instructional practices of teachers related 
to meeting the needs of these students. The December 28, 2013 minutes address working with 
subgroup students in the intervention program, but do not address evaluating the instructional 
practices of teachers related to meeting the needs of these students. These documents do not 
provide evidence to demonstrate the school has a process or system to evaluate the quality of 
instruction in relation to meeting the needs of subgroup students. 


o The charter holder was not able to provide any evidence to show that there is a system to monitor 
the quality of instruction and identify the strengths, weaknesses, and learning needs of teachers in 
relation to meeting the needs of subgroup students. One member of the leadership team 
indicated that this is monitored through teacher “self-reflection” and teachers are responsible for 
seeking assistance if they are having difficulty meeting the needs of subgroup students.  


Assessment: 


In the area of assessment, The Shelby School’s DSP was evaluated as “Falls Far Below.” The charter holder did 
not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a plan for monitoring 
and documenting student proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that the charter 
holder has not developed a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures. 
The evidence demonstrated that little data is collected and data is not used to make instructional decisions.  


The charter holder’s DSP in the area of assessment is not acceptable. 


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


o The charter holder provided ALEKS data reports documents for 3 of 43 students enrolled at the 
school.  These documents identify individual student performance on assessments in a 
computerized assessment program. The reports also identify the course content of the 
computerized lessons and the dates on which assessments were completed and whether those 
assessments were requested or progress assessments. The ALEKS assessments were used only by 
some students as an intervention program and assessment.  Additionally, the Board staff 
conducted research to determine whether this assessment program is aligned with the ACCR 
Standards and determined that while there is overlap between some of the standards, the 
program is not completely aligned to the standards. This document does not demonstrate a 
comprehensive assessment system through which the school regularly and timely assesses 
students in a manner that is aligned with the curriculum in order to monitor student progress. 
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o The charter holder provided Read Naturally Live Students At-a-Glance data report documents for 
15 of 43 students enrolled at the school.  These documents identify individual student 
performance on assessments in a computerized assessment program. The reports identify student 
scores in fluency and comprehension and the reading level and stories completed for each 
student. The Read Naturally Live assessments were used only by some students as an intervention 
program and assessment.  Additionally, the Board staff conducted research to determine whether 
this assessment program is aligned with the ACCR Standards and determined that while the 
stories correlate to the common core guidelines for lexile text measures, the assessments are not 
designed to align with the state standards nor are they intended to be curriculum based 
measures. This document does not demonstrate a comprehensive assessment system through 
which the school regularly and timely assesses students in a manner that is aligned with the 
curriculum in order to monitor student progress. 


o The charter holder indicated that they also utilize text-based unit tests in each classroom to 
progress monitor students in mathematics. They did not provide evidence of the use of these 
assessments.  


o The charter holder indicated that they also utilize BuckleDown in each classroom to progress 
monitor students in mathematics. As evidence of the use of these assessments, the charter holder 
provided “Literacy/Math Committee Meeting” documents.  The February 14, 2014 minutes 
indicate the committee “felt the need to enrich the ongoing math instruction” and as a result 
ordered BuckleDown for grades 3-8. The March 27, 2014 minutes indicate the committee 
determined the BuckleDown materials would be used to diagnose weaknesses and the workbooks 
would be used to remediate weaknesses; these materials were to be used from March 27 until the 
AIMS administration on April 8. These documents provide evidence that the BuckleDown 
assessments were not used as part of a comprehensive assessment system through which the 
school regularly and timely assesses students in a manner that is aligned with the curriculum in 
order to monitor student progress. 


o The charter holder indicated that they also use DIBELS to progress monitor students in 
ELA/reading. As evidence of the use of these assessments, the charter holder provided 
“Literacy/Math Committee Meeting” documents.  The August 8, 2013 minutes indicate the 
schedule was set for the year for DIBELS Benchmark testing, and the first Benchmark would be 
completed within the week. The January 24, 2014 minutes indicate the committee reviewed 
Winter DIBELS testing results. The charter holder did not provide evidence to contradict Board 
staff’s evaluation that DIBELS is not an assessment that is aligned to the curriculum or standards. 
These documents do not provide evidence of a comprehensive assessment system through which 
the school regularly and timely assesses students in a manner that is aligned with the curriculum 
in order to monitor student progress. 


o The charter holder indicated that they also utilize text-based weekly quizzes and unit tests in each 
classroom to progress monitor students in ELA/reading. They did not provide evidence of the use 
of these assessments.  


o The charter holder indicated that they also utilize an AIMS sample test at the middle of the year. 
They did not provide evidence of the use of this assessment.  


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


o The charter holder provided “Literacy/Math Committee Meeting” documents.  The July 6, 2013 
minutes indicate AIMS, DIBELS, and SAT-10 results would be used to determine student placement 
in intervention programs. The July 10, 2013 minutes indicate AIMS and SAT-10 results were being 
examined for each student and a report was being set up for teachers to identify least mastered 
performance objectives; the notes also indicate the teachers would examine these results during 
PD on July 11, 2013. The October 12, 2013 minutes indicate the committee reviewed first quarter 
student performance based on grades and, for intervention students, ALEKS and Read Naturally 
results. The minutes do not indicate how the committee analyzed the data, what findings the 
committee made, or how that analysis was used to inform and adapt instruction. The December 
28, 2013 minutes indicate the committee reviewed first half of the year student performance 
based on grades and, for intervention students, ALEKS and Read Naturally results. The minutes do 
not indicate how the committee analyzed the data, what findings the committee made, or how 
that analysis was used to inform and adapt instruction. The January 24, 2014 minutes indicate the 
committee reviewed Winter DIBELS testing results and moved 4 students into the intervention 
program. These documents do not provide evidence that the school is analyzing and utilizing data 
from a comprehensive assessment system to inform and adapt instruction. 


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


o The charter holder provided ALEKS data reports documents.  These documents identify individual 
student performance on assessments in a computerized assessment program. The reports also 
identify the course content of the computerized lessons and the dates on which assessments were 
completed and whether those assessments were assigned or regular progress assessments. The 
ALEKS assessments were used only by subgroup students as an intervention program and 
assessment.  Additionally, the Board staff conducted research to determine whether this 
assessment program is aligned with the ACCR Standards and determined that while there is 
overlap between some of the standards, the program is not completely aligned to the standards. 
These documents demonstrate implementation of an assessment system adapted to the needs of 
subgroup students, but does not demonstrate that the assessment system is aligned to the ACCR 
Standards. 


o The charter holder provided Read Naturally Live Students At-a-Glance data report documents.  
These documents identify individual student performance on assessments in a computerized 
assessment program. The reports identify student scores in fluency and comprehension and the 
reading level and stories completed for each student. The Read Naturally Live assessments were 
used only by some students as an intervention program and assessment.  Additionally, the Board 
staff conducted research to determine whether this assessment program is aligned with the ACCR 
Standards and determined that while the stories correlate to the common core guidelines for 
lexile text measures, the assessments are not designed to align with the state standards nor are 
they intended to be curriculum based measures. These documents demonstrate implementation 
of an assessment system adapted to the needs of subgroup students, but does not demonstrate 
that the assessment system is aligned to the ACCR Standards. 
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Professional Development: 


In the area of professional development The Shelby School’s DSP was evaluated as “Approaches.” The charter 
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a professional 
development plan that contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder 
provided evidence of a professional development plan aligned with teacher learning needs in the area of 
curriculum. The professional development described lacks a process for implementing new procedures and 
processes at the school.  


The charter holder’s DSP in the area of professional development is not acceptable. 


 The charter holder must provide evidence of implementation of a comprehensive professional 
development plan.  Sufficient evidence will demonstrate that the plan was developed to address teacher 
learning needs and areas of high importance. 


o The charter holder provided “Professional Development Calendar 2013-2014” and “Teacher 
Workshop/Agenda” documents.  These documents identify the dates of professional development 
programs offered at the school; the leadership explained that the PD was focused on the 
implementation of the common core standards and implementation of new curriculum resources 
and intervention programs.  These documents demonstrate that the charter holder developed a 
professional development plan to address teacher learning needs. 


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


o The charter holder provided a “Teacher Workshop Evaluation Summary Sheet” documents.  This 
document summarizes teacher responses to the question of whether the PD was useful, whether 
the information can be used in the classroom, what additional information is needed, how the 
workshop could be improved, and any other comments.  In several of the summaries teachers 
requested additional professional development or identified resources needed to implement the 
PD learning. These documents demonstrate an approach the charter holder uses to support 
teachers in planning to and implementing the information and strategies. 


o The charter holder provided Professional development resources and support materials.  These 
documents include resources that were provided to the teachers to implement professional 
development or that were used during the professional development to teach teachers. These 
documents demonstrate an approach the charter holder uses to support teachers in planning to 
and implementing the information and strategies. 


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


o The charter holder did not provide any evidence to demonstrate a system to follow-up on and 
monitor the implementation of the strategies and information learned through the professional 
development plan. Rather, the charter holder indicated that teachers monitored their own 
implementation through “self-reflection.”  
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 The charter holder must provide evidence of implementation of a comprehensive professional 
development plan that meets the needs of students with proficiency in the bottom 25%, ELL students, FRL 
students, and students with disabilities. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how the professional 
development plan addresses teacher weaknesses and learning needs and areas of high importance in 
relation to students within the subgroups according to their needs. 


o The charter holder did not provide any evidence of a comprehensive professional development 
plan that meets the needs of subgroup students. 


Data: 


The Shelby School did not provide data and analysis that demonstrates improved academic performance based 
on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The Shelby School did not provide evidence of 
increased proficiency for students in the FRL or students with disabilities subgroups. 


The charter holder’s DSP in the area of data is not acceptable. 


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


o The charter holder provided “Average Course Mastery Reports” by grade level and “Knowledge 
Per Slice” reports by students from the ALEKS intervention program for 23 of 43 students enrolled 
at the school.  The ALEKS intervention program aligns to some, but not all grade level ACCR 
Standards.  Additionally, the reports for some of the 7th and all of the 8th grade students indicate 
they were working on “Middle School Math Course 1” and “Middle School Math Course 2,” 
respectively.  However, “Middle School Math Course 1” teaches and assesses 6th grade standards, 
rather than 7th grade, and “Middle School Math Course 2” teaches and assesses 7th grade 
standards, rather than 8th grade. The Average Course Mastery reports identify the aggregated 
number of topics mastered and the percent of topics mastered by domain and topic for all 
students in a grade level. The charter holder was unable to explain what it meant to say a topic 
had been “mastered” or how that was aggregated for the students in a grade level.  The 
Knowledge Per Slice reports identify the number of topics mastered per assessment and the 
percent of topics mastered by domain. Again, the charter holder was unable to explain what it 
meant to say a topic had been “mastered.”   Because the charter holder did not provide us with 
any analysis, comparative data, or information necessary to understand the data, the Board staff 
was unable to conduct any analysis of this data. This data does not provide evidence that 
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data generated from valid and reliable 
assessment sources. 


o The charter holder provided “Read Naturally Live Students At-a-Glance” school-wide reports and 
“Read Naturally Live Student Level Summary” student level reports for 15 of 43 students enrolled 
at the school.  The Read Naturally Live assessment program is not designed to align with the state 
standards nor is intended to act as a curriculum based measure.  These Read Naturally Live data 
reports identify individual student performance scores in fluency and comprehension and the 
reading level and stories completed for each student. The charter holder did not provide any 
information about how this data would align to proficiency or growth.  Because the charter holder 
did not provide the Board staff with any analysis or information necessary to understand this data 
and because at most 3 of the 15 students were being assessed with materials at the appropriate 
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grade/reading level, the Board staff was unable to conduct any analysis of this data. This data does 
not provide evidence that demonstrates improved academic performance based on data 
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. 


II. Viability of the Organization 


The charter holder did not meet the Board’s financial performance expectations based on the fiscal year 2013 
audit. The following table includes the charter holder’s financial data and financial performance for the last 
three audited fiscal years. 


 


2013 2012 2011


Statement of Financial Position 2010


Cash $2,824 $17,065 $11,028 $7,395


Unrestricted Cash $2,824 $17,065 $11,028


Other Liquidity -                  


Total Assets $409,642 $451,840 $483,041


Total Liabilities $63,065 $111,149 $167,419


Current Portion of Long-Term Debt & 


Capital Leases $47,635 $58,132 $50,617


Net Assets $346,577 $340,691 $315,622


Statement of Activities


Revenue $371,541 $239,361 $238,380


Expenses $365,655 $214,292 $259,800


Net Income $5,886 $25,069 ($21,420)


Change in Net Assets $5,886 $25,069 ($21,420)


Financial Statements or Notes


Depreciation & Amortization Expense $37,084 $37,072 $39,459


Interest Expense $5,116 $8,505 $7,609


Lease Expense $25,000 $12,400 $14,300


2013 2012 2011 3-yr Cumulative


Going Concern No No No N/A


Unrestricted Days Liquidity* 2.82 29.07 15.49 N/A


Default No No No N/A


Net Income $5,886 $25,069 ($21,420) N/A


Cash Flow ($14,241) $6,037 $3,633 ($4,571)


Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio 0.94 1.05 0.55 N/A


* For fiscal years 2011 and 2012, the field reflects the charter holder's performance under the financial


framework's previous "Unrestricted Days Cash" measure.


Financial Data


Financial Performance


Near-Term Indicators


Susta inabi l i ty Indicators


The Shelby School
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The charter holder was required to submit a financial performance response based on the fiscal year 2013 audit 
(portfolio: k. Financial Response). Staff’s evaluation of the financial performance response resulted in zero 
“Acceptable” and three “Not Acceptable” determinations (portfolio: j. Financial Response Evaluation).  


While the charter holder did not meet the Board’s financial performance expectations in fiscal years 2012 and 
2013, the DSP includes no indication that additional resources would be committed by the charter holder to 
developing systems that would result in improved academic performance. However, during the site visit, the 
charter holder indicated they were considering purchasing a new reading curriculum. 


III. Adherence to the Terms of the Charter 


A.  Compliance Matters Requiring Board or Other Agency Action  


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


B.  Other Compliance Matters  


The fiscal year 2012 audit indicated that for two employees required to have a valid fingerprint clearance card 
(FCC), the charter holder had expired FCCs on file as of the testing date. As of the audit report date, the charter 
holder had received up-to-date FCCs. Since the audit indicated that all staff were now properly fingerprinted, a 
corrective action plan (CAP) was not required. In fiscal year 2009, the charter holder was required to submit a 
CAP because the audit identified a fingerprinting issue. Specifically, the fiscal year 2009 audit indicated the 
charter holder did not complete the fingerprint check required by A.R.S. §15-512 for one employee that worked 
away from the school locations. The charter holder submitted a satisfactory CAP. 


The fiscal years 2011 and 2012 audits indicated the charter holder had not remitted all prior year payroll taxes to 
the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). The charter holder had entered into a payment plan with the IRS for the 
unpaid payroll taxes from fiscal year 2010. Both audits reflected that the charter holder made all required 
payments under the plan. Since the fiscal years 2011 and 2012 audits indicated that the charter holder was 
making its required payments, CAPs were not required. 


The fiscal year 2010 audit identified a possible weakness in internal controls related to the disbursement of cash 
that required a CAP. Specifically, the audit indicated that the business manager, who is also an officer of the 
corporation, advanced funds from the school totaling $20,243 during fiscal year 2010. As of June 30, 2010, the 
business manager had reimbursed the school all but $3,083. Effective August 21, 2010, the business manager 
had reimbursed the school the remaining amount owed to the school. The charter holder submitted a 
satisfactory CAP. 


The fiscal year 2009 audit identified an issue related to instructional hours that required a CAP. Specifically, the 
audit indicated the charter holder did not provide at least 1,068 hours of instruction annually to its seventh and 
eighth grade as required, but provided 1,051 hours of instruction. The charter holder submitted a satisfactory 
CAP. 


C. Charter Holder’s Organizational Membership 


Because the organizational membership on file with the Board was not consistent with the information on file 
with the Arizona Corporation Commission, the charter holder was required to submit the charter holder’s 
Organizational Membership portion of the Detailed Business Plan Section.  In the renewal application package, 
the charter holder provided a statement and a print out from the Arizona Corporation Commission. The 
information on file at the Arizona Corporation Commission did not align with the corporate officers on file with 
the Board. After further communication with the charter holder, the charter holder submitted the appropriate 
filing that aligns organizational membership on file with the Board and the Arizona Corporation Commission. 
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Board Options 


Option 1: The Board may deny the renewal. Staff recommends the following language provided for 
consideration:  Having considered the statements of the representatives of the charter holder today and the 
contents of the renewal portfolio which includes the academic performance, the fiscal compliance, and legal and 
contractual compliance of the charter holder provided to the Board for consideration of this request for charter 
renewal, I move to deny the request for charter renewal and to not grant a renewal contract to The Shelby 
School on the bases that the charter holder failed to meet or make sufficient progress toward the academic 
performance expectations set forth in the performance framework as reflected in the Renewal Executive 
Summary and currently operates a school that has received an overall rating of “Does Not Meet Standard” or 
“Falls Far Below Standard” in both of the two most recent fiscal years for which there is State assessment data 
available.   
 
Option 2:  Notwithstanding staff’s recommendation to deny the renewal, the Board may determine that there is 
a basis to approve the renewal.  The following language is provided for consideration:  Renewal is based on 
consideration of academic, fiscal and contractual compliance of the charter holder.  In this case, the charter 
holder did not meet the academic performance expectations set forth in the Board’s performance framework 
but was able to demonstrate sufficient progress toward the Board’s expectations when: [provide specific 
findings related to curriculum, monitoring of instruction, assessment, professional development, and/or data].  
Additionally, the Board has adopted an academic performance framework that allows for additional 
consideration of the charter holder throughout the next contract period.  There is a record of past contractual 
noncompliance which has been reviewed.  With that taken into consideration, as well as having considered the 
statements of the representatives of the charter holder today and the contents of the renewal portfolio which 
includes the academic performance, the fiscal compliance, and legal and contractual compliance of the charter 
holder provided to the Board for consideration of this request for charter renewal, I move to approve the 
request for charter renewal and grant a renewal contract to The Shelby School. 
 
 
 








Shelby School, The — CTDS: 04-87-03-000 | Entity ID: 79131 — Change Charter


 


ARIZONA  STATE  BOARD  FOR  CHARTER  SCHOOLS
Renewal Summary Review


Five-Year Interval Report Back to reports list


Interval Report Details


Report Date: 05/14/2014 Report Type: Renewal


Charter Contract Information


Charter Corporate Name: Shelby School, The
Charter CTDS: 04-87-03-000 Charter Entity ID: 79131


Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 06/22/2000


Authorizer: ASBCS Contractual Days:


Number of Schools: 1 The Shelby School: 180


Charter Grade Configuration: K-10 Contract Expiration Date: 06/21/2015


FY Charter Opened: — Charter Signed: 06/22/2000


Charter Granted: — Corp. Commission Status Charter Holder is in Good
Standing


Corp. Commission File # 0738889-6 Corp. Type Non Profit


Corp. Commission Status
Date 07/23/2008 Charter Enrollment Cap 150


Charter Contact Information


Mailing Address: P.O. Box 1804
Payson, AZ 85547


Website: —


Phone: 928-478-4706 Fax: 928-478-0681


Mission Statement: The Shelby School's mission is to increase the academic achievement of children using a total
developmental perspective which considers a child's needs in physical development, cognitive
development, and social-emotional development. The mission is achieved with four main
ingredients: a cognitive developmentally based curriculum, the emotional and social
development of students, an arts education emphasis, and parent communication and
involvement.


Charter Representatives: Name: Email: FCC Expiration Date:


1.) Ms. Trina Kamp drtrina.shelby@gmail.com 08/18/2010


Academic Performance - The Shelby School


School Name: The Shelby School School CTDS: 04-87-03-101


School Entity ID: 79132 Charter Entity ID: 79131


School Status: Open School Open Date: 07/01/2000
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Hide Section


Hide Section


Hide Section


Hide Section



http://www.az.gov/

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/charterholders/manage/351/shelby-school-the

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/charterholders/manage/351/shelby-school-the

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/charterholders/manage/351/shelby-school-the

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/dms/browse/library

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/dms/browse/library

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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





Physical Address: Lot 23 Standage Drive
Tonto Valley, AZ 85541


Website: —


Phone: 928-478-4706 Fax: 928-478-0681


Grade Levels Served: K-10 FY 2013 100th Day ADM: 43.82


Academic Performance Per Fiscal Year


The Shelby School


2012
Small


Elementary School (K-8)


2013
Traditional


K-12 School (K to 9)


1. Growth Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points


Assigned Weight


1a. SGP
Math 34 50 25 39 50 20
Reading 41 50 25 48 50 20


1b. SGP Bottom 25%
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0


2. Proficiency Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points


Assigned Weight


2a. Percent Passing
Math 39 / 46.7 50 7.5 31.8 / 64.7 25 7.5
Reading 71 / 67.1 75 7.5 68.2 / 78.5 50 7.5


2b. Composite School
Comparison


Math -6.8 50 7.5 -27.5 25 5
Reading 3.4 75 7.5 -6.9 50 5


2c. Subgroup ELL
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0


2c. Subgroup FRL
Math 33 / 39 50 7.5 31.6 / 55.4 25 7.5
Reading 70 / 62 75 7.5 68.4 / 71.2 50 7.5


2c. Subgroup SPED
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0


3. State Accountability Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points


Assigned Weight


3a. State Accountability D 25 5 D 25 5


4. Graduation Measure Points
Assigned Weight Measure Points


Assigned Weight


4a. Graduation NR 0 0 NR 0 0


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


54.41 100 42.65 85


Academic Performance - The Shelby School


School Name: The Shelby School School CTDS: 04-87-03-002


School Entity ID: 85910 Charter Entity ID: 79131


School Status: Closed School Open Date: 07/01/2005


Physical Address: 807 E. 5th Street
Mesa, AZ 85203


Website: —


Phone: 928-478-4706 Fax: 928-478-0681


Grade Levels Served: K-10 FY 2010 100th Day ADM: 29.82


Academic Performance Per Fiscal Year
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There are no Academic Performance Frameworks for this school.


Financial Performance


Charter Corporate Name: Shelby School, The
Charter CTDS: 04-87-03-000 Charter Entity ID: 79131


Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 06/22/2000


Financial Performance - Fiscal Year 2013 Audit


Shelby School, The


Near-Term Indicators


Going Concern No Meets
Unrestricted Days Liquidity 2.82 Falls Far Below
Default No Meets


Sustainability Indicators
Note: Negative numbers are indicated below by parentheses.


Net Income $5,886 Meets
Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio 0.94 Does Not Meet
Cash Flow (3-Year Cumulative) ($4,571) Does Not Meet


Cash Flow Detail by Fiscal
Year


FY
2013


FY
2012


FY
2011


($14,241) $6,037 $3,633


Does Not Meet Board's Financial Performance Expectations


Charter/Legal Compliance


Charter Corporate Name: Shelby School, The
Charter CTDS: 04-87-03-000 Charter Entity ID: 79131


Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 06/22/2000


Timely Submission of AFR


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


Timely Submission of Budget


Year Timely
2014 Yes
2013 Yes
2012 Yes
2011 Yes
2010 Yes


Audit Compliance


Charter Corporate Name: Shelby School, The
Charter CTDS: 04-87-03-000 Charter Entity ID: 79131


Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 06/22/2000


Timely Submission of Annual Audit
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Year Timely
2013 Yes
2012 Yes
2011 Yes
2010 Yes
2009 Yes


Audit Issues Requiring Corrective Action Plan (CAP)


FY Issue #1 Issue #2
2013
2012 No CAP Fingerprinting Current with Payment Plan - No CAP
2011 Current with Payment Plan - No CAP
2010 Internal Controls
2009 Fingerprinting Instructional Hours


Repeat Issues Identified through Audits


There were no repeat findings for fiscal years 2009 to 2013.
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evaluation Instrument 


Charter Holder Name: The Shelby School Required for: Renewal 
School Name: The Shelby School Initial Evaluation Completed: March 31, 2014 
Date Submitted: March 11, 2014 Final Evaluation Completed: May 23, 2014 
Academic Dashboard: FY13/FY12 
 


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


Measure Acceptable 
Not 


Acceptable 
Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments 


1a. Student 
Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) 
Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative 
indicates the school created curriculum, including supplemental 
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
However, the narrative does not describe a system to implement, 
evaluate, and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, 
aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced 
by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional 
material adoptions, data review teams, and clearly defined and 
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth in math on Arizona's College 
and Career Ready Standards. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative does 
not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the 
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan 
reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations, 
standards checklists, data review teams, and standards-based 
assessments. Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for 
some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards into instruction in math. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative 
describes data collection from three assessments. However, the 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student 
growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of 
disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum aligned with 
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 


Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s 
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of monitoring and 
evaluating standards and instructional practices.  
 
Assessment:  This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student 
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that 
the charter holder has not developed a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures. The evidence 
demonstrated that little data is collected and data is not used to make 
instructional decisions. 
 


Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches .  
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narrative does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum 
and instructional methodology and includes data collection from 
multiple assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, 
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student growth on 
Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as falls far below. The 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive professional development 
plan that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and 
monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and 
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development 
plan that contributed to increased student growth in math. 
 
Data: Limited data and no data analysis were provided to demonstrate 
increased student growth in math on Arizona's College and Career 
Ready Standards. 


Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter 
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of a professional development plan 
aligned with teacher learning needs in the area of curriculum. The 
professional development described lacks a process for implementing 
new procedures and processes at the school.  
 


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


 


1a. Student 
Median Growth 
Percentile (SGP) 
Reading 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative 
indicates the school created curriculum, including supplemental 
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
However, the narrative does not describe a system to implement, 
evaluate, and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, 
aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced 
by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional 
material adoptions, data review teams, and clearly defined and 
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth in reading on Arizona's College 
and Career Ready Standards. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative does 
not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student 
growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of 
disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum aligned with 
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 


Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s 
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of monitoring and 
evaluating standards and instructional practices.  
 
Assessment:  This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
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instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan 
reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations, 
standards checklists, data review teams, and standards-based 
assessments. Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for 
some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards into instruction in reading. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative 
describes data collection from three student quizzes and a computer 
program. However, the narrative does not describe a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures 
aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology and includes 
data collection from multiple assessments, such as formative and 
summative assessments, common/benchmark assessments, and data 
review teams. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting increases 
in student growth in reading on Arizona's College and Career Ready 
Standards. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as falls far below. The 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive professional development 
plan that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and 
monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and 
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development 
plan that contributed to increased student growth in reading. 
 
Data: Limited data and no data analysis were provided to demonstrate 
increased student growth in reading on Arizona's College and Career 
Ready Standards. 


Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student 
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that 
the charter holder has not developed a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures. The evidence 
demonstrated that little data is collected and data is not used to make 
instructional decisions. 
 


Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.  
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter 
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of a professional development plan 
aligned with teacher learning needs in the area of curriculum. The 
professional development described lacks a process for implementing 
new procedures and processes at the school.  
 


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


 


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


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative 
indicates the school created curriculum, including supplemental 
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
However, the narrative does not describe a system to implement, 
evaluate, and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student 
growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of 
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aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced 
by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional 
material adoptions, data review teams, and clearly defined and 
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth in math on Arizona's College 
and Career Ready Standards for students in the bottom 25%. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative does 
not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the 
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan 
reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations, 
standards checklists, data review teams, and standards-based 
assessments. Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for 
some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards into instruction in math. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative 
describes data collection from three assessments. However, the 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum 
and instructional methodology and includes data collection from 
multiple assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, 
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student growth on 
Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for students in the 
bottom 25%. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as falls far below. The 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive professional development 
plan that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and 
monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and 
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not 


disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum aligned with 
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 


 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s 
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of monitoring and 
evaluating standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment:  This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student 
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that 
the charter holder has not developed a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures. The evidence 
demonstrated that little data is collected and data is not used to make 
instructional decisions. 
 


Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.  .  
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter 
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of a professional development plan 
aligned with teacher learning needs in the area of curriculum. The 
professional development described lacks a process for implementing 
new procedures and processes at the school.  
 


Data: The Shelby School did not provide data and analysis that 
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data 
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for students in the 
bottom 25%.  
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demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development 
plan that contributed to increased student growth in math for students 
in the bottom 25% in math. 
 
Data: Limited data and no data analysis were provided to demonstrate 
increased student growth for students in the bottom 25% in math. 


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


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative 
indicates the school created curriculum, including supplemental 
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
However, the narrative does not describe a system to implement, 
evaluate, and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, 
aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced 
by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional 
material adoptions, data review teams, and clearly defined and 
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth in reading on Arizona's College 
and Career Ready Standards for students in the bottom 25%. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative does 
not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the 
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan 
reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations, 
standards checklists, data review teams, and standards-based 
assessments. Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for 
some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards into instruction in reading. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative 
describes data collection from three student quizzes and a computer 
program. However, the narrative does not describe a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures 
aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology and includes 
data collection from multiple assessments, such as formative and 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student 
growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of 
disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum aligned with 
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s 
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of monitoring and 
evaluating standards and instructional practices.  
 
Assessment:  This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student 
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that 
the charter holder has not developed a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures. The evidence 
demonstrated that little data is collected and data is not used to make 
instructional decisions. 
 


Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.  
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter 
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan that 
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summative assessments, common/benchmark assessments, and data 
review teams. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting increases 
in student growth in reading on Arizona's College and Career Ready 
Standards for students in the bottom 25%. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as falls far below. The 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive professional development 
plan that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and 
monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and 
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development 
plan that contributed to increased student growth in reading for 
students in the bottom 25% in reading. 
 
Data: Limited data and no data analysis were provided to demonstrate 
increased student growth for students in the bottom 25% in reading. 


contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of a professional development plan 
aligned with teacher learning needs in the area of curriculum. The 
professional development described lacks a process for implementing 
new procedures and processes at the school. 
 


Data: The Shelby School did not provide data and analysis that 
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data 
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for students in the 
bottom 25%.  


2a. Percent 
Passing 
Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative 
indicates the school created curriculum, including supplemental 
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
However, the narrative does not describe a system to implement, 
evaluate, and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, 
aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced 
by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional 
material adoptions, data review teams, and clearly defined and 
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that 
contributes to increased student proficiency in math on Arizona's 
College and Career Ready Standards. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative does 
not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the 
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan 
reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations, 
standards checklists, data review teams, and standards-based 
assessments. Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student 
growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of 
disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum aligned with 
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 


Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s 
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of monitoring and 
evaluating standards and instructional practices.  
 
Assessment:  This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student 
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some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards into instruction in math. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative 
describes data collection from three assessments. However, the 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum 
and instructional methodology and includes data collection from 
multiple assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, 
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency 
on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as falls far below. The 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive professional development 
plan that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and 
monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and 
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development 
plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in math. 
 
Data: Limited data and no data analysis were provided to demonstrate 
increased student proficiency in math. 


proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that 
the charter holder has not developed a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures. The evidence 
demonstrated that little data is collected and data is not used to make 
instructional decisions. 
 


Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.  
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter 
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of a professional development plan 
aligned with teacher learning needs in the area of curriculum. The 
professional development described lacks a process for implementing 
new procedures and processes at the school. 
 


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


 


2a. Percent 
Passing 
Reading 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative 
indicates the school created curriculum, including supplemental 
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
However, the narrative does not describe a system to implement, 
evaluate, and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, 
aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced 
by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional 
material adoptions, data review teams, and clearly defined and 
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that 
contributes to increased student proficiency in math on Arizona's 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student 
growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of 
disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum aligned with 
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 


Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
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College and Career Ready Standards. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative does 
not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the 
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan 
reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations, 
standards checklists, data review teams, and standards-based 
assessments. Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for 
some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards into instruction in math. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative 
describes data collection from three assessments. However, the 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum 
and instructional methodology and includes data collection from 
multiple assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, 
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency 
on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as falls far below. The 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive professional development 
plan that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and 
monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and 
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development 
plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in math. 
 
Data: Limited data and no data analysis were provided to demonstrate 
increased student proficiency in math. 


implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s 
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of monitoring and 
evaluating standards and instructional practices.  
 
Assessment:  This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student 
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that 
the charter holder has not developed a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures. The evidence 
demonstrated that little data is collected and data is not used to make 
instructional decisions. 
 


Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.  
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter 
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of a professional development plan 
aligned with teacher learning needs in the area of curriculum. The 
professional development described lacks a process for implementing 
new procedures and processes at the school. 
 
Data: The Shelby School did not provide data and analysis that 
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data 
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources.  
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2b. Composite 
School 
Comparison 
(Traditional and 
Small Schools 
only)  
Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative 
indicates the school created curriculum, including supplemental 
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
However, the narrative does not describe a system to implement, 
evaluate, and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, 
aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced 
by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional 
material adoptions, data review teams, and clearly defined and 
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that 
contributes to increased student proficiency to expected performance 
levels for ELL, FRL, and students with disabilities in math as compared 
to similar schools. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative does 
not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the 
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan 
reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations, 
standards checklists, data review teams, and standards-based 
assessments. Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for 
some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards into instruction in math. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative 
describes data collection from three assessments. However, the 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum 
and instructional methodology and includes data collection from 
multiple assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, 
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency to expected 
performance levels for ELL, FRL, and students with disabilities in math 
as compared to similar schools. 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student 
growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of 
disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum aligned with 
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s 
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of monitoring and 
evaluating standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment:  This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student 
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that 
the charter holder has not developed a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures. The evidence 
demonstrated that little data is collected and data is not used to make 
instructional decisions. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.  .  
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter 
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of a professional development plan 
aligned with teacher learning needs in the area of curriculum. The 
professional development described lacks a process for implementing 
new procedures and processes at the school.  
 
Data: The Shelby School did not provide data and analysis that 
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Professional Development: This area was scored as falls far below. The 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive professional development 
plan that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and 
monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and 
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development 
plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in comparison to 
expected performance levels in math for students in one or more of the 
following categories: ELL, FRL, students with disabilities. 
 
Data: Limited data and no data analysis were provided to demonstrate 
increased student proficiency in math for FRL, ELL and students with 
disabilities. 


demonstrates improved academic performance based on data 
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The Shelby 
School did not provide data and analysis that demonstrates improved 
academic performance based on data generated from valid and reliable 
assessment sources for students with disabilities. 


 


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


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative 
indicates the school created curriculum, including supplemental 
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
However, the narrative does not describe a system to implement, 
evaluate, and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, 
aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced 
by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional 
material adoptions, data review teams, and clearly defined and 
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that 
contributes to increased student proficiency to expected performance 
levels for ELL, FRL, and students with disabilities in reading as compared 
to similar schools. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative does 
not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the 
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan 
reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations, 
standards checklists, data review teams, and standards-based 
assessments. Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for 
some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student 
growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of 
disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum aligned with 
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s 
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of monitoring and 
evaluating standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment:  This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student 
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that 
the charter holder has not developed a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures. The evidence 
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Not 
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Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments 


plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards into instruction in reading. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative 
describes data collection from three student quizzes and a computer 
program. However, the narrative does not describe a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures 
aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology and includes 
data collection from multiple assessments, such as formative and 
summative assessments, common/benchmark assessments, and data 
review teams. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting student 
proficiency to expected performance levels for ELL, FRL, and students 
with disabilities in reading as compared to similar schools. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as falls far below. The 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive professional development 
plan that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and 
monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and 
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development 
plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in comparison to 
expected performance levels in reading for students in one or more of 
the following categories: ELL, FRL, students with disabilities. 
 
Data: Limited data and no data analysis were provided to demonstrate 
increased student proficiency in reading for FRL, ELL and students with 
disabilities. 


demonstrated that little data is collected and data is not used to make 
instructional decisions. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.  .  
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter 
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of a professional development plan 
aligned with teacher learning needs in the area of curriculum. The 
professional development described lacks a process for implementing 
new procedures and processes at the school.  
 
Data: The Shelby School did not provide data and analysis that 
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data 
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The Shelby 
School did not provide data and analysis that demonstrates improved 
academic performance based on data generated from valid and reliable 
assessment sources for students with disabilities. 


 


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


N/A N/A 


The charter school does not have any ELL students enrolled. The charter school does not have any ELL students enrolled. 
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2c. Subgroup 
Comparison 
(2b. for 
Alternative)  
ELL 
    Reading 


N/A N/A 


The charter school does not have any ELL students enrolled. The charter school does not have any ELL students enrolled. 


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


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative 
indicates the school created curriculum, including supplemental 
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
However, the narrative does not describe a system to implement, 
evaluate, and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, 
aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced 
by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional 
material adoptions, data review teams, and clearly defined and 
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that 
contributes to increased student proficiency in math for FRL students. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative does 
not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the 
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan 
reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations, 
standards checklists, data review teams, and standards-based 
assessments. Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for 
some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards into instruction in math. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative 
describes data collection from three assessments. However, the 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum 
and instructional methodology and includes data collection from 
multiple assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, 
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student 
growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of 
disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum aligned with 
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 


Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s 
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of monitoring and 
evaluating standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment:  This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student 
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that 
the charter holder has not developed a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures. The evidence 
demonstrated that little data is collected and data is not used to make 
instructional decisions. 
 


Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.  .  
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter 
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the 
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narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency 
in math for FRL students. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as falls far below. The 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive professional development 
plan that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and 
monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and 
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development 
plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in math for FRL 
students. 
 
Data: Limited data and no data analysis were provided to demonstrate 
increased student proficiency in math for FRL students. 


charter holder provided evidence of a professional development plan 
aligned with teacher learning needs in the area of curriculum. The 
professional development described lacks a process for implementing 
new procedures and processes at the school.  
 


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


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


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative 
indicates the school created curriculum, including supplemental 
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
However, the narrative does not describe a system to implement, 
evaluate, and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, 
aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced 
by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional 
material adoptions, data review teams, and clearly defined and 
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that 
contributes to increased student proficiency in reading for FRL 
students. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative does 
not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the 
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan 
reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations, 
standards checklists, data review teams, and standards-based 
assessments. Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for 
some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student 
growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of 
disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum aligned with 
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
 


Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s 
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of monitoring and 
evaluating standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment:  This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student 
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that 
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plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards into instruction in reading. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative 
describes data collection from three student quizzes and a computer 
program. However, the narrative does not describe a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures 
aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology and includes 
data collection from multiple assessments, such as formative and 
summative assessments, common/benchmark assessments, and data 
review teams. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting increases 
in student proficiency in reading for FRL students. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as falls far below. The 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive professional development 
plan that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and 
monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and 
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development 
plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in reading for 
FRL students. 
 
Data: Limited data and no data analysis were provided to demonstrate 
increased student proficiency in reading for FRL students. 


the charter holder has not developed a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures. The evidence 
demonstrated that little data is collected and data is not used to make 
instructional decisions. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.  .  
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter 
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of a professional development plan 
aligned with teacher learning needs in the area of curriculum. The 
professional development described lacks a process for implementing 
new procedures and processes at the school.  
 
Data: The Shelby School did not provide data and analysis that 
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data 
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources.  


2c. Subgroup 
Comparison 
(2b. for 
Alternative)  
Students with  
disabilities 
    Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative 
indicates the school created curriculum, including supplemental 
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
However, the narrative does not describe a system to implement, 
evaluate, and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, 
aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced 
by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional 
material adoptions, data review teams, and clearly defined and 
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that 
contributes to increased student proficiency in math for students with 
disabilities. 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student 
growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of 
disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum aligned with 
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s 
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Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative does 
not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the 
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan 
reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations, 
standards checklists, data review teams, and standards-based 
assessments. Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for 
some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards into instruction in math. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative 
describes data collection from three assessments. However, the 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive assessment system based 
on clearly defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum 
and instructional methodology and includes data collection from 
multiple assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, 
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student proficiency 
in math for students with disabilities. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as falls far below. The 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive professional development 
plan that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and 
monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and 
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development 
plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in math for 
students with disabilities. 
 
Data: Limited data and no data analysis were provided to demonstrate 
increased student proficiency in math for students with disabilities. 


College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of monitoring and 
evaluating standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment:  This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student 
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that 
the charter holder has not developed a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures. The evidence 
demonstrated that little data is collected and data is not used to make 
instructional decisions. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.  .  
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter 
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of a professional development plan 
aligned with teacher learning needs in the area of curriculum. The 
professional development described lacks a process for implementing 
new procedures and processes at the school. 
 


Data: The Shelby School did not provide data and analysis that 
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data 
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for with 
disabilities. 
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2c. Subgroup 
Comparison 
(2b. for 
Alternative)  
Students with  
disabilities 
    Reading 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative 
indicates the school created curriculum, including supplemental 
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
However, the narrative does not describe a system to implement, 
evaluate, and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, 
aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced 
by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional 
material adoptions, data review teams, and clearly defined and 
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that 
contributes to increased student proficiency in reading for students 
with disabilities. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative does 
not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the 
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan 
reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations, 
standards checklists, data review teams, and standards-based 
assessments. Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for 
some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards into instruction in reading. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative 
describes data collection from three student quizzes and a computer 
program. However, the narrative does not describe a comprehensive 
assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures 
aligned with the curriculum and instructional methodology and includes 
data collection from multiple assessments, such as formative and 
summative assessments, common/benchmark assessments, and data 
review teams. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting increases 
in student proficiency in reading for students with disabilities. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as falls far below. The 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student 
growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of 
disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum aligned with 
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s 
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of monitoring and 
evaluating standards and instructional practices. 
 
Assessment:  This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student 
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that 
the charter holder has not developed a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures. The evidence 
demonstrated that little data is collected and data is not used to make 
instructional decisions. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.  .  
Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter 
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of a professional development plan 
aligned with teacher learning needs in the area of curriculum. The 
professional development described lacks a process for implementing 
new procedures and processes at the school.  
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narrative does not describe a comprehensive professional development 
plan that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and 
monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and 
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development 
plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in reading for 
students with disabilities. 
 
Data: Limited data and no data analysis were provided to demonstrate 
increased student proficiency in reading for students with disabilities. 


Data: The Shelby School did not provide data and analysis that 
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data 
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for students with 
disabilities. 


 


3a. A-F Letter 
Grade  State 
Accountability 
System 


 I/S 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative 
indicates the school created curriculum, including supplemental 
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 
However, the narrative does not describe a system to implement, 
evaluate, and revise curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, 
aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced 
by curriculum alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional 
material adoptions, data review teams, and clearly defined and 
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that 
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency and meeting 
targets as described in the A-F Letter Grade Model. 
 
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative does 
not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College 
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the 
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan 
reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations, 
standards checklists, data review teams, and standards-based 
assessments. Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for 
some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards into instruction in math or reading. 
 
Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative 
describes data collection from three student assessments, three 


Curriculum: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student 
growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of 
disjointed efforts to develop or address school curriculum aligned with 
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. 


Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s 
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the charter 
holder provided evidence of the beginning stages of monitoring and 
evaluating standards and instructional practices.  
 
Assessment:  This area was scored as falls far below.  Through the 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter holder did not 
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes 
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student 
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that 
the charter holder has not developed a comprehensive assessment 
system based on clearly defined performance measures. The evidence 
demonstrated that little data is collected and data is not used to make 
instructional decisions. 
 


Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches.   
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student quizzes and a computer program. However, the narrative does 
not describe a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly 
defined performance measures aligned with the curriculum and 
instructional methodology and includes data collection from multiple 
assessments, such as formative and summative assessments, 
common/benchmark assessments, and data review teams. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student growth and 
proficiency on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for math 
and reading and meeting targets as described in the A-F Letter Grade 
Model. 
 
Professional Development: This area was scored as falls far below. The 
narrative does not describe a comprehensive professional development 
plan that is aligned with teacher learning needs, includes follow-up and 
monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and 
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development 
plan that contributed to increased student growth and proficiency in 
math and reading. 
 
Data: Limited data and no data analysis were provided to demonstrate 
increased student growth and proficiency in math and reading. 


Through the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress process the charter 
holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that 
includes implementation of a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather, the 
charter holder provided evidence of a professional development plan 
aligned with teacher learning needs in the area of curriculum. The 
professional development described lacks a process for implementing 
new procedures and processes at the school.  
 


Data: The Shelby School did not provide data and analysis that 
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data 
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The Shelby 
School did not provide data and analysis that demonstrates improved 
academic performance based on data generated from valid and reliable 
assessment sources for students with disabilities. 


 


 








Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evidence Reviewed at Site Visit 


 
The Shelby School 
 
The table below reflects materials/items referenced in the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress that 
were requested and/or reviwered on site for The Shelby School : 


Evidence Requested Evidence Reviewed at Site Visit 


Process for reviewing and selecting 
curriculum programs used by Reading 
and Math Committee 


 Literacy/Math Committee Meeting minutes – committee notes 


identify participants, assigned Rensch to research, indicate 
information presented and vote taken 


 McGraw Hill Education Packing List – materials purchased, 
shipped after start of school year, did not arrive until 
September, school used electronic materials until arrival 


 Teacher Edition Reading Materials – all adopted several 
years earlier, no evidence of adoption process  


Curriculum program alignment to Arizona 
College and Career Ready Standards 


 lesson plan documents – only created for the first month of 
school, not available for any grades/subjects after first 
month of school 


 Everyday Mathematics Month-by-Month Overview – text 
provided pacing identifies for each grade level, K-6, key 
mathematical activities/ideas to be taught on a month-by-
month plan according to sections/units in the textbook 


 ELA/Common Core Standards for Reading – teacher 
created “tracker” of ACCR ELA Standards for each grade 
level, the date taught, the date re-taught, the date 
reviewed, the date assesses and the date reassessed; not 
supported by documentation to demonstrate the 
curriculum and lessons actually address the standards 


 Correlation of Everyday Mathematics to the Common Core 
State Standards for Mathematics - identify the Everyday 
Mathematics lesson, pages, and common core standards to 
which the lessons align 


 Glencoe Math Common Core State Standards - documents 
identify the lesson, pages, and common core standards to 
which the lessons align 


ALEKS program alignment to Arizona 
College and Career Ready Standards 


 ALEKS data reports documents – do not indicate whether 
there is alignment to ACCR standards, some “topics” 
overlap with ACCR topics, but it is unclear whether these 
address the content of the standards at the appropriate 
rigor level 


Use of ALEKS and Everyday Math 
programs to monitor progress 


 ALEKS data reports documents – provided for some but not 
all students, unclear how these data reports are used, 
charter holder could not explain certain reports, no 
analysis provided 


Administration of AIMS Sample Math 
Test 


 No evidence provided 


Use of Read Naturally program to 
monitor progress 


 Read Naturally Live Students At-a-Glance data report 
documents – provided for some but not all students, 







identify student scores in fluency and comprehension and 
the reading level and stories completed for each student, 
unclear how these data reports are used, no analysis 
provided 


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


Evidence Requested Evidence Provided 


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


   SGP Math 
   SGP Reading 
   SGP Math Bottom 25% 
   SGP Reading Bottom 25% 
   Improvement Math 
   Improvement Reading 
   Percent Passing Math 
   Percent Passing Reading 
  Composite School Comparison 
  ELL Math and Reading 
  FRL Math and Reading 
  SPED Math and Reading 
  State Accountability 
 Graduation 
 Persistence 


 
 


 lesson plan documents – only created for the first month of 
school, not available for any grades/subjects after first 
month of school 


 teacher calendars with Teacher Edition Textbooks for 
ELA/Reading – textbooks are used, “lesson plans” are the 
teacher edition lesson guides, board staff cross walked the 
lessons with the ACCR standards, teacher calendars, and 
ELA/Common Core Standards for Reading and found that 
the lessons did not clearly align to the standards   


 ELA/Common Core Standards for Reading – teacher 
created “tracker” of ACCR ELA Standards for each grade 
level, the date taught, the date re-taught, the date 
reviewed, the date assesses and the date reassessed; not 
supported by documentation to demonstrate the 
curriculum and lessons actually address the standards at 
appropriate rigor level 


 Reading Progress, student activities, Selection Lesson Plan” 
documents from the textbooks for ELA – standards 
identified by teachers on the Reading Progress documents 
did not match to ACCR standards, activities did not align to 
ACCR standards 


 Literacy/Math Committee Meeting Minutes – demonstrate 
review of intervention programs and review of student 
progress in intervention programs 


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


   SGP Math 
   SGP Reading 
   SGP Math Bottom 25% 
   SGP Reading Bottom 25% 
   Improvement Math 
   Improvement Reading 


 


 ELA/Common Core Standards for Reading – teacher 
created “tracker” of ACCR ELA Standards for each grade 
level, the date taught, the date re-taught, the date 
reviewed, the date assesses and the date reassessed; not 
supported by documentation to demonstrate the 
curriculum and lessons actually address the standards 


 Literacy/Math Committee Meeting Minutes – demonstrate 
review implementation of bi-monthly observations, but 
observations do not address instructional 
effectiveness/strategies or implementation of standards, 
rather the observations address the need to cover certain 
topics in math  


 Teacher Performance Evaluation- teacher evaluations are 
completed by other teachers, none provide constructive 







   Percent Passing Math 
   Percent Passing Reading 
  Composite School Comparison 
  ELL Math and Reading 
  FRL Math and Reading 
  SPED Math and Reading 
  State Accountability 
 Graduation 
 Persistence 


 


feedback, observations do not align to areas of observation 
or support evaluation findings, evaluations do not address 
needs of subgroup students 
 


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


   SGP Math 
   SGP Reading 
   SGP Math Bottom 25% 
   SGP Reading Bottom 25% 
   Improvement Math 
   Improvement Reading 
   Percent Passing Math 
   Percent Passing Reading 
  Composite School Comparison 
  ELL Math and Reading 
  FRL Math and Reading 
  SPED Math and Reading 
  State Accountability 
 Graduation 
 Persistence 


 


 Read Naturally Live Students At-a-Glance data report documents 
– provided for some but not all students, identify student scores 
in fluency and comprehension and the reading level and stories 
completed for each student, unclear how these data reports are 
used, no analysis provided; do not indicate whether there is 
alignment to ACCR standards 


 ALEKS data reports documents – provided for some but not all 
students, unclear how these data reports are used, charter 
holder could not explain certain reports, no analysis provided; 
do not indicate whether there is alignment to ACCR standards, 
some “topics” overlap with ACCR topics, but it is unclear 
whether these address the content of the standards at the 
appropriate rigor level 


 Literacy/Math Committee Meeting Minutes – indicate 
BuckleDown ordered in February/March to act as 
assessment to diagnose weaknesses and the workbooks 
would be used to remediate weaknesses; indicate the 
schedule was set for the year for DIBELS Benchmark 
testing and results were reviewed ; indicate discussions 
about intervention programs and placement in 
intervention programs based on DIBELS results; indicate 
the committee reviewed first half of the year student 
performance based on grades, ALEKS and Read Naturally 
results 


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


SGP Math 
   SGP Reading 
   SGP Math Bottom 25% 
   SGP Reading Bottom 25% 
   Improvement Math 
   Improvement Reading 
   Percent Passing Math 
   Percent Passing Reading 
  Composite School Comparison 


 Professional Development Calendar 2013-2014 - 
professional development offerings were external 
webinars, focused on the implementation of the common 
core, no evidence of  PD intended to address identified 
teacher learning needs 


 Teacher Workshop Evaluation Summary Sheet - 
summarizes teacher evaluations of PD 


 Professional development resources and support materials 
– support materials from PD webinars/sessions to help 
implement 


 







  ELL Math and Reading 
  FRL Math and Reading 
  SPED Math and Reading 
  State Accountability 
 Graduation 
 Persistence 


 


Data  


 Average Course Mastery Reports by grade level and 
Knowledge Per Slice reports from ALEKS – no analysis 
provided, charter holder could not explain meaning of 
reports; reports not provided for all students; no 
comparative data provided 


 Read Naturally Live Students At-a-Glance school-wide 
reports and Read Naturally Live Student Level Summary 
student level reports - no analysis provided; reports not 
provided for all students; no comparative data provided 


 


Data Analysis 
 


 


 None provided  
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            The Shelby School 


Renewal Application  


Meeting Academic Performance Expectations Section 


March 2014 


Introduction 


The Shelby School was granted a charter by the Arizona State Board of Education on June 22, 2000. 


We are a small, rural K-10 school, located 17 miles east of Payson, with a 501(c)(3) non-profit status 


in good standing with the Arizona Corporation Commission. We are also the only charter school in 


this greater region to offer an alternative to public education for grades K-8. 


The Shelby School provides small group and individualized instruction in order to maximally facilitate 


the learning and development of its students. The Shelby School’s mission is to increase the 


academic achievement of children using a total developmental perspective which considers a child’s 


needs in cognitive development, social-emotional development and physical development. The 


mission is achieved with four main ingredients: a cognitive developmentally based curriculum, the 


emotional and social development of students, an arts education emphasis, and parent 


communication and involvement. The fundamental beliefs underlying The Shelby School are that 


academic competence is a major contributor to functional adulthood but that a well-developed 


intellect without emotional stability, self esteem, the ability to communicate, and compassion for 


others is of little or no value.  


Though academic competence is a fundamental mission of The Shelby School, we have seen the 


academic performance of our children decrease over the past several years particularly in the math 


area.  


In 2005, we were Highly Performing. In 2006 and 2007 we were Performing Plus, and in the three 


years, 2008, 2009, and 2010, we were at a Performing level. We began to examine this decrease 


during the 2008-2009 school year and initiated changes in our curriculum and instruction in 2009 


which was not effective. We have since instituted a radical change for students for our 2013-2014 


academic year. Table 1 below presents the percent passing in reading and math each year since 


2006.  
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Table 2 presents the SGP in reading and math since 2007. 


 


 


The ASBCS staff evaluated our school with their initial and site visit in July of 2013 with their 


Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evaluation Instrument and had one main concern. That concern 


was expressed throughout their final evaluation, that is, that we did not demonstrate improved student 


growth in math, for our total group, our FRL students, and our SPED and Bottom 25% students.  
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We are committed to increase the math performance of our students and the majority of this renewal 


application will examine the new curriculum and instruction instituted for the 2013-2014 year and 


present Benchmark data that each sub-group and total group are performing. Since this report is due 


prior to our receipt of the 2014 AIMS results, the AIMS results will be the final determination of our 


students’ success; however, we hope the data that is provided is highly predictive of their AIMS 


performance.  Our five-year Performance Management Plan (PMP) for Math Achievement 2014 is 


presented in a separate uploaded document. 


The remainder of this renewal application will examine the changes we’ve also made to our reading 


curriculum and instruction for the 2013-2014 year. We will present available Benchmark data as well.  


Meeting Math Academic Performance Expectations 


2013-2014 Math Program Changes 


Our Reading and Math Committee (RMC) met with ASBCS staff during their site visit July  of 2013 


and discussed the planned changes to our math curriculum for the 2013-2014 year. We instituted the 


following changes which started in the fall of 2013: 


1. After an extensive review of numerous math curriculum programs by our RMC we purchased   


and implemented, with teacher training, the Everyday Math program by McGraw-Hill for 


grades K-6. 


2. We purchased and implemented the on-line ALEKS math program by McGraw Hill Education 


(www.aleks.com) for all students who Fell Far Below (FFB) or Approached (A) on their 2013 


AIMS or SAT-10 Math scores in grades 3 to 10. The ALEKS program is aligned with the State 


math standards as well. 


3. We purchased 13 new laptops and created a math lab for the ALEKS program. 


4. We created a second math class each day for students. The first class is the Everyday Math 


curriculum for students. The second class is the ALEKS math lab for those who FFB or A. For 


those who Meet, additional enrichment activities and individualized instruction were provided. 


5. Students who were at Tier 3 (FFB) received an additional 50 minutes per day, five days per 


week of math instruction. Those at Tier 2 (A) received a minimum of 50 minutes, four days per 


week. 


6. We also implemented several other workshops. For example, students in grades 3 to 10 who 


knew their multiplication tables from 0 to 12 worked to receive a $25 credit to the school’s 


concession stand. We have had numerous workshops with different grade levels on metric 



http://www.aleks.com/
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measurements and conversions, as well as adding, subtracting, multiplying and dividing 


positive and negative numbers. Additional planned workshops for the spring semester will 


focus on vector analyses and identifying and calculating properties of different solid figures, 


both weak areas from prior AIMS results. 


2013-2014 Math Benchmark Results-Total Grades 


One major source of our students’ math progress is the ALEKS program. Based on their initial 


assessment in August until their assessment on January 30th, Table 3 below presents each student 


(anonymously coded for privacy) and grade level who are participating in the ALEKS lab (or not) with 


their corresponding percent of topics mastered and, in the final column, their gain score percent 


mastery, as of the end of January. Their prior year math AIMS results also are included. This master 


summary table also presents whether a student was in one or more of the three groups: FRL, SPED, 


and Bottom 25%. 


Table 3 


ALEKS Initial and January Assessment 


Grades 3 – 8 Math Progress 


Code/ 
Start 


Date if 
not 


8/1/13 


FRL  SPED  Bot 
25%  


2013 
AIMS/SAT 


Math  


ALEKS 
2013-
2014  


Aleks 
Initial 


Assessment 
August 


2013 
Topics 


Mastered/ 
Total Topics 


% 
Mastery 


Pre 


Aleks 
Assessment 
January 30, 


2014 
Topics 


Mastered/ 
Total Topics 


% 
Mastery 


Jan  


% 
G 
A 
I 
N 


3-1 Y   A 
43 NPR 


Y 6/127 5 68/127 54 49 


3-2 NO   M 
80 NPR 


N -- -- -- -- -- 


3-3 
1/14 


Y   FFB 
14 NPR 


Mid-
year 


13/127 
Jan. Test 


 10 -- -- -- 


3rd 
Grade 
Totals 
N = 3 


2/3 = 
67% 


0/3 = 
0% 


0/3 = 
0% 


 1/2  = 
50% 


6/127 5 68/127 54 49 


4-1 Y   FFB 
264(303A) 


Y 27/197 14 109/197 55 41 


4-2 Y   A 
322(349M) 


Y 12/197 6 134/197 68 62 


   4-3 Y   FFB 
292(303A) 


Y 13/197 7 130/197 66 59 


4-4 Y Y Y A 
303(303A) 


Y 15/197 8 57/197 29 21 
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4-5 NO   A 
313(347M) 


Y 16/197 8 134/197 68 60 


4th 
Grade 
Totals 
N = 5 


4/5 = 
80% 


1/5 = 
20% 


1/5 = 
20% 


 5/5 = 
100% 


16/197 8 119/197 60 52 


  Code/ 
Start 


Date if 
not 


8/1/13 


FRL SPED Bot 
25% 


      2013 
AIMS/SAT 


Math        


ALEKS 
2013-
2014 


       Aleks 
Initial 


Assessment 
August 2013 


Topics 
Mastered/Total 


Topics 


      % 
Mastery 


Pre 


         Aleks 
Assessment 
January 30, 


2014 
Topics 


Mastered/Total 
Topics 


    % 
Mastery 


Jan 


  % 
G 
A 
I 
N 


5-1 Y   M 
376(366M) 


N -- -- -- -- -- 


5-2 Y  Y FFB 
326(331A) 


Y 34/266 13 125/266 47 34 


5-3 Y Y  M 
374(366M) 


N -- -- -- -- -- 


5-4 NO   M 
395(366M) 


N -- -- -- -- -- 


5-5 
9/4 


Y  Y FFB 
Out-of-
state 


testing 


Y 29/266 11 44/266 16 5 


5-6 Y  Y FFB 
301(331A) 


Y 19/266 7 74/266 28 21 


5th 
Grade 
Totals 
N = 6 


5/6 = 
83% 


1/6 = 
17% 


3/6 = 
50% 


 3/6 = 
50% 


27/266 10 87/266 33 23 


6-1 
10/17 


Y   FFB 
330(348A) 


Y 50/324* 15 149/324* 46 31 


6-2 NO   A 
361(381M) 


Y 87/324 27 231/324 71 44 


6-3 Y Y  A 
370(381M) 


Y 41/324 13 123/324 38 25 


6-4 NO   A 
379(381M) 


Y 63/324 19 224/324 69 50 


6th 
Grade 
Totals 
N = 4 


2/4 = 
50% 


1/4 = 
25% 


0/4 = 
0% 


 4/4 = 
100% 


64/324 
N = 3 


20 196/324 
N = 3 


60 40 
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Code/ 
Start 


Date if 
not 


8/1/13 


FRL SPED Bot 
25% 


     2013 
AIMS/SAT 


 


ALEKS 
2013-
2014 


         Aleks 
Initial 


Assessment 
August 2013 


Topics 
Mastered/Total 


Topics 


     % 
Mastery 


 


        Aleks 
Assessment 
January 30, 


2014 
Topics 
Mastered / Total 
Topics 


 


     % 
Mastery 


Jan 


 % 
G 
A 
I 
N 


7-1 NO Y  A 
396(398M) 


Y 114/282 40 164/282 58 18 


7-2 Y   M 
413(398M) 


N -- -- -- -- -- 


7-3 NO   M 
444(446E) 


N -- -- -- -- -- 


7-4 Y   M 
410(398M) 


N -- -- -- -- -- 


7-5 
10/17 


Y   A 
366(366A) 


Y 28/271* 10 89/271* 33 23 


7-6 Y  Y FFB 
329(366A) 


Y 28/282 10 127/282 45 35 


7-7 
1/14 


Y   M 
423(446E) 


Mid-
year 


-- -- -- -- -- 


7th 
Grade 
Totals 
N = 7 


5/7 = 
71% 


1/6 = 
17% 


1/6 = 
17% 


 3/6 = 
50% 


70/282 
N = 2 


25 156/282 
N = 2 


55 30 


8-1 
8/2 


 


Y Y  FFB 
372(382A) 


Y 29/271 11 114/271 42 32 


8-2 
 


Y   A 
403(411M) 


Y 82/271 30 208/271 77 47 


8-3 Y Y Y A 
400(411M) 


Y 22/271 8 127/271 47 39 


8th 
Grade 
Totals 
N = 3 


3/3 = 
100
% 


2/3 = 
67% 


1/3 = 
33% 


 3/3 = 
100% 


44/271 16 150/271 55 39 


N =28 
(N= 26 
omit 
Jan 
admit) 


21/2
6 = 
81% 


6/26= 
23% 


6/26 
= 


23% 


 19/26 
= 73%  


   53 39 


*Late start, not included in grade level summary. 


 


As noted in Table 3 above, given no withdrawals from this date we will have 28 students tested on the 


spring AIMS, two of which started January 14th, and two who started October 17th. If the two January 


admits are excluded from the AIMS results we will have a total of 26 students tested. Of these 26, 21 


or 81% are in the FRL group, 6/26 or 23% are in each the SPED and Bottom 25% groups. 
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Other than our 3rd grade, each grade level has one or more students who fall into either the SPED or 


Bottom 25% groups. We are concerned, even though they show progress, that their results can affect 


the overall grade level results since we have grade level sizes which range from only three to six 


students. 


Table 4 below summarizes the initial and January assessment by the specific topics mastered in the 


ALEKS program. The first topics for each grade level build the foundation for the latter topics and 


show significant growth for each grade level. 


Table 4 


ALEKS Topics Report, Initial and January 30th 


Grade Level ALEKS Topics Initial Assessment 
Percent Mastery 


January 30th 
Assessment 


Percent Mastery 


3rd Grade N = 1/2  Total 6/127 5% 68/127 54% 


 Place Value and Money 0 100 


 Addition and Subtraction 25 100 


 Multiplication and Division 0 40 


 Geometry, Measurement, and 
Graphs 


2 47 


 Fractions and Decimals 0 19 


4th Grade N = 5/5 Total 16/197 8% 119/197 60% 


 Number Sense, Addition and 
Subtraction 


39 100 


 Multiplication and Division 5 60 


 Fractions, Time, and Customary 
Measurement 


3 37 


 Decimals, Money, and Metric 
Measurement 


3 66 


 Geometry 0 48 


 Algebra, Graphs, and Probability 5 64 


5th Grade N = 3/6 Total 27/266 10% 87/266 33% 


 Whole Numbers 26 65 


 Fractions and Proportions 4 14 


 Decimals and Percents 3 17 


 Geometry and Measurement 3 26 


 Algebra and Graphs 6 17 


6th Grade N = 3/4 Total 64/324 20% 196/324 60% 


 Whole Numbers 52 90 


 Fractions and Decimals 12 71 


 Geometry 5 48 


 Measurement and Graphs 16 57 


 Proportions, Percents, and 
Probability 


2 25 


 Algebra 8 40 


7th Grade N = 2/6 Total 70/282 25% 156/282 55% 


 Whole Numbers 54 99 
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 Fractions and Proportions 28 76 


 Decimals and Percents 24 57 


 Measurement, Graphs and 
Probability 


12 29 


   Algebra 16 36 


 Geometry 8 23 


8th Grade N = 3/3 Total 44/271 16% 150/271 55% 


 Whole Numbers and Integers 44 99 


 Fractions and Proportions 18 84 


 Decimals and Percents 20 61 


 Measurement, Graphs and 
Probability 


7 38 


 Algebra 13 33 


 Geometry 5 36 


 


2013-2014 Math Benchmark Results-SPED Group 


Table 5 presents our six SPED students with their last years AIMS results, their initial assessment in 


August and the recent January progress. They have exhibited progress but not at the same rate as 


the total students combined. Based on their noted progress, we would predict that they would at least 


have a significant math SGP, if not more than one student passing the AIMS. We plan to perform a 


correlational analysis once the 2014 AIMS math results are available to determine the relationships 


among different performance factors such as ALEK scores and their AIMS test scores. 


                                                                           Table 5 


                                     ALEKS Initial and January Assessment- Grades 3 – 8 Math Progress 


SPED Students 


Code/ 
Start Date if 
not 8/1/13 


SPED  2013 
AIMS/SAT 


Math  


ALEKS 
2013-
2014  


Aleks 
Initial 


Assessment 
August 2013 


Topics 
Mastered/Total 


Topics 


Percent 
Mastery  


Initial 
Testing 


Aleks 
Assessment 
January 30, 


2014 
Topics 


Mastered/Total 
Topics 


Percent 
Mastery 
January 
Testing  


% 
G 
A 
I 
N 


4-4 Y A 
303(303A) 


Y 15/197 8 57/197 29 21 


5-3 Y M 
374(366M) 


N -- -- -- -- -- 


6-3 Y A 
370(381M) 


Y 41/324 13 123/324 38 25 


7-1 Y A 
396(398M) 


Y 114/282 40 164/282 58 18 


8-1 
8/2 


 


Y FFB 
372(382A) 


Y 29/271 11 114/271 42 32 


8-3 Y A 
400(411M) 


Y 22/271 8 127/271 47 39 


N =28 
(N= 26 without 
Jan admits) 


6/26= 
23% 


 5/6 = 
83%  


 16 
Mdn = 11 


 43 27 
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2013-2014 Math Benchmark Results-Bottom 25% Group 


Table 6 presents our six Bottom 25% students with their last years AIMS results, their initial 


assessment in August and the recent January progress. They have exhibited progress but not at the 


same rate as the total students combined. 


Table 6 


ALEKS Initial and January Assessment 


Grades 3 – 8 Math Progress 


Bottom 25% Students 


Code/ 
Start 


Date if 
not 


8/1/13 


Bottom 
25%  


2013 
AIMS/SAT 


Math  


ALEKS 
2013-
2014  


Aleks 
Initial 


Assessment 
August 2013 


Topics 
Mastered/Total 


Topics 


Percent 
Mastery  


Initial 
Testing 


Aleks 
Assessment 
January 30, 


2014 
Topics 


Mastered/Total 
Topics 


Percent 
Mastery 
January 
Testing  


% 
G 
A 
I 
N 


4-4 Y A 
303(303A) 


Y 15/197 8 57/197 29 21 


5-2 Y FFB 
326(331A) 


Y 34/266 13 125/266 47 34 


5-5 
9/4 


Y FFB 
Out-of-
state 


testing 


Y 29/266 11 44/266 16 5 


5-6 Y FFB 
301(331A) 


Y 19/266 7 74/266 28 21 


7-6 Y FFB 
329(366A) 


Y 28/282 10 127/282 45 35 


8-3 Y A 
400(411M) 


Y 22/271 8 127/271 47 39 


N =28 
(N= 26 
without 
Jan 
admits) 


6/26 = 
23% 


 6/6 = 
100%  


 9  35 26 


  


2013-2014 Math Benchmark Results-FRL Group 


Table 7 presents our FRL students with their last years AIMS results, their initial assessment in 


August and the recent January progress. Since 73% or 19 of 26 students qualify for FRL, the FRL 


results are most similar to our total group results in Table 3. 
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Table 7 


ALEKS Initial and January Assessment 


Grades 3 – 8 Math Progress 


FRL Students 


Code/ 
Start 


Date if 
not 


8/1/13 


FRL  2013 
AIMS/SAT 


Math  


ALEKS 
2013-
2014  


Aleks 
Initial 


Assessment 
August 2013 


Topics 
Mastered/Total 


Topics 


Percent 
Mastery  


Initial 
Testing 


Aleks 
Assessment 
January 30, 


2014 
Topics 


Mastered/Total 
Topics 


Percent 
Mastery 
January 
Testing  


% 
G 
A 
I 
N 


3-1 Y A 
43 NPR 


Y 6/127 5 68/127 54 49 


3-3 
1/14 


Y FFB 
14 NPR 


Mid-year 13/127 
Jan Test 


10 -- -- -- 


3
rd


 
Grade 
FRL 


Totals N 
= 2 


     6/127 5 68/127 54 49 


4-1 Y FFB 
264(303A) 


Y 27/197 14 109/197 55 41 


4-2 Y A 
322(349M) 


Y 12/197 6 134/197 68 62 


   4-3 Y FFB 
292(303A) 


Y 13/197 7 130/197 66 59 


4-4 Y A 
303(303A) 


Y 15/197 8 57/197 29 21 


4
th


 
Grade 
FRL 


Totals N 
= 4 


     17/197 9 108/197 55 46 


   Code/ 
Start 


Date if 
not 


8/1/13 


 FRL      2013 
AIMS/SAT 


Math 


ALEKS 
2013-
2014 


  Aleks 
Initial 


Assessment 
August 2013 


Topics 
Mastered/Total 


Topics 


Percent 
Mastery  


Initial 
Testing 


        Aleks 
Assessment 
January 30, 


2014 
Topics 


Mastered/Total 
Topics 


 Percent 
Mastery 
January 
Testing 


 % 
G 
A 
I 
N 


5-1 Y M 
376(366M) 


N -- -- -- -- -- 


5-2 Y FFB 
326(331A) 


Y 34/266 13 125/266 47 34 


5-3 Y M 
374(366M) 


N -- -- -- -- -- 


5-5 
9/4 


Y FFB 
Out-of-state 


testing 


Y 29/266 11 44/266 16 5 


5-6 Y FFB 
301(331A) 


Y 19/266 7 74/266 28 21 


5
th


      27/266 10 81/266 30 20 
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Grade 
FRL 


Totals N 
= 5 


N = 3 N = 3 


6-1 
10/17 


Y FFB 
330(348A) 


Y 50/324* 15 149/324* 46 31 


6-3 Y A 
370(381M) 


Y 41/324 13 123/324 38 25 


6
th


 
Grade 
FRL 


Totals N 
= 2 


     41/324 
N = 1 


13 123/324 
N = 1 


38 25 


   Code/ 
Start 


Date if 
not 


8/1/13 


FRL       2013     
AIMS/SAT 


Math 


ALEKS 
2013-
2014 


  Aleks 
Initial 


Assessment 
August 2013 


Topics 
Mastered/Total 


Topics 


Percent 
Mastery  


Initial 
Testing 


 Aleks 
Assessment 
January 30, 


2014 
Topics 


Mastered/Total 
Topics 


Percent 
Mastery 
January 
Testing 


 
 


 % 
G 
A 
I 
N 


7-2 Y M 
413(398M) 


N -- -- -- -- -- 


7-4 Y M 
410(398M) 


N -- -- -- -- -- 


7-5 
10/17 


Y A 
366(366A) 


Y 28/271* 10 89/271* 33 23 


7-6 Y FFB 
329(366A) 


Y 28/282 10 127/282 45 35 


7-7 
1/14 


Y M 
423(446E) 


Mid-year -- -- -- -- -- 


7
th


 
Grade 
FRL 


Totals 
N = 5 


     28/282 
N = 1 


10 127/282 
N = 1 


45 35 


8-1 
8/2 


 


Y FFB 
372(382A) 


Y 29/271 11 114/271 42 32 


8-2 
 


Y A 
403(411M) 


Y 82/271 30 208/271 77 47 


8-3 Y A 
400(411M) 


Y 22/271 8 127/271 47 39 


8
th


 
Grade 
FRL 


Totals 
N = 3 


     44/271 16 150/271 55 39 


 N =28 
(N= 26 
without 
Jan 
admits) 


19/26 
= 73% 


 15/19 = 
79%   


   46 36 


*Late start, not included in grade level summary. 


 


Appendix A-ALEKS Data Results for Grades 3 to 8, is a separate document uploaded with this 


report which presents the actual data obtained for the above analyses from ALEKS. 
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On-going Concern 


As a small rural school with typically less than 30 students tested each year on the AIMS and the 


SAT-10, and with a typical grade level of less than five students, the aggregate data by grade level 


and even by total school performance can be significantly skewed by one or two students performing 


poorly in that grade level. As noted above, other than in grade 3, we have a minimum of 1 to 3 


students in each class from grades 4 to 8 that are either a SPED and/or Bottom 25% student. This is 


one reason why the master summary table, Table 3, was presented to give an overall picture of our 


students. 


In addition, and over the last several years particularly, a change in the demographics of the student 


body has occurred. The demographics have changed to include students who are considered high 


risk for dropping out, those with excessive absences, those with significant family problems, those 


who have been suspended or expelled from other schools, and typically, those who have no other 


educational alternatives. These factors are not reflected in any of our sub-group comparisons as 


SPED and Bottom 25% groups. The Shelby School’s 2010 narrative within its Performance 


Management Plan submitted to the State in 2010 details both quantitatively and qualitatively these 


demographic changes so we will not repeat them in this renewal document. 


2013-2014 Math Benchmark Results-Class Curriculum 


We also analyzed mid-year performance within the regular math classroom; for grades 3 to 6 we 


used the mid-year assessment from the Everyday Math Program. For grades 7 and 8 we 


administered the AIMS Sample Math Test (January 2011 version). Although all grades showed 


significant progress, grades 7 and 8 did not show progress in, for instance, Strand 4 Geometry and 


Measurement, since classroom instruction for that strand begins the second half of the school year.  


We are optimistic that this progress as seen in ALEKS and the regular classroom will translate to a 


higher percent of students passing the 2014 Math AIMS and/or exhibiting a significant growth in 


students’ Math SGP. We are predicting a range of students passing the Math AIMS from a low of 


10/26 students (or 38%) to a high of 17/26 (or 68%). Given this range, our “best” prediction to date is 


that 13/26 students or 50% will pass. 
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Table 8 


2013-2014 Demonstration of Sufficient Progress- Math-Grades 3 – 8 Class Math Progress 


 


 


 


 


 


  


Strands Mid-Year Testing (12/20/13) 
    Percent              Percent  
Mean Mastery   Median Mastery 


Strand 1: Number and Operations  


4
th
 Grade (N = 5)        81                         86 


5
th
 Grade (N = 6)        73                         82 


6
th
 Grade (N = 4)        57                         56 


7
th
 Grade* (N = 6)        50                         50 


8
th
 Grade* (N = 3)        21                         35 


Strand 2: Data Analysis, 
Probability, and Discrete 


Mathematics 


 


4
th
 Grade       86                          83     


5
th
 Grade       76                          92 


6
th
 Grade       64                          63 


7
th
 Grade*       36                          29 


8
th
 Grade*       43                          36 


Strand 3: Patterns, Algebra, and 
Functions 


 


4
th
 Grade       45                          50 


5
th
 Grade Not tested at Mid-year 


6
th
 Grade       59                           55 


7
th
 Grade*       55                           64 


8
th
 Grade*       48                           43 


Strand 4: Geometry and 
Measurement 


 


4
th
 Grade       77                         75 


5
th
 Grade       60                         70 


6
th
 Grade Not tested at Mid-year 


7
th
 Grade*       19                         21 


8
th
 Grade*       14                         14 


Strand 5: Structure and Logic  


4
th
 Grade Not tested at Mid-year 


5
th
 Grade Not tested at Mid-year 


6
th
 Grade Not tested at Mid-year 


7
th
 Grade*        57                        60 


8
th
 Grade*        27                        40 


*Grades 7 and 8 took their AIMS 
Sample Test 


 


3rd Grade- Operations and 
Computation- (N = 2) 


       85                        85 


3rd Grade- Measurement and 
Preference Frames- (N = 2) 


      100                      100 


3rd Grade- Data and Chance- (N = 
2) 


      100                      100 



cspoulok

Highlight
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Meeting Reading Academic Performance Expectations 


2013-2014 Reading Program Changes 


Our Reading and Math Committee (RMC) met with ASBCS staff during their site visit in July of 2013 


and discussed the planned changes to our reading curriculum for the 2013-2014 year. We instituted 


the following changes which started in the fall of 2013: 


1. After an extensive review of numerous reading curriculum programs by our RMC we 


purchased, trained teachers, and implemented the on-line Read Naturally Live program for all 


students who Falls Far Below (FFB) or Approached (A) on their 2013 AIMS or SAT-10 


Reading scores in grades 3 to 10. The Read Naturally Live program is aligned with the 


State’s reading standards as well. We eliminated the Great Leaps Program and substituted in 


its place Read Naturally Live. 


2. We purchased 13 new laptops and created a reading lab for the Read Naturally Live 


program. 


3. We created a second reading class each day for students. The first is the class curriculum for 


students, for instance the K-3 Scott Foresman Reading Program. The second class is the 


Read Naturally Live lab for those who FFB or A. For those who Meet, additional enrichment 


activities and individualized instruction were added. 


4. Students who were at Tier 3 (FFB) received an additional 50 minutes per day, five days per 


week of reading instruction and those at Tier 2 (A) received a minimum of 50 minutes, four 


days per week. This grouping was either the result of their prior year’s AIMS Reading scores 


and/or their Dibels Benchmark testing. 


2013-2014 Reading Benchmark Results-Total Grades 


As explained in Table 9, a total of 17 students currently participate in the Read Naturally Live program 


which includes two students who began in January, a second and a third grader. Inclusion in the 


program was based on their AIMS reading scores or their Dibels Benchmark scores. Students 6-3, 6-


4, and 8-1 were also included in the Read Naturally program although the students had met in the 


AIMS reading because we wanted to give the students additional enrichment activities. They did not 


begin the program at the beginning of the school year. 
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                                                                           Table 9 


2013-2014 Demonstration of Sufficient Progress- Reading 


Grades 2 – 8 Reading Progress 


Code/ 
Start Date if 
not 8/1/13 


FRL  SPED  Bottom 
25%  


2013 
AIMS/SAT 
Reading 


Dibels August 
Benchmark 1 


Results 


Included 
in Read 


Naturally 
Live 
Lab 


2-1 
 


Y   -- At Risk Y 


2-2 
 


Y   -- Low Risk N 


2-3 
1/14 


Y   -- At Risk 
(Jan. test) 


Y 


2
nd


 Grade 
Totals N = 3 


3/3 = 
100% 


0/3 = 
0% 


0/3 = 0%  2/3 = 67% 2/3 = 
67% 


3-1 Y   FFB 
27 NPR  


Some Risk Y 


3-2 NO    M 
82 NPR 


Low Risk N 


3-3 
1/14 


Y   FFB 
9 NPR 


Some Risk 
(Jan. test) 


Y 


3
rd


 Grade 
Totals N = 3 


2/3 = 
67% 


0/3 = 
0% 


0/3 = 0%  2/3 = 67% 2/3 = 
67% 


4-1 Y   FFB 
377(379A)  


At Risk Y 


4-2 Y   M 
455(516E)  


Some Risk Y 


       4-3 Y    A 
395(431M) 


At Risk Y 


4-4 Y Y Y A 
403(431M)  


At Risk Y 


4-5 NO   A 
421(431M)  


At Risk Y 


4
th


 Grade 
Totals N = 5 


4/5 = 
80% 


1/5 = 
20% 


1/5 = 
20% 


 5/5 =100% 5/5 
=100% 


Code/ 
Start Date if 
not 8/1/13 


FRL SPED Bottom 
25% 


2013 
AIMS/SAT 
Reading 


Dibels August 
Benchmark 1 


Results 


Included 
in Read 


Naturally 
Live 
Lab 


5-1 Y    M 
500(536E) 


Low Risk N 


5-2 Y  Y A 
426(450M)  


At Risk Y 


5-3 Y Y   M 
487(536E) 


Some Risk Y 


5-4 NO   M 
484(536E)  


Low Risk N 


5-5 
9/4 


Y  Y M  
Out-of-state 


testing 


Low Risk N 


5-6 Y  Y A 
422(450M)  


Some Risk Y 
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5


th
 Grade 


Totals N = 6 
5/6 = 
83% 


1/6 = 
17% 


3/6 = 
50% 


 3/6 = 50% 3/6 = 
50% 


6-1 
10/17 


Y   A 
441(468M)  


--- Y 


6-2 NO    M 
488(556E) 


Low Risk N 


6-3 Y Y   M 
520(556E) 


Some Risk Y 


6-4 NO    M 
495(556E) 


Some Risk Y 


6
th


 Grade 
Totals N = 4 


2/4 = 
50% 


1/4 = 
25% 


0/4 = 0%  2/3 = 67% 3/4 = 
75% 


Code/ 
Start Date if 
not 8/1/13 


FRL SPED Bottom 
25% 


2013 
AIMS/SAT 
Reading 


Dibels Does 
Not Test 7


th
 


and 8
th


 grades 


Included 
in Read 


Naturally 
Live 


7-1 NO Y  M 
492(571E)  


-- N 


7-2 Y   M 
541(571E)  


-- N 


7-3 NO    M 
527(571E) 


-- N 


7-4 Y    M 
503(571E) 


-- N 


7-5 
10/17 


Y   M 
510(571E)  


-- N 


7-6 Y  Y  A 
470(478M) 


-- Y 


7-7 
1/14 


Y   M 
536(571E) 


-- N 


7
th


 Grade 
Totals 
N = 7 


5/7 = 
71% 


1/6 = 
17% 


1/6 = 
17% 


 -- 1/7 = 
14% 


8-1 
8/2 


 


Y Y  M 
492(489M)  


-- Y 


8-2 
 


Y            M 
  511(587E) 
 


-- N 


8-3 Y Y Y         M 
  511(587E) 


  


-- N 


8
th


 Grade 
Totals 
N = 3 


3/3 = 
100% 


2/3 = 
67% 


1/3 = 
33% 


 -- 1/3 = 
33% 


N =31 
N= 28 (without 
Jan admits) 


21/28 
= 


75% 


6/26= 
23% 


6/26 = 
23% 


 14/20 = 70% 17/31 = 
55% 


  


Table 10 below presents the grade level progress, and the cold and hot timing words per minute 


(wpm), and the average score of the students’ last three comprehension quizzes. Cold timing is 


reading a story for the first time while the hot timing reflects wpm after practice.  
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                                                                          Table 10  


2013-2014 Demonstration of Sufficient Progress- Reading 


Grades 2 – 8 Reading Naturally Live Progress 


* Students 6-3, 6-4, and 8-1 met in AIMS Reading and did not begin Read Naturally until late fall or early winter. 


Code/ 
Start 


Date if 
not 


8/1/13 


2013 
AIMS/SAT 
Reading 


Dibels 
August 


Benchmark 
1 


Results 


Included 
in Read 


Naturally 
Live 
Lab 


Initial 
Read 


Naturally 
Live 
Level 


Current  
Read 


Naturally 
Live 
Level 
(Jan/ 
Feb) 


Grade 
Level 
Gain 


Latest 
Cold 


Timing 
WPM 


Latest 
Hot 


Timing 
WPM 


Comp 
Quiz 


Percent 
Correct 


2-1 
 


-- At Risk Y Pho/1.8a Seq/2.0 0.2 35 71 100 


2-3 
1/14 


-- At Risk 
(Jan. test) 


Y -- Seq/1.5 -- 32 67 100 


3-1 FFB 
27 NPR  


Some Risk Y Seq/2.5 Seq/3.5 1.0 77 105 100 


3-3 
1/14 


FFB 
9 NPR 


Some Risk 
(Jan. test) 


Y -- Seq/3.0 -- 61 99 67 


4-1 FFB 
377(379A)  


At Risk Y Seq/3.0 Seq/3.5 0.5 77 91 67 


4-2 M 
455(516E)  


Some Risk Y Seq/3.5 Seq/4.5 1.0 88 111 90 


      4-3  A 
395(431M) 


At Risk Y Seq/2.5 Seq/3.0 0.5 67 104 89 


4-4 A 
403(431M)  


At Risk Y Seq/2.0 Seq/3.0 1.0 71 100 61 


4-5 A 
421(431M)  


At Risk Y Seq/3.0 Seq/4.0 1.0 69 106 81 


5-2 A 
426(450M)  


At Risk Y Seq/3.0 Seq/3.5 0.5 63 121 86 


5-3  M 
487(536E) 


Some Risk Y Seq/5.0 Seq/6.0 1.0 103 142 81 


5-6 A 
422(450M)  


Some Risk Y Seq/4.5 Seq/4.5 0.0 130 148 76 


6-1 
10/17 


A 
441(468M)  


-- Y Seq/5.0 Seq/5.0 0.0 81 123 86 


6-3  M 
520(556E) 


Some Risk Y Seq/6.0 Seq/6.0 0.0* 96 155 69 


6-4  M 
495(556E) 


Some Risk Y Seq/6.0 Seq/6.0 0.0* 92 140 94 


7-6  A 
470(478M) 


-- Y Seq/5.6 Seq/7.0 1.4 90 116 100 


8-1 
8/2 


 


M 
492(489M)  


-- Y Seq/7.0 Seq/7.0 0.0* 68 95 85 


N =31 
N= 28 
(without 
Jan 
admits) 


 15/21 = 71% 17/31 = 
55% 
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As seen in Table 10, significant grade level gains have occurred. Or, in the case of students 5-6 and 


6-1, for instance, a decline in skills does not seem to be occurring.  


Table 11 presents our six SPED students. For the 2013 AIMS Reading, 5 of 6 students did MEET in 


Reading. However, we chose to include 4 of the 6 in the Read Naturally support program due to 


either a low Dibels score or other assessment which indicated a potential improvement area. 


                                                                            Table 11  


2013-2014 Demonstration of Sufficient Progress- Reading 


SPED Students Reading Naturally Live Progress 


* Students 6-3, and 8-1 met in AIMS Reading and did not begin Read Naturally until late fall or early winter. 


 


Table 12 presents our six Bottom 25% students. For the 2013 AIMS Reading, 2 of 6 students did 


MEET in Reading; we chose to include 4 of the 6 in the Read Naturally support program due to either 


a low Dibels score or low AIMS Reading score. 


 


 


 


 


 


Code/ 
Start 


Date if 
not 


8/1/13 


2013 
AIMS/SAT 
Reading 


Dibels 
August 


Benchmark 
1 


Results 


Included 
in Read 


Naturally 
Live 
Lab 


Initial 
Read 


Naturally 
Live 
Level 


Current  
Read 


Naturally 
Live 
Level 
(Jan/ 
Feb) 


Grade 
Level 
Gain 


Latest 
Cold 


Timing 
WPM 


Latest 
Hot 


Timing 
WPM 


Comp 
Quiz 


Percent 
Correct 


4-4 A 
403(431M)  


At Risk Y Seq/2.0 Seq/3.0 1.0 71 100 61 


5-3  M 
487(536E) 


Some Risk Y Seq/5.0 Seq/6.0 1.0 103 142 81 


6-3  M 
520(556E) 


Some Risk Y Seq/6.0 Seq/6.0  0.0* 96 155 69 


7-1 M 
492(571E) 


-- N       


8-1 
8/2 


 


M 
492(489M)  


-- Y Seq/7.0 Seq/7.0 0.0* 68 95 85 


8-3         M 
511(587E) 


 


 N       


N=6  3/6 = 50% 4/6 =67%       
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Table 12  


2013-2014 Demonstration of Sufficient Progress- Reading 


Bottom 25% Students Reading Naturally Live Progress  


 


Appendix B-Read Naturally Data Results for Grades 2 to 8 is a separate document to upload with 


this report which presents the actual data obtained for the above analyses from Read Naturally. Over 


the last four years, our average percent passing the AIMS reading test is 70.5%. We are optimistic 


that this average percent passing will continue and, due to our enriched reading program and our 


Read Naturally Live support program, that SGPs also will significantly increase from the past four- 


year average gain of 43.6 into the 50s or 60s. Also, as a separate upload is our Performance 


Management Plan (PMP) for Reading Achievement 2014 which delineates our current 5-year plan.  


Renewal Application Conclusion 


This current document, Meeting Academic Performance Expectations Section Renewal 


Application March 2014 and the following four documents comprise the five documents for your 


consideration. These four additional documents are titled: Performance Management Plan (PMP) 


for Math Achievement 2014, and Performance Management Plan (PMP) for Reading 


Achievement 2014. In addition, we have two Appendices with our uploads Appendix A ALEKS 


Data Results for Grades 3 to 8 and Appendix B Read Naturally Data Results for Grades 2 to 8.  


Thank you for your consideration. 


Code/ 
Start 


Date if 
not 


8/1/13 


2013 
AIMS/SAT 
Reading 


Dibels 
August 


Benchmark 
1 


Results 


Included 
in Read 


Naturally 
Live 
Lab 


Initial 
Read 


Naturally 
Live 
Level 


Current   
Read 


Naturally 
Live 
Level 
(Jan/ 
Feb) 


Grade 
Level 
Gain 


Latest 
Cold 


Timing 
WPM 


Latest 
Hot 


Timing 
WPM 


Comp 
Quiz 


Percent 
Correct 


4-4 A 
403(431M)  


At Risk Y Seq/2.0 Seq/3.0 1.0 71 100 61 


5-2 A 
426(450M)  


At Risk Y Seq/3.0 Seq/3.5 0.5 63 121 86 


5-5 
9/4 


M  
Out-of-
state 


testing 


Low Risk N       


5-6 A 
422(450M)  


Some Risk Y Seq/4.5 Seq/4.5 0.0 130 148 76 


7-6  A 
470(478M) 


-- Y Seq/5.6 Seq/7.0 1.4 90 116 100 


8-3         M 
511(587E) 


 


-- N       


N =6  3/4 = 75% 4/6 =67%       
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evaluation Instrument 


Charter Holder Name: The Shelby School                       
School Name: The Shelby School 
Date Submitted: 6/9/13 


Required for:  Review - Annual Report                                                               
 
Evaluation Completed 6/19/13; 11/4/13 


 


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


Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Comments 


1a. Student Median Growth Percentile 
(SGP) 
Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach to implement, evaluate, and 
revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. The 
narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student growth in Math. At the site visit, 
documentation was reviewed that included lesson plans, pacing guides, and standards 
checklists demonstrating a developing curriculum for Math. A new Math curriculum was 
scheduled for adoption for the 2013-14 school year. 
 


Instruction: The narrative describes the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. There is no evidence of lesson plan reviews or 
formal teacher evaluations. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and 
Career Ready Standards into instruction. At the site visit, documentation was reviewed 
that included pre-observation conference forms, notes from classroom observations, 
post-observation conference forms, and teacher performance evaluation forms that 
demonstrated the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the 
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. 
 


Professional Development: The narrative describes a plan that lacks a process for 
implementing new procedures and processes. The narrative and data provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth in Math. At the site visit, documentation was 
reviewed that included the professional development calendar for 2012-13, agendas 
and attendance logs for professional development sessions, math committee meeting 
agendas, and teacher/aide meeting agendas that demonstrated the implementation of 
a professional development plan. 
 


Data provided does not demonstrate improved academic growth in Math. Disaggregation 
and analysis of AIMS 2013 math scores was provided. The analysis did not demonstrate 
improved student growth in Math. 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Comments 


In totality, the school demonstrated implementation of systems in the areas of 
curriculum, instruction, assessment, and professional development, but did not provide 
data that demonstrated increased student growth in Math. 
 


1a. Student Median Growth Percentile 
(SGP) 
Reading 


S I 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach to implement, evaluate, and 
revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. The 
narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a 
curriculum that contributes to increased student growth in Reading. At the site visit, 
documentation was reviewed that included lesson plans, pacing guides, and standards 
checklists that demonstrated implementation of a curriculum that contributes to 
increased student growth in Reading. 
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. There is no evidence of lesson plan reviews or 
formal teacher evaluations. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and 
Career Ready Standards into instruction. At the site visit, documentation was reviewed 
that included pre-observation conference forms, notes from classroom observations, 
post-observation conference forms, and teacher performance evaluation forms that 
demonstrated implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s 
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes a plan that lacks a process for 
implementing new procedures and processes. The narrative and data provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth in Reading. At the site visit, documentation was 
reviewed that included the professional development calendar for 2012-13, agendas 
and attendance logs for professional development sessions, literacy committee meeting 
agendas, and teacher/aide meeting agendas that demonstrated  implementation of a 
professional development plan that contributed to increased student growth in 
Reading. 
 
Data provided does not demonstrate increases in student growth in Reading. DIBELS and 
Great Leaps progress monitoring data was provided that demonstrated increases in 
student growth in Reading. 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Comments 


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


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach to implement, evaluate, and 
revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona Academic Standards. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to 
increased student growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Math. 
At the site visit, documentation was reviewed that included lesson plans, pacing guides, 
and standards checklists demonstrating a developing core curriculum for Math. A new 
Math intervention program was piloted during the school year, but no documentation 
of the piloted Math intervention was provided.  
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. There is no evidence of lesson plan reviews or 
formal teacher evaluations. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school 
implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into 
instruction. At the site visit, documentation was reviewed that included pre-observation 
conference forms, notes from classroom observations, post-observation conference 
forms, and teacher performance evaluation forms that demonstrated implementation 
of a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into instruction. 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes a plan that lacks a process for 
implementing new procedures and processes. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth for students with growth percentiles in the 
lowest 25% in Math. At the site visit, documentation was reviewed that included the 
professional development calendar for 2012-2013, agendas and attendance logs for 
professional development sessions, math committee meeting agendas, and 
teacher/aide meeting agendas that demonstrated the implementation of a professional 
development plan. 
 
No data specific to students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Math was 
provided. 2013 AIMS data and three-year average percent passing data was provided. 
Data presented did not demonstrate improved academic growth for students with 
growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Math.  
 
In totality, the school demonstrated implementation of systems in the areas of 
curriculum, instruction, assessment, and professional development, but did not provide 
data that demonstrated improved academic growth for students with growth 
percentiles in the lowest 25% in Math. 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Comments 


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


S I 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach to implement, evaluate, and 
revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona Academic Standards. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to 
increased student growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in 
Reading. At the site visit, documentation was reviewed that included lesson plans, 
pacing guides, and standards checklists that demonstrated implementation of a 
curriculum and intervention program that contributes to increased student growth in 
Reading for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Reading 
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. There is no evidence of lesson plan reviews or 
formal teacher evaluations. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school 
implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into 
instruction. At the site visit, documentation was reviewed that included pre-observation 
conference forms, notes from classroom observations, post-observation conference 
forms, teacher performance evaluation form that demonstrated the school 
implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into 
instruction. 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes a plan that lacks a process for 
implementing new procedures and processes. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student growth for students with growth percentiles in the 
lowest 25% in Reading. At the site visit, documentation was reviewed that included the 
professional development calendar for 2012-2013, agendas and attendance logs for 
professional development sessions, math committee meeting agendas, teacher/aide 
meeting agendas that demonstrated the implementation of a professional development 
plan that contributed to increased student growth for students for growth percentiles in 
the lowest 25% in Reading. 
 
No data specific to students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Reading was 
provided. DIBELS and Great Leaps progress monitoring data was provided that 
demonstrated increased student growth for students with growth percentiles in the 
lowest 25% in Reading. 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Comments 


2a. Percent Passing 
Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach to implement, evaluate, and 
revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona Academic Standards. The narrative and data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes 
to increased student proficiency in Math. At the site visit, documentation was reviewed 
that included lesson plans, pacing guides, and standards checklists demonstrating a 
developing curriculum for Math. A new Math curriculum was scheduled for adoption for 
the 2013-2014 school year. 
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. There is no evidence of lesson plan reviews or 
formal teacher evaluations. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards 
into instruction. At the site visit, documentation was reviewed that included pre-
observation conference forms, notes from classroom observations, post-observation 
conference forms, and teacher performance evaluation forms that demonstrated the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards 
into instruction. 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes a plan that lacks a process for 
implementing new procedures and processes. The narrative and data provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for professional development that 
contributed to increased student proficiency in Math. At the site visit, documentation 
was reviewed that included the professional development calendar for 2012-2013, 
agendas and attendance logs for professional development sessions, math committee 
meeting agendas, and teacher/aide meeting agendas that demonstrated the 
implementation of a professional development plan. 
 
Data provided does not demonstrate improved student proficiency in Math. 
Disaggregation and analysis of AIMS 2013 math scores was provided. The analysis did 
not demonstrate improved student proficiency in Math. 
 
In totality, the school demonstrated implementation of systems in the areas of 
curriculum, instruction, assessment, and professional development, but did not provide 
data that demonstrated improved student proficiency in Math. 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Comments 


2b. Composite School Comparison  


Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach to implement, evaluate, and 
revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona Academic Standards. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to 
increasing student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students with 
disabilities. At the site visit, documentation was reviewed that included lesson plans, 
pacing guides, and standards checklists demonstrating a developing curriculum for 
Math. A new Math curriculum was scheduled for adoption for the 2013-2014 school 
year. 
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. There is no evidence of lesson plan reviews or 
formal teacher evaluations. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school 
implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into 
instruction. At the site visit, documentation was reviewed that included pre-observation 
conference forms, notes from classroom observations, post-observation conference 
forms, and teacher performance evaluation forms that demonstrated the school 
implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into 
instruction. 
 


Professional Development: The narrative describes a plan that lacks a process for 
implementing new procedures and processes. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and 
students with disabilities. At the site visit, documentation was reviewed that included 
the professional development calendar for 2012-2013, agendas and attendance logs for 
professional development sessions, math committee meeting agendas, and 
teacher/aide meeting agendas that demonstrated the implementation of a professional 
development plan. 
 


No data specific to students with disabilities was provided. Analysis of AIMS math scores 
was provided for FRL students and SPED students. The data provided did not 
demonstrate increased student proficiency in Math for FRL students and students with 
disabilities. The school currently does not serve any identified ELL students. 
 


In totality, the school demonstrated implementation of systems in the areas of 
curriculum, instruction, assessment, and professional development, but did not provide 
data that demonstrated increased student proficiency in Math for FRL students and 
students with disabilities. 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Comments 


2c. Subgroup Comparison 
ELL 


    Math 
I/S  


 


2c. Subgroup Comparison 
ELL 


    Reading 
I/S  


 


2c. Subgroup Comparison 
FRL 


   Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach to implement, evaluate, and 
revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona Academic Standards. The narrative and data 
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes 
to increasing student proficiency in Math for FRL students. At the site visit, 
documentation was reviewed that included lesson plans, pacing guides, and standards 
checklists demonstrating a developing curriculum for Math. A new Math curriculum was 
scheduled for adoption for the 2013-2014 school year. 
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. There is no evidence of lesson plan reviews or 
formal teacher evaluations. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the 
school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards 
into instruction. At the site visit, documentation was reviewed that included pre-
observation conference forms, notes from classroom observations, post-observation 
conference forms, teacher performance evaluation form that demonstrated the school 
implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into 
instruction. 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes a plan that lacks a process for 
implementing new procedures and processes. The narrative and data provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student proficiency in Math for FRL students. At the site visit, 
documentation was reviewed that included the professional development calendar for 
2012-2013, agendas and attendance logs for professional development sessions, math 
committee meeting agendas, teacher/aide meeting agendas that demonstrated the 
implementation of a professional development plan. 
 
Data provided does not demonstrate improved academic improvement in Math. Analysis 
of AIMS math scores was provided for FRL students. The data provided did not 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Comments 


demonstrate increased student proficiency in Math for FRL students. 
 
In totality, the school demonstrated implementation of systems in the areas of 
curriculum, instruction, assessment, and professional development, but did not provide 
data that demonstrated increased student proficiency in Math for FRL students. 


2c. Subgroup Comparison 
Students with  disabilities 


    Math 


 I/S 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach to implement, evaluate, and 
revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona Academic Standards. The narrative provided 
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to 
increasing student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities. At the site visit, 
documentation was reviewed that included lesson plans, pacing guides, and standards 
checklists demonstrating a developing curriculum for Math. A new Math curriculum was 
scheduled for adoption for the 2013-2014 school year. 
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. There is no evidence of lesson plan reviews or 
formal teacher evaluations. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school 
implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into 
instruction. At the site visit, documentation was reviewed that included pre-observation 
conference forms, notes from classroom observations, post-observation conference 
forms, and teacher performance evaluation forms that demonstrated the school 
implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ Academic Standards into 
instruction. 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes a plan that lacks a process for 
implementing new procedures and processes. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities. At the 
site visit, documentation was reviewed that included the professional development 
calendar for 2012-2013, agendas and attendance logs for professional development 
sessions, math committee meeting agendas, and teacher/aide meeting agendas that 
demonstrated the implementation of a professional development plan. 
 
No data specific to students with disabilities was provided. Analysis of AIMS math scores 
was provided for SPED students. The data provided did not demonstrate increased 
student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities. 
 
In totality, the school demonstrated implementation of systems in the areas of 
curriculum, instruction, assessment, and professional development, but did not provide 
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Comments 


data that demonstrated increased student proficiency in Math for students with 
disabilities. 


2c. Subgroup Comparison 
Students with  disabilities 


    Reading 


S I 


Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach to implement, evaluate, and 
revise school curriculum aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. The 
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that 
contributes to increasing student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities. At 
the site visit, documentation was reviewed that included lesson plans, pacing guides, 
and standards checklists that demonstrated implementation of a curriculum that 
contributes to increased student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities. 
 
Instruction: The narrative describes the beginning stages of monitoring and evaluating 
standards and instructional practices. There is no evidence of lesson plan reviews or 
formal teacher evaluations. The narrative did not describe a process for formal 
evaluations of teachers. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school 
implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career 
Ready Standards into instruction. At the site visit, documentation was reviewed that 
included pre-observation conference forms, notes from classroom observations, post-
observation conference forms, and teacher performance evaluation forms that 
demonstrated the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of the 
Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. 
 
Professional Development: The narrative describes a plan that lacks a process for 
implementing new procedures and processes. The narrative provided did not 
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development plan that 
contributed to increased student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities. At 
the site visit, documentation was reviewed that included professional development 
calendar for 2012-13, agendas and attendance logs for professional development 
sessions, math committee meeting agendas, and teacher/aide meeting agendas that 
demonstrated the implementation of a professional development plan that contributed 
to increased student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities. 
 
No data specific to students with disabilities was provided. DIBELS and Great Leaps 
progress monitoring data was provided that demonstrated improved student 
proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities.  
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Measure  
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Comments 


3a. A-F Letter Grade  State 
Accountability System 


 I/S 


The narrative provided did not address target for the A-F Letter Grade Model. The 
narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the school is increasing student 
growth and proficiency or meeting targets as described in the A-F Letter Grade Model. 
At the site visit addition documentation addressing the growth and proficiency targets 
A-F Letter Grade Model was provided.  


In totality, the school demonstrated implementation of systems in the areas of 
curriculum, instruction, assessment, and professional development, but did not 
provide data that demonstrated improved student growth and proficiency in Math. 


 








Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evidence Reviewed at Site Visit 


 
The Shelby School 
 
The table below reflects materials/items referenced in the Demonstration of Sufficient Progress that 
were confirmed on site for The Shelby School 


Evidence Requested Reviewed at Site Visit 


Progress monitoring 
documentation 
 
 
 
 


 DIBELS and Great Leaps for Reading 


Benchmark assessment 
documentation 
 
 
 
 
 


 DIBELS and Great Leaps assessment reports and testing booklets. 


Teacher and aide monitoring 
documentation 
 
 
 
 
 


 Adopted evaluation forms 


 Adopted teacher evaluation framework documents 


Review and evaluation of student 
summative testing 
 
 
 


 AIMS analysis in addendum report 


Teacher meeting and in-service 
documentation 
 
 
 


 Literacy/Math committee meeting agendas 


Professional development 
calendars and agendas 
 
 
 


 Professional development agendas 
 


Plan for implementation of Arizona 
Framework for Measuring 
educator Effectiveness 
 
 


 Framework evaluation timeline and activities document 







Math intervention documentation 
 
 
 
 
 


 No documentation provided 


Literacy and math committee 
documentation 
 
 
 
 


 Meeting agendas 


 
Staff requested further information regarding areas not addressed in the Demonstration of Sufficient 
Progress.  The table below identifies whether or not those areas were determined to be sufficient.  


Evidence Requested Evidence Provided Sufficient 


Data demonstrating improved 
academic achievement in Math 
 
 
 


 For 6th and 9th grade only  


Data demonstrating increases in 
student growth in Reading 
 
 
 


 DIBELS assessment data 


 Great Leaps assessment data 


 


Data specific to students with 
growth percentiles in the lowest 
25% in Math 
 
 
 


 Provided 2013 AIMS data  


Data specific to students with 
growth percentiles in the lowest 
25% in Reading 
 
 
 


 Provided 2013 AIMS data  


Data specific to students with 
disabilities 
 
 
 
 


 Provided 2013 AIMS data  


A curriculum that contributes to 
increased student growth in Math 
 
 
 


 Adopting Everyday Math for 2013-2014 


 Lesson plans 


 Pacing guide 


 Standards checklist 


 







A curriculum that contributes to 
increased student growth in 
Reading 
 
 
 


 Lesson plans 


 Pacing guide 


 Standards checklist 


 


A curriculum that contributes to 
increased student growth for 
students with growth percentiles 
in the lowest 25% in math 
 


 No math intervention documentation provided  


A curriculum that contributes to 
increased student growth for 
students with growth percentiles 
in the lowest 25% in reading 
 


 Reading intervention materials 


 Pacing guides 


 Standards checklists 


 


Curriculum that contributed to 
increased student proficiency in 
math 
 
 


 Lesson plans  


Curriculum that contributes to 
increasing student proficiency to 
expected performance levels in 
Math for ELL, FRL, and students 
with disabilities. 
 


 Lessons plans  


Curriculum that contributed to 
increased student proficiency in 
Math for FRL students 
 
 


 Lesson Plans  


Curriculum that contributed to 
increased student proficiency in 
Math for students with disabilities 
 
 


 Lesson plans 


 Small class size allows for accommodations 


 


Curriculum that contributed to 
increased student proficiency in 
Reading for students with 
disabilities 
 
 


 Lesson plans 


 Small class size allows for accommodations 


 


A plan for monitoring the 
instruction of the AZ Academic 
Standards into instruction 
 
 


 Pre-observation conference form 


 Notes from classroom observations 


 Post-observation conference form 


 Teacher performance evaluation form 
 


 







Professional development that 
contributed to increased student 
growth in math 
 
 


 Teacher/aide meeting agendas 


 Professional development calendar for 2012-2013 


 Agendas and attendance log for professional development 
sessions 2012-2013 


 Literacy/Math committee meeting agendas 


 


Professional development that 
contributed to increased student 
growth in reading 
 
 


   


Professional development that 
contributed to increased student 
growth for students with growth 
percentiles in the lowest 25% in 
math 
 


   


Professional development that 
contributed to increased student 
growth for students with growth 
percentiles in the lowest 25% in 
reading 
 


   


Professional development that 
contributed to increased student 
proficiency in math 
 
 


   


Professional development that 
contributes to increasing student 
proficiency to expected 
performance levels in Math for 
ELL, FRL, and students with 
disabilities. 


   


Professional development that 
contributed to increased student 
proficiency in Math for FRL 
students 
 
 


   


Professional development that 
contributed to increased student 
proficiency in Math for students 
with disabilities 
 


   


Professional development that 
contributed to increased student 
proficiency in Reading for students 
with disabilities 
 


   


 
 
 








The Shelby School 
An Arizona Non-Profit Charter School 


 


  Mailing Address: 


The Shelby School 


PO Box  1804 


Payson, AZ 85547 


 (Tel) 928-478-4706 


(Fax) 928-478-0681 


Shipping Address: 


The Shelby School      


 249 W. Standage Drive 


Payson, AZ 85541 


 


June 9, 2013 
 
Via e-mail only 
 
Martha Morgan 
Director of Charter Accountability 
Arizona State Board for Charter Schools 
1616 W. Adams Street 
Suite 170 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007 
  
Dear Martha: 
 
Thank you for taking the time to speak with me and Dr. Stuyvesant on Friday, June 7


th
.  


As we expressed, we were so surprised to learn of your February 7, 2013 letter 
requesting the submission of a Demonstration of Sufficient Progress report on or before 
May 7, 2013.  We only learned of this letter by chance when our external accountant 
found that the Shelby School was on the agenda for the June 10, 2013 meeting of the 
ASBCS.  The accountant contacted us the afternoon of Thursday, June 6


th
.  We were 


shocked, to say the least.  We then contacted Bianca with your office, who kindly 
forwarded the letter to us again. 
 
We are still trying to determine why we did not receive the e-mail on February 7


th
.  It is 


clear that we had some sort of technology failure, and we are working to make sure that 
this does not occur again.  As you know, we are located in a rural area and frequently 
experience power and utility outages due to rain and snow, especially in the winter 
months.  Had we received the e-mail, I can assure you that we would have timely 
submitted all of the materials requested.  In the thirteen years since we received our 
charter from your Board, we have never failed to comply with any request for information.  
We apologize for these unintended circumstances. 
 
Since Thursday the 6


th
 we have been working diligently to generate a quality DSP Report 


as requested in your February 7 letter.  That DSP document is attached to this letter. We 
feel that this document clearly and accurately addresses the concerns that our School is 
confronting with respect to its math and reading scores, the steps we have taken to 
address those issues, the progress we have made, and our continued work ahead. 
 
Thank you again for your assistance.  If we can be of any help to you or the Board during 
your consideration of the attached DSP, please do not hesitate to contact us. 
 
Trina L. Kamp, Contract Signer,  <drtrina.shelby@gmail.com> 
 



mailto:drtrina.shelby@gmail.com
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report – The Shelby School – June 9, 2013 


              Demonstration of Sufficient Progress (DSP) Report-The Shelby School 


 


Introduction 


 


This Demonstration of Sufficient Progress (DSP) report will examine the Shelby 


School’s academic performance rating of 2011-2012. We received an overall rating of 


54.41 which fell 8.59 points from the Meets Standard. In this report we will examine the 


SGP in Math of 34 and the SGP in Reading of 41. In addition, we will examine the 


percent passing of 39% in Math and 71% in Reading as well as the subgroup results. 


To avoid redundancy, we have integrated the topics of Curriculum, Instruction, etc. into 


our primary focus on reading and math. 


 


Reading Intervention for all Students and Subgroups of Students 


 


The Shelby School implemented a comprehensive reading assessment and 


intervention program for the 2012-2013 year. Below is a table which reflects the 


diagnostic criteria we used for each grade level in response to the 2011-2012 SGP and 


percent passing on AIMS. 


 


Table 1 


Reading Diagnostic Criteria by Grade Level 


 


Kindergarten to Grade 2         Grades 3 to 6       Grades 7 to 10 


1. Dibels Testing AIMS Testing        AIMS Testing 


 


2. Classroom 


Performance and 


Initial Skills 


Assessment  


Dibels, Reading 


Program 


Assessment  and 


Classroom 


Performance 


      Reading Program 


      Assessment  and  


      Classroom  


      Performance 


3.       Teacher 


Recommendation 


Teacher   


Recommendation 


Teacher  


Recommendation 


 


In response to the 2011-2012 SGPs and percent passing in AIMS, the Shelby School 


began a universal screening program for all students in the fall of 2012. We identified 


students who were at Benchmark, At Some Risk, and At Risk. Diagnostic testing 


followed for those at some risk and at risk (Tier II and Tier III). Those at some risk (Tier 


II) received an additional 30 minutes, four days of week of individualized or small group 


instructional support. Those at risk (Tier III) received additional instructional support of 


60 minutes, five days a week. Progress monitoring occurred every three weeks and 


Benchmark (summative evaluation) occurred at mid-year and end of year. Our ALEAT 


CIP report presents additional significant detail on these topics.    







2 


 


 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report – The Shelby School – June 9, 2013 


 


We also created a four-member literacy and math committee responsible for the 


implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of our reading program. This committee 


implemented professional development activities for all teachers and aides and 


oversaw the math program as well. Professional development activities included 


numerous Webinars and teacher workshops in best practices for reading instruction 


and intervention. These workshops focused on: phonological awareness, phonics, 


fluency, spelling, vocabulary, and comprehension. Our intervention program for both 


reading and math was coordinated and instructed by highly qualified teachers and 


highly qualified instructional aides. 


 


In regard to our subgroups, The Shelby School does not have any ELL students. 


However, if we were to have students enrolled, this intervention plan would have been 


successful with them as well. Our FRL subgroup (which makes up 80% of our 


population), the bottom 25% of students, and our special education students all 


benefited from this program. The main adjustment that we made, based on input from 


our literacy committee, was to provide individualized, one-on-one instructional 


intervention to our bottom 25% and our special education students subgroups (many of 


these students were in both groups).  


 


The results of the year-long intervention in reading are very encouraging, based on the 


2012-2013 AIMS Reading results. For grade 5 (N = 5), grade 7 (N = 4), and grade 8 (N 


= 1), 100% of the students MET in the AIMS Reading. In grade 6 (N = 6), 67% MET 


and in grade 4 (N = 6), 50% of the students MET in AIMS Reading.  


 


In Grade 3 (N = 5), we only had 1 MEET (17%), 4 APPROACH (66%), and 1 FFB 


(17%). To some this might be perceived as a “failure” for our grade 3 students. 


However, we are encouraged by this growth. From their second grade SAT-10 scores in 


2011-2012 for Reading, this group (N = 7) performed the lowest of any second grade 


class we have ever encountered (with the one student included who scored at the NPR 


= 56
th


, group results were at the NPR = 12th. However, taking that one student out, the 


group results (N = 6) fell to the NPR = 4
th


). Without this reading intervention for 2012-


2013, we would have predicted that all 6 students would FFB.  


 


In addition, based on the SAT-10 for 2012-2013 in Reading, the second graders (N = 3) 


scored at the NPR = 35th (a significant improvement over last year’s second graders at 


a NPR = 12th). Our two ninth graders scored as a group in Reading at NPR = 90
th


. 


These results support the effectiveness of the reading intervention program we initiated 


last year due to the low SGP and the percent passing the AIMS in Reading from the 


2011-2012 AIMS.  
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Table 2  


AIMS Reading 2012-2013 by Grade Level 


 


Grade            MEETS           APPROACHES FFB 


3 (N= 6)            1 (17%) 4 (66%)        1 (17%) 


4 (N = 6) 3 (50%) 3 (50%)        0 (0%) 


5 (N = 5) 5 (100%)            0 (0%)         0 (0%) 


6 (N = 6) 4 (67%)            2 (33%)         0 (0%) 


7 (N = 4) 4 (100%)            0 (0%)         0 (0%) 


8 (N = 1) 1 (100%)            0 (0%)         0 (0%) 


 


 


At the time of this report we still do not have the SGPs for reading and math for the 


2012-2013 testing. This summer, after an evaluation by our literacy committee of our 


reading intervention program, we’ve implemented the Read Naturally software to 


provide additional computer support for students for the 2013-2014 year. In addition, we 


are engaging the services of an educational specialist to assist us in both our reading 


and math instructional and intervention programs. 


 


Math Intervention for all Students and Subgroups of Students 


 


For our math assessment and intervention program we implemented a grade 


intervention for grades 6 and 9 for 2011-2012. As a response to the 2011-2012 SGPs 


and percent passing in the math AIMS, The Shelby School began a screening program 


for students in grades 6 and 9 in the fall of 2012. We identified students who were at 


Benchmark, At Some Risk, and At Risk. Diagnostic testing followed for those at some 


risk and at risk (Tier II and Tier III). Those at some risk (Tier II) received an additional 


30 minutes, four days of week of individualized or small group instructional support. 


Those at risk (Tier III) received additional instructional support of 60 minutes, five days 


a week. Progress monitoring occurred every three weeks and Benchmark (summative 


evaluation) occurred at mid-year and end of year. Our ALEAT CIP report presents 


additional significant detail on these topics. 


 


We also created a four-member literacy and math committee responsible for the 


implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of our math program. They also 


implemented professional development activities for all teachers and aides. 
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In regard to our subgroups, The Shelby School does not have any ELL students. 


However, if we were to have students enrolled, this intervention plan would have been 


successful with them as well. Our FRL subgroup (which makes up 80% of our 


population), the bottom 25% of students, and our special education students all 


benefited from this program. Our results for these two grade levels were encouraging, 


targeting grade 6 for the 2012-2013 AIMS, 4 of 6 (67%) met in AIMS math while in ninth 


grade with an N = 2 they performed as a group at the 90
th


 Percentile Rank on the SAT-


10.  


 


Table 3 


Math Diagnostic Criteria by Grade Level and 2012-2013 Results 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


The math results for the other grades were not as encouraging. Based on this feedback 


we are immediately implementing our math intervention program for all grades using  


IXL Math for grades K-2 and ALEKS for grades 3-10. 


 


Two positive results were the second graders (N = 3) who performed at the NPR = 43
rd  


on the SAT-10, and the fourth graders (N = 6) where 50% met the AIMS standard.                                


 


Table 4 


AIMS Math by Grade Level 2012-2013 


 


Grade            MEETS           APPROACHES FFB 


3 (N = 6)            0 (0%) 3 (50%)          3 (50%) 


4 (N = 6) 3 (50%) 0 (0%)          3 (50%) 


5 (N = 5) 1 (20%)            4 (80%)          0 (0%) 


6 (N = 6) 4 (67%)            1 (17%)          1 (17%) 


7 (N = 4) 0 (0%)            3 (75%)          1 (25%) 


8 (N = 1) 0 (0%)            0 (0%)          1 (100%) 


 


Grade 6 (N=6) Grade 9 (N=2) 


1.  AIMS Testing AIMS Testing 


2. Math Program Assessment 


and Classroom Performance 


Math Program Assessment and 


Classroom Performance 


3. Teacher Recommendation Teacher Recommendation 


4 of 6 MET AIMS Math – 67% 2 of 2 on SAT 10 Math PR = 90
th
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Our committee analyzed the individual scores and evaluated strengths and areas for 


improvement. The committee found that several students who approached were within 


a few points of meeting the AIMS. For instance, a fifth grader fell one point short of 


meeting the AIMS math. All staff who participated in this program are highly qualified. 


Also, at the time of this report we still do not have the SGPs for reading and math for 


the 2012-2013 testing. For Fall, we are implementing a comprehensive program for all 


grades which will include, in addition to the basic math curriculum, IXL Math for grades 


K-2 and ALEKS for grades 3-10.  


 


Additional Requested Information Related to our Program and School  


 


The Shelby School is a K-10 school. Over the years, we have worked diligently to 


increase our attendance percentages and have had less than a 5% absence rate. Since 


we do not offer 11
th


 or 12
th


 grade, we do not have alternative programs, service 


learning, or career/technical education. However, as 8
th


 through 10
th


 grade students 


show a marked interest in an occupational area we work to provide mentorships and 


training in those additional areas. For instance, as part of a student’s Career Plan 


(which is developed with the parents) we have provided mentorships in law, 


engineering, construction, food service, and veterinary medicine. 


 


Teachers and aides at our School are consistently monitored in their classrooms and 


are provided instructional and teaching support on an on-going basis. They also receive 


a review and evaluation of their students’ summative testing at the end of each year. In 


addition, teacher meetings and in-service occurs several times a month to assist with 


any concerns regarding the needs of specific students and to provide additional training 


for the staff. Since all of our teachers and aides are highly qualified, all of our students 


benefit from this experience.  


 


Based on an ongoing needs assessment, our School provides staff, on at least a 


monthly basis, workshops to support their professional development. Past workshop 


topics include: AIMS Interpretation, Student Study Skills, Communicating with Parents, 


Bullying, and Cyber-Bullying. In addition, staff have attended numerous Webinars, for 


instance, in reading: Close Reading, Text Complexity, Grammar in CCSS, and 


Instructional Shifts in CCSS ELA. In math, the Webinars and on-line training have 


included: Mathematics Practices K-2 and 3-5, Introduction to Math Standards and Key 


Content Shifts, School-wide Collaboration to Implement the Math CCSS, and Training 


in the Use of ALEKS. 


 


Our School has a plan in place that ensures implementation of the Arizona Framework 


for Measuring Educator Effectiveness for teachers and principal. This plan includes 


reports to our School Board and follow-up input to the staff to continue to improve their 


effectiveness. 


 







6 


 


 
Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Report – The Shelby School – June 9, 2013 


Teachers and aides have been trained throughout the school year to scaffold all 


instruction such as modeling a task, giving advice and providing coaching. They are 


then trained to gradually remove these strategies as students develop their own 


autonomous learning strategies. In addition, we continuously use individualized 


instruction and maintain a 10:1 student-teacher ratio in all classrooms. The School has 


created a comprehensive progress monitoring procedure for all students which includes 


a beginning of the year assessment, individualized and small group additional 


instruction, progress monitoring every three weeks, and formative evaluation three 


times a year. 


 


One of the School’s primary goals is to prepare students to be successful in the 10th 


grade AIMS testing by providing the necessary instruction and remediation based on 


students' needs. Using their performance from the 8th grade AIMS and the 9th grade 


SAT-10 testing, we developed a support plan of instruction to "fill in the gaps" which 


have been identified so that they can succeed on the 10th grade AIMS. 


 


Parents are involved in our Continuous Improvement Plan and in all school plans. We 


have teachers who are parents also involved in our Continuous Improvement Plan. The 


School has implemented expressed needs of parents in the overall planning process. 


For instance, the parents expressed a need over last summer to have a scouting 


program for boys and girls not just from our School but also available to children in the 


greater geographical area. We are one of the few schools in the nation that now 


sponsors a scouting program at the direct request of our parents. 


 


Our School's parents have developed their own PTO and we have teachers as parents 


who also contribute to the organization. We also provide a parent workshop on how to 


interpret the AIMS or SAT-10 results which are sent to parents at the end of every year.  


We work individually with parents to help them provide the best instruction to their 


students while doing homework, and consult with them on any other concerns.  


 


Conclusion 


 


Thank you for the opportunity to submit our Demonstration of Sufficient Progress 


Report. As a small rural school, we care deeply about our students and school, and 


have diligently worked to meet all of the State requirements in all areas. Although not 


asked for, one of our strongest programs is Science. During 2011-2012 we had 100% 


meet or exceed the AIMS at the grades tested and this year we had close to 100% 


meet or exceed, including our two 9
th


 graders taking the AIMS Biology test who 


exceeded. Finally, we are the only charter school in the greater Payson area to offer 


instruction in grades K-8 and we feel that, based on parent and student input, we 


provide a valuable, small group alternative to this geographical region. Thank you 


again. 
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The Shelby School 


Performance Management Plan 2010 


 


Introduction 


The Shelby School was granted a charter by the Arizona State Board of Education on 


June 22, 2000. We are a small, rural K-10 school, located 17 miles east of Payson, with 


a 501(c)(3) non-profit status in good standing with the Arizona Corporation Commission.  


The Shelby School provides small group and individualized instruction in order to 


maximally facilitate the learning and development of its students. The Shelby School’s 


mission is to increase the academic achievement of children using a total 


developmental perspective which considers a child’s needs in cognitive development, 


social-emotional development and physical development. The mission is achieved with 


four main ingredients: a cognitive developmentally based curriculum, the emotional and 


social development of students, an arts education emphasis, and parent communication 


and involvement. The fundamental beliefs underlying The Shelby School are that 


academic competence is a major contributor to functional adulthood but that a well-


developed intellect without emotional stability, self esteem, the ability to communicate, 


and compassion for others is of little or no value.  


Though academic competence is a fundamental mission of The Shelby School, we 


have seen the academic performance of our children decrease over the past six years. 


In 2005, we were Highly Performing, in 2006 and 2007 we were Performing Plus, and in 


the last three years, 2008, 2009, and 2010, we were at a Performing level. We began to 


examine this decrease during the 2008-2009 school year and initiated changes in our 


curriculum and instruction. In addition, the ASBCS has asked us to examine our content 


areas in Reading and Math to create a five year performance plan to continue to 
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counter this decreasing trend in academic performance. Thus, this report is organized 


into three main sections: Data Self-Analysis, Underlying Reasons for Performance, and 


the Performance Management Plan. 


 


Data Self-Analysis 


As a small rural school with typically less than 30 students tested each year on the 


AIMS and Stanford Achievement Series, and with a typical grade level of less than five 


students, the aggregate data by grade level and even by total school performance, can 


be significantly skewed  by one or two students performing poorly in that grade level. 


Thus, the quantitative data available must be one source of data for analysis. A second 


data source, a qualitative analysis will also be provided in the next section on 


Underlying Reasons for Performance as well. This qualitative analysis is the result of 


numerous meetings with teachers, parents, and staff over the last year, combined with 


the quantitative analysis, has resulted in a comprehensive five year performance plan 


for academic improvement. 


 


The following bar graph depicts the percentage of students in all grade levels who meet 


or exceed, over the last five years, Reading and Math AIMS performance standards. 


For 2007, 26 students took the AIMS, for 2008 20 students, for 2009 30 students, and 


for 2010, 21 took the Reading AIMS and 22 took the Math AIMS. 


Two main significant trends can be observed from this bar graph.  For the Reading test, 


a noticeable drop in the percent of those students who do not pass the AIMS can be 


seen in the 2008 and 2009 years (50% meet in 2008 and 40% meet in 2009). Testing 


during years 2006 and 2007 (69% and 73% respectively) and then again in 2010 (76%) 
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exhibits acceptable growth. Two main explanations can help to understand this trend. 


The upward trend in performance during the 2010 testing can be explained by two 


master teachers taking responsibility for the Reading/Language Arts program, one for 


the K-6 grades and the other for the 7-10 grades at the beginning of the 2009-2010 


school year. This change in staffing was the result of numerous meetings we’ve held to 


examine instruction prior to this request for a five year performance management plan. 


The second interpretation which helps to explain the decrease in Reading scores 


(during the 2008 and 2009 assessments) is that we have had, in the last three years 


particularly, a change in the demographics of the student body. The demographics have 


changed to include students who are considered high risk for dropping out, those with 


excessive absences, those with significant family problems, those who have been 


suspended or expelled from other schools, and typically, those who have no other 


educational alternatives. For instance, in grades 7, 8, and 10 for the 2010 testing, 9 of 


12 students met the AIMS Reading standards. The three students, two 7th graders and 


one 10th grader that did not meet the Reading standard are in this high risk group. The 


following bar graph depicts the performance of these three students on the Reading 
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AIMS. One 7th grader and the 10th grader had significant excessive absences due to 


family problems with numerous unfinished assignments and the other 7th grader had 


significant incomplete assignments where he did not pass the English class. 


 


 


 
 


        


         


         


         


         


         


         


         


         


         


         


         


         


         


         


 


The second significant trend observed from the first bar graph is the downward trend 


over the last five years of the percentage of those students who do not meet the Math 


AIMS standards. This decreasing trend is particularly concerning to The Shelby School, 


even given the student demographic changes noted above.   


One analysis we examined was the 2010 Math AIMS performance for our secondary 


students, grades 7, 8, and 10, in order to further understand why only 2 of 13 students 


met the Math standard. Of the five 7th graders, one student passed who began our 


school year. Two of the remaining four students started 1 ½ months into our school 


year. Of the four who failed to meet the Math standard, two had excessive absences 


due to family problems which left numerous incomplete assignments, failing their math 


class and both students repeating 7th grade. The remaining two students, attended 


class without excessive absences, but did not do the necessary assignments, 
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particularly in the second semester. Repeated homework and calls to parents did not 


help and both of these two students failed their second semester class.   


Only one of these five 7th grade students attended our School for their entire 6th grade. 


One student attended for one month in 6th grade and a second for the last four months 


in 6th grade. The two remaining students did not attend 6th grade at our School. 


Of the five 8th graders, no one met the Math standard for 2010. Two of the students 


started three months into our school year, and two others started in mid-February, over 


six months into the school year.  The fifth student did attend for the entire school year 


both in 8th grade and also in 7th grade. This student “Approached” the Math standard 


with a score of 414, needing 426 to Meet. This student is the only one of the five 


students in 8th grade to attend our School as a 7th grader. 


One of the three 10th graders met the Math AIMS; all started either 1, 2, or 9 months 


late into the school year. None of the three students had attended The Shelby School 


as 9th graders and two of the three did not take Algebra in 9th grade, rather a basic skills 


Math class, in their prior schools. The third who did pass the AIMS Math started in April 


and had taken 9th grade Algebra and 10th grade Geometry prior to enrolling in our 


school. 


 


The following line graph depicts The Shelby School’s median AIMS Student Growth 


Percentile (SGP) for the available years 2007, 2008, 2009. For 2010, Rebecca Gau 


provided us the SGP for Reading and Math. For 2007, there were 22 students used in 


calculating the SGP, for 2008 there were 14 students, and for 2009 there were 19 


students. As noted in the graph, prior to 2010, only 2 of 6 data points showed “Typical” 


growth (44 for Reading 2007 and 41 for Math 2008). The remaining four data points, 


prior to 2010, depicted “Low” growth percentiles.  
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Based on the changes we made last school year, The Shelby School is optimistic about 


the results of the SGP for 2010 in Reading and Math (49.5 for Reading and 40 for Math) 


and with our Performance Management Plan for the next five years, this upward trend 


must continue.   


 


The Shelby School also examined how high risk students impact the results of the 


Stanford Achievement Series (SAS) group test scores. A clear example of how high risk 


students affect our overall School results can be observed in the following bar graph for 


our 2010 9th graders on the SAS. Although the class results for all tests fell above the 


50th NPR (N=5), the results are still skewed to the low end due to the influence of one 


high risk student in the grade. The improvement ranges from 4 NPR points for Reading, 


to 6 NPR points for Language, to 14 NPR points for the Math subtest when that one 


student’s scores are omitted from the analysis. 
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An additional quantitative analysis was examined by The Shelby School. We examined 


the 30 students where growth data was provided from the individual profiles from the 


Arizona Growth Model for 2008-2009 available through the Common Login on the ADE 


Website. Of the 30 students profiled, 23 no longer attend The Shelby School. Of those 


seven students who do attend for the 2010-2011 year, three did not attend our School 


during the 2009-2010 school year, rather they had attended in prior years and returned 


for the start of this 2010-2011 year, having wanted to “try out” the public school in town 


last year. All three would have to exhibit “High” percentile growth to meet the Reading 


and Math standards for 2011. Three additional returning students of the seven, also 


would need “High” growth to meet the standards, two of the three are Special Education 


students, while one of them plus the third have an extremely high absenteeism rate. So, 


these returning six students would all have to have “High” growth percentiles to meet 


the standards for the 2010-2011 testing. Finally, the remaining student of the seven 
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would have to exhibit “Typical” percentile growth to meet both the standards in Reading 


and Math for 2010-2011. Based on the trend data presented above, prior to 2010 


results, we would only predict a “Low” SGP. However, with our performance plan in 


place as of the beginning of this 2010-2011 year, we would like to predict at least 


“Typical” growth for these students. 


Of the remaining 23 students who no longer attend The Shelby School, 12 of the 


students were either, suspended, expelled, or withdrawn due to personal problems in 


the family. All twelve of these students would need to exhibit an extremely “High” SGP 


to meet the standards in Math and Reading.  


In contrast, the 11 remaining students all transferred to other schools because they 


wanted to “experience” a different or bigger school. All eleven of these students were 


academically oriented and not high risk students and would need only “Low”, or low 


“Typical”, SGP to meet the Math and Reading standards. 


 


The Shelby School also analyzed the Math Strands and Concepts by grade level for our 


secondary students, grades 7, 8, and 10. To be listed as a least mastered Concept in 


the table below, at least a majority of students in each grade level had to fall below 50% 


correct for that concept. Regardless of whether a student was a high risk one, or 


whether they started later in the school year or regardless of the absenteeism or lack of 


assignments completed, this table depicts a significant trend of concepts to address in 


classroom Math instruction for the 2010-2011 school year. These Concepts will be 


broken down further into specific POs for instructional purposes to assist the secondary 


Math teacher in his classroom assignments. A similar analysis is being conducted for 


the classroom teachers in grades 3 to 6. 
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Least Mastered AIMS Math Strands and Concepts for Three Secondary Grades 


 Grade 7 Grade 8 Grade 10 


Strand 1: Numbers and 
Operations-Concept 1 
Number Sense 


Strand 1: Numbers and 
Operations-Concept 1 
Number Sense 


Strand 1: Numbers and 
Operations-Concept 1/2/3 
Number Sense/Numerical 
Operations/Estimation 


Strand 1 – Concept 2 
Numerical Operations 


Strand 1 – Concept 2 
Numerical Operations 


 


Strand 2: Data Analysis, 
Probability, Discrete 
Mathematics-Concept 3/4  
Systematic Listing and 
Counting/Vertex-Edge 
Graphs 


Strand 2: Data Analysis, 
Probability, Discrete 
Mathematics-Concept 3/4  
Systematic Listing and 
Counting/Vertex-Edge 
Graphs 


Strand 2: Data Analysis, 
Probability, Discrete 
Mathematics-Concepts 3/4 
Systematic Listing and 
Counting/Vertex-Edge 
Graphs 


Strand 3: Patterns, Algebra, 
and Functions-Concept 1/2 
Patterns/Functions and 
Relationships 


  


Strand 3-Concept 3/4 
Algebraic 
Representation/Analysis of 
Change 


 Strand 3: Patterns, Algebra, 
and Functions-Concept 3 
Algebraic Representations 


 Strand 4:Geometry and 
Measurement-Concept 1 
Geometric Properties 


Strand 4:Geometry and 
Measurement-Concept 1 
Geometric Properties 


 Strand 4-Concept 2 
Transformation of Shapes 


Strand 4-Concept 2 
Transformation of Shapes 


 Strand 4-Concept 3 
Coordinate Geometry 


Strand 4-Concept 3 
Coordinate Geometry 


 Strand 4-Concept 4 
Measurement 


 


Strand 5: Structure and 
Logic-Concept 1/2 
Algorithms/Logic, 
Reasoning, Problem 
Solving, Proof 


Strand 5: Structure and 
Logic-Concept 1/2 
Algorithms/Logic, 
Reasoning, Problem 
Solving, Proof 


Strand 5: Structure and 
Logic-Concept 1/2 
Algorithms/Logic, 
Reasoning, Problem 
Solving, Proof 


  


Our Performance Management Plan will directly link this data analysis above through 


our proposed measures, metrics and targets. In the section which follows, Underlying 


Reasons for Performance, we will delineate several hypotheses, based on the data 
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analysis above, including a qualitative analysis, which will provide a further rationale for 


our Performance Management Plan in the final section. 


Underlying Reasons for Performance 


In this section, The Shelby School will examine several hypotheses which help to 


explain the underlying reasons for performance. We will also identify any barriers, 


policies, or prior practices, to resolve them, to be able to implement the Performance 


Management Plan detailed in the final section of this report. First, we will consider the 


hypotheses concerning Math performance.  


Hypothesis 1- Previous grade level math skill area gaps effect learning and test 


performance. 


There are no barriers, policies or prior practices to establishing effective practice. 


Meetings with parents, teachers, and staff, resulted in possible interpretations for this 


decline in Math performance. One interpretation is that many students have significant 


gaps in prior grade level skill areas which have not been resolved in the current grade 


level. For instance, the prior table in the preceding section delineates specific Concept 


gaps in instruction for our School to address. Past efforts to reduce or eliminate math 


skill area gaps were conducted during the same class session as the regular math 


classes. This created a disorganized classroom with every student in the class working 


on different math concepts and effective small group instruction was decreased. To 


eliminate this underlying reason for low performance, depending upon the grade level, 


additional math classes will be implemented with a sole focus on these gaps in math 


skills. We will provide additional testing and assessment for these classes and to adjust 


lessons based on specific student needs. At this time, the School has implemented the 


additional classes for each grade level as delineated specifically in the PMP. 


Hypothesis 2- Behavior problems from our high risk students disrupt the classroom 


reducing quality of student effort which effects learning and test performance. 


There are no barriers, policies or prior practices to establishing effective practice. 


Meetings with parents, teachers, and staff, resulted in a possible interpretation for this 
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decline. They concluded that in all grade levels, on-task behavior and performance was 


not sufficiently reinforced and supported. Several of the bar graphs presented in the 


preceding section delineate this effect of low performance by the high risk students. 


Past efforts focused on removing the student from the classroom environment and 


conversations with the student and parent to get to acceptable behavior. Contracts for 


on-task behavior were ineffective. With suspensions and the refusal to do work, the 


students missed significant amounts of math work and instruction which affected their 


learning and test score performance. With removing the disruptive student from the 


classroom environment, learning and performance was possible for the remaining 


students. However, given the small number of students in each grade level, one or two 


students in a grade who did not leave the school still significantly affected our Math 


AIMS results. To eliminate this underlying reason for low performance, quality of effort 


including time on task and accuracy of work will be implemented. We are requiring 85% 


mastery on the assignments and lessons and each student is held accountable for 


completing their work and at a mastery level. At this time, we have implemented the 


requirement for quality of work. Currently, two of our high risk secondary students 


refuse to complete their work and continue to disrupt the Math learning environment, 


one being 14 assignments behind and the other 8, after 17 days of school. Numerous 


meetings have been held with the parents involved and with the parents’ cooperation 


they are serving a 3 day suspension and when they return, if they continue not doing 


the necessary work in class or continue to disrupt the class, again with parental support 


with our decision, they will be expelled. 


Hypothesis 3- Lack of completely implementing, monitoring, teaching and reviewing the 


new Math standards effects learning and test performance. 


There are no barriers, policies or prior practices to establishing effective practice. 


Meetings with parents, teachers, and staff, resulted in possible interpretations for this 


decline. One interpretation is that 2006 is the last year when we used the Buckle Down 


Math program to ensure that all math standards are being taught and reviewed. Since 


this time, no broad based assessment was used, only the classroom performance tests 


and assessments. Past efforts, since 2006 have focused on identifying the new 
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standards on a grade level basis without monitoring and evaluation at the school level. 


To eliminate this underlying reason for low performance, a comprehensive system of 


teacher support and development will be implemented as well as additional resources 


purchased to ensure new Math standards are integrated into the curriculum and 


instruction. Both teachers and students will be tracked on an ongoing basis throughout 


the school year to ensure successful math performance. At this time, the Buckle Down 


program is being purchased and teacher In-Service training is being scheduled. 


Classroom observations and assessments will follow shortly after these trainings are 


completed. 


Hypothesis 4- Lack of knowing a student’s previous years Math performance and least 


mastered POs to be instructed effects learning and test performance. 


There are no barriers, policies or prior practices to establishing effective practice. 


Meetings with parents, teachers, and staff, resulted in a possible interpretation for this 


decline. They concluded that the math curriculum was not sufficiently evaluated on an 


on-going basis to ensure it is aligned with the new math standards and that 


supplemental materials are used to fill in any gaps to ensure all the POs are covered. 


Past efforts were not a systematic school level focus which examined each and every 


student and their PO needs. As depicted in the last table in the prior section, we have 


started to identify least mastered Concepts and then we will further break down the 


analysis to least mastered POs for each student. To eliminate this underlying reason for 


low performance, teachers and students will be tracked on an ongoing basis throughout 


the school year to ensure needed POs are being instructed and to analyze student 


progress in meeting their least mastered POs. At this time, we have identified the 


Strands and Concepts for all students which are least mastered. Our next step is to 


communicate to the teachers the specific POs for each student. Then our next step is to 


create lessons for each student based on these identified POs.  


 The four hypotheses presented above to increase students’ Math performance are 


translated into specific Action steps in the Performance Management Plan in the final 


section. The next portion of this section will examine hypotheses to increase Reading 


performance. 
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Hypothesis 1- Lack of professional development and support activities effect Reading 


instruction and test performance. 


There are no barriers, policies or prior practices to establishing effective practice. During 


the two years of lower AIMS Reading performance, 2008 and 2009, past efforts were 


not a systematic school level focus which provided comprehensive school-wide 


development and support activities to all teachers involved in Reading curriculum and 


instruction. Our past effort, beginning the 2009-2010 school year, of assigning a master 


teacher to coordinate and be responsible for the K-6 curriculum and instruction and the 


other responsible for the 7-10 grades, based on the 2010 Reading AIMS scores, seems 


to have been an effective strategy which we will continue. To eliminate this underlying 


reason for low performance, a comprehensive system of teacher support will be 


implemented as well as additional resources purchased to ensure the Reading 


standards are integrated into the curriculum and instruction. Both teachers and students 


will be tracked on an ongoing basis throughout the school year to ensure successful 


reading performance. At this time, the Buckle Down Language Arts program is being 


purchased and teacher In-Service training is being scheduled. Classroom observations 


and assessments will follow shortly after these trainings are completed. 


 


Hypothesis 2- Lack of knowing a student’s previous years Reading performance and 


least mastered POs to be instructed effects learning and test performance. 


There are no barriers, policies or prior practices to establishing effective practice. 


Meetings with parents, teachers, and staff, resulted in a possible interpretation for this 


decline. They concluded that the Reading curriculum was not sufficiently evaluated on 


an on-going basis to ensure it is aligned with the standards and that supplemental 


materials are used to fill in any gaps to ensure all the POs are covered. Past efforts 


were not a systematic school level focus which examined each and every student and 


their PO needs. As depicted in the last table in the prior section, we have started to 


identify least mastered Concepts and then we will further breakdown the analysis to 


least mastered POs for each student. To eliminate this underlying reason for low 
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performance, teachers and students will be tracked on an ongoing basis throughout the 


school year to ensure needed POs are being instructed and to analyze student progress 


in meeting their least mastered POs through Benchmark testing, other assessments 


and a response to intervention plan for students not meeting the Reading AIMS 


standard. At this time, we have not yet identified the Reading Strands and Concepts for 


all students which are least mastered as we have focused on the Math program. We 


plan to begin this process and to communicate to teachers the Reading POs for each 


student by the end of the month. 


All of the hypotheses created above will be translated into specific Action steps in the 


Performance Management Plan in the final section of this report so that Annual 


Benchmark Targets will be met and by the fifth year target date of June 2015, The 


Shelby School will meet or exceed the current statewide average for Math and Reading 


AIMS scores. 
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PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PLAN                     CHARTER SCHOOL: The Shelby School   


 


INDICATOR:  Math Achievement 


 


DURATION OF THE PLAN:  Begins August, 2010 to June, 2015   


 


 


MEASURE 


 


METRIC 


 


TARGET 


Increase students meeting grade level math 


concepts and AIMS objectives. 


 


 


% of students successfully meeting or 


exceeding AIMS. 


 


% of students successfully performing on the 


SAS. 
 


 


AIMS scores will increase proportionally by 


grade level for each of the five years to meet 


the AZ passing rate or 75% meeting the Math 


standards. 


 


Students will meet or exceed the 50
th


 NPR on 


SAS  Math. 


  


 


 


STRATEGY I:  Increase quantity of time and quality of effort for students in math. 


Action Steps Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget 


1. Increase instructional time for 


math. 


K-3, Two additional math 


classes per week. 


Implemented 08/16/10. 


4-6, Three additional math 


classes per week. 


Implemented 08/16/10. 


7-10, One additional 50 


minute math class, five days 


per week, which focuses on 


skill area gaps. Implemented 


07/29/10, first day of school. 


Implement Fall 


2010 and 


continue each 


year. 


Educational Psychologist 


Classroom teachers 


K-6 Teachers will grade and compile 


additional work into portfolios, 


developing as needed, additional skill 


areas. 


7-10 Math teacher will create a 


student portfolio of completed work 


in this extra class and give additional 


instruction and work to decrease gaps 


in specific skill areas. 85% mastery is 


required to demonstrate competence 


in any math skill area. If not, 


additional instruction and work will 


be provided until mastery is 


demonstrated.   


No extra cost. 


2. Increase quality of effort (time 


on task and accuracy) in math 


class and supplemental math 


Implement Fall 


2010 and 


continue each 


Educational Psychologist  


Classroom teachers 


K-10 A minimum of one main math 


assignment (or a math problem page) 


will be completed each day with 85% 


Cost of food or 


drinks through 


the Concession 
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classes. 


 


 


 


 


year. accuracy. 


 


All cell phones are collected at the 


beginning of class. On task behavior 


is encouraged. Max class size is 5 


students to facilitate individual and 


small group instruction. If work is not 


completed in class, additional time 


throughout the school day will be 


given to complete the work. 


 


Successful completion is rewarded by 


positive reinforcement from the 


teachers and rewards earned through 


the Treasure Chest and the 


Concession Stand. Teacher will track 


the percentage of students who 


successfully meet the criteria for time 


on task and accuracy. 


Stand and 


prizes from the 


Treasure 


Chest, perhaps 


$1000 over the 


course of each 


school year. 


3. Observe classroom teachers 


during math classes to identify 


teacher performance skills. 


 


 


 


2010/2011 


bimonthly 


Educational Psychologist Educational psychologist will create 


and use observational rating forms on 


at least a bimonthly basis of teacher 


performance and will provide 


feedback and instruction to teachers. 


No extra cost 


 


4. Coach teachers in 


implementing new 


instructional strategies. 


2010-2011 


On-going 


Educational Psychologist 


Special Education 


Director 


Teachers will demonstrate integration 


of new instructional strategies in the 


classroom, in their lesson plan book, 


and in the observational rating forms 


presented in #3.  


No extra cost. 


5. Monitor teachers to insure that 


the new Math AIMS standards 


are being instructed at each 


grade level. 


 2010/2011 


On-going 


Educational Psychologist 


 


Educational psychologist will review 


and instruct as necessary all new Math 


standards with the classroom teachers 


and build an evaluation into the 


observational rating form presented in 


#3.  


No additional 


cost. 


6. Grade 3-10 teachers will Beginning of Educational Psychologist Teachers will identify students and No extra cost. 
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identify students who did not 


meet or exceed the prior year 


AIMS math or who fell under 


the 50
th


 PR SAS math. 


each school 


year. 


Classroom teachers use monthly performance to revise 


and improve instructional strategies 


and record these changes in 


instruction in their lesson plan book. 


7. Create a tracking form for 


monitoring students and to 


adjust on-going student 


progress. 


2010/2011 


On-going 


Educational Psychologist 


 


Educational psychologist will 


complete tracking forms for students 


after each benchmark testing period. 


No additional 


cost. 


 


  STRATEGY II:  Implement benchmark testing for all students. 


Action Steps Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget 


1. Use previous AIMS and 


Stanford Achievement Series 


assessments to identify 


students who either did not 


pass the AIMS math or who 


fell below the 50
th


 NPR on the 


SAS math. 


 


Beginning of 


each school 


year 


Special Education 


Director 


Teachers 


Teachers will know student levels 


within the first week of each school 


year and a minimum of the five least 


mastered POs for each student. 


No additional 


cost. 


2. Use Buckle Down Math 


program to monitor and adjust 


progress to ensure all 


standards are being taught. 


 


 


 


2010/2011 


On-going 


Monthly 


Teachers 


Educational Psychologist 


 


The educational psychologist and 


teachers will review and monitor 


progress on a monthly basis. They 


also will focus on the five least 


mastered POs for each student 


identified in step #1 and adjust 


instruction as needed. 


Purchase of 


Buckle Down 


program, $400. 


3. Use annual benchmarks from 


AIMS and SAS testing and 


other normative instruments. 


 


 


 


2010/2011 


Annual 


Quarterly 


Teachers 


Educational Psychologist 


 


The educational psychologist and 


teachers will review and monitor 


progress on a quarterly and annual 


basis to determine progress and to 


adjust instruction. 


No additional 


cost. 


4. Use annual results from #3 to 


evaluate progress and to 


ensure curriculum adjustments 


have been made for the next 


year. 


Summer 2011 


and each 


Summer after. 


Educational Psychologist 


 


The educational psychologist will 


conduct an annual review to 


determine progress and to adjust 


instruction. 


No additional 


cost. 
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STRATEGY III:   Response to Intervention Model for all students not meeting the Math AIMS standard. 


Action Steps Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget 


1. From Strategy II, five least 


mastered POs will have been 


identified; each teacher will 


create a set of curriculum 


materials and worksheets, 


individualized for each 


student.  


 


2010/2011 


On-going 


Monthly 


Teachers 


Educational Psychologist 


 


The educational psychologist and 


teachers will review and monitor 


progress on a monthly basis and 


compile a portfolio of completed 


work. 85% mastery on each specific 


PO will demonstrate competence. 


No additional 


cost. 


2. Increase performance of math 


facts through daily instruction 


and weekly testing. 


 


 


 


2010/2011 


On-going 


Monthly 


Teachers 


Educational Psychologist 


 


The educational psychologist and 


teachers will review and monitor 


progress on a monthly basis and 


compile a portfolio of completed 


work. 85% mastery on each specific 


math fact will demonstrate 


competence. 


No additional 


cost. 


3. Teachers will analyze student 


performance quarterly to 


make any necessary 


curriculum or instructional 


changes. 


 


 


 


2010/2011 


Quarterly 


Teachers 


Educational Psychologist 


 


The educational psychologist and 


teachers will review and monitor 


progress on a quarterly basis to 


determine progress and to adjust 


instruction. 


No additional 


cost. 


4. Annual data assessment of 


AIMS and SAS scores on 


students not meeting the 


standard. 


2010/2011 


Annual 


Teachers 


Educational Psychologist 


 


The educational psychologist will 


examine whether acceptable growth 


has occurred, considering whether the 


student met the AIMS standards or if 


there was acceptable change from the 


growth percentiles. If acceptable 


growth has not occurred by class, a 


specific improvement plan will be 


created for that teacher. If acceptable 


growth does not occur after this 


teacher improvement plan, the teacher 


will not be rehired. 


No additional 


cost. 
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ANNUAL BENCHMARK TARGETS:    


CURRENT STATE Year 1 


2010-2011 


Year 2 


2011-2012 


Year 3 


2012-2013 


Year 4 


2013-2014 


5
th


 year Target 


For This Plan 


2014-2015 


% of students that pass 


the Math AIMS. 


 


Grade   AZ   SS(2010) 


 3          73    67 (N=3) 


 4          74    25 (N=4) 


 5          72      0 (N=2) 


 6          68     -- (N=0) 


 7          73    20 (N=5) 


 8          63      0 (N=5) 


10         49    33 (N=3) 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


National Percentile 


Rank (NPR) on 


Stanford Achievement 


Series Math (SAS) 


 


Grade     SS(2010) 


  2           39 (N=3) 


  9           57 (N=5) 


 


 


 


Grade 3 will improve 


to 69%. 


 


Grade 4 will improve 


to 35%. 


 


Grade 5 will improve 


to 15%. 


 


Grade 7 will improve 


to 31%. 


 


Grade 8 will improve 


to 15%. 


 


Grade 10 will improve 


to 42%. 


 


 


Grade 2 on the SAS 


will improve to 41 on 


the NPR scores.  


 


Grade 9 is currently 


above the average 


NPR and will improve 


to 58. 


Grade 3 will improve 


to 71%. 


 


Grade 4 will improve 


to 45%. 


 


Grade 5 will improve 


to 30%. 


 


Grade 7 will improve 


to 42%. 


 


Grade 8 will improve 


to 30%. 


 


Grade 10 will improve 


to 51%. 


 


 


Grade 2 on the SAS 


will improve to 44 on 


the NPR scores. 


 


Grade 9 is currently 


above the average 


NPR and will improve 


to 59. 


Grade 3 will improve 


to 73%. 


 


Grade 4 will improve 


to 55%. 


 


Grade 5 will improve 


to 45%. 


 


Grade 7 will improve 


to 53%. 


 


Grade 8 will improve 


to 45%. 


 


Grade 10 will improve 


to 60%. 


 


 


Grade 2 on the SAS 


will improve to 47 on 


the NPR scores. 


 


Grade 9 is currently 


above the average 


NPR and will improve 


to 60. 


Grade 3 will improve 


to 75%. 


 


Grade 4 will improve 


to 65%. 


 


Grade 5 will improve 


to 60%. 


 


Grade 7 will improve 


to 64%. 


 


Grade 8 will improve 


to 60%. 


 


Grade 10 will improve 


to 69%. 


 


 


Grade 2 on the SAS 


will improve 50 on the 


NPR scores. 


 


Grade 9 is currently 


above the average 


NPR and will improve 


to 62. 


Will meet or 


exceed the 


statewide 


average for 


Math AIMS or 


75% meeting 


the Math 


standards. 


  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Will meet or 


exceed the 50
th


 


NPR on SAS  


Math. 
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PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PLAN                     CHARTER SCHOOL: The Shelby School   


 


INDICATOR:  Reading Achievement 


 


DURATION OF THE PLAN:  Begins August, 2010 to June, 2015   


 


 


MEASURE 


 


METRIC 


 


TARGET 


Increase students meeting grade level reading 


concepts and AIMS objectives. 


 


 


% of students successfully meeting or 


exceeding AIMS. 


 


% of students successfully performing on the 


SAS. 


 
 


 


AIMS scores will increase proportionally by 


grade level for each of the five years to meet 


the AZ passing rate or 75% meeting the 


Reading standards. 


 


Students will meet or exceed the 50
th


 NPR on 


SAS Reading. 


  


 


 


STRATEGY I:  Professional development and support activities to facilitate Reading instruction and successful testing. 


Action Steps Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget 


1. Use annual benchmarks from 


AIMS and SAS testing to 


provide workshop on test 


interpretation and curriculum 


use of test results to Reading 


instruction. 


 


 


Fall 2010 


Beginning of 


each school 


year. 


Educational Psychologist 


Teachers   


  


   The educational psychologist will 


track successful completion of the 


teacher workshop and provide follow-


up support throughout the academic 


year. 


No extra cost. 


2. Provide workshop on an 


annual basis on the use and 


implementation of the existing 


Reading curricula which 


includes the Accelerated 


Reading (AR) Program, Scott 


Foresman Reading, HBJ 


Signatures Reading, and the 


McDougal Littell The 


Fall 2010 


Beginning of 


each school 


year. 


Director of Special 


Education  


Teachers 


The Special Education Director will 


track successful completion of the 


teacher workshop and provide follow-


up support throughout the academic 


year. 


 No extra cost. 
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Language of Literature Series. 


 


 


 


3. Observe classroom teachers 


during reading classes to 


identify teacher performance 


skills. 


 


 


 


 


 


2010/2011 


Bimonthly 


On-going 


Educational Psychologist Educational psychologist will create 


and use observational rating forms on 


at least a bimonthly basis of teacher 


performance and will provide 


feedback and instruction to teachers. 


No extra cost 


 


4. Coach teachers in 


implementing new 


instructional strategies. 


2010-2011 


On-going 


Educational Psychologist 


Special Education 


Director 


Teachers will demonstrate integration 


of new instructional strategies in the 


classroom, in their lesson plan book, 


and in the observational rating forms 


presented in #3.  


No extra cost. 


5. Monitor teachers to insure that 


the Reading AIMS standards 


are being instructed at each 


grade level. 


 2010/2011 


On-going 


Special Education 


Director  


Special Education Director will 


review and instruct as necessary all 


Reading standards with the classroom 


teachers and build an evaluation into 


the observational rating form 


presented in #3.  


No additional 


cost. 


6. Grade 3-10 teachers will 


identify students who did not 


meet or exceed the prior year 


AIMS Reading or who fell 


under the 50
th


 PR SAS 


Reading. 


Beginning of 


each school 


year. 


Educational Psychologist 


Teachers 


Teachers will identify students and 


use monthly performance to revise 


and improve instructional strategies 


and record these changes in 


instruction in their lesson plan book. 


No extra cost. 


7. Create a tracking form for 


monitoring students and to 


adjust on-going student 


progress. 


2010/2011 


On-going 


Educational Psychologist 


 


Educational psychologist will 


complete tracking forms for students 


after each benchmark testing period. 


No additional 


cost. 
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STRATEGY II:  Implement benchmark testing for all students. 


Action Steps Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget 


1. Use previous AIMS and 


Stanford Achievement Series 


assessments to identify 


students who either did not 


pass the AIMS Reading or 


who fell below the 50
th


 NPR 


on the SAS Reading. 


 


Beginning of 


each school 


year 


Special Education 


Director 


Teachers 


Teachers will know student levels 


within the first week of each school 


year and a minimum of the three least 


mastered POs for each student. 


No additional 


cost. 


2. Use Buckle Down Language 


Arts program to monitor and 


adjust progress to ensure all 


standards are being taught. 


 


 


 


2010/2011 


On-going 


Monthly 


Special Education 


Director 


Teachers  


The Special Education Director and 


teachers will review and monitor 


progress on a monthly basis. They 


also will focus on the three least 


mastered POs for each student 


identified in step #1 and adjust 


instruction as needed. 


Purchase of 


Buckle Down 


program, $400. 


3. Use annual benchmarks from 


AIMS and SAS testing and 


other normative instruments. 


 


 


 


2010/2011 


Annual 


Quarterly 


Teachers 


Educational Psychologist 


Special Education 


Director 


 


 


The educational psychologist and 


teachers will review and monitor 


progress on a quarterly and annual 


basis to determine progress and to 


adjust instruction. 


No additional 


cost. 


4. Use Benchmarks from the 


Dibels (K-3); Benchmarks, 


Unit skills and tests from the 


Scott Foresman Reading (K-


3); Unit skills and tests from 


the HBJ Signatures (4-6) and 


AR (4-6); and vocabulary and 


comprehension tests for each 


selection from the McDougal 


Littell The Language of 


Literature Series (7-10), 


teachers will monitor progress 


to ensure performance growth. 


2010/2011 


On-going 


 


Special Education 


Director 


Teachers 


The Special Education Director and 


teachers will review and monitor 


progress on a monthly basis to track 


performance growth of students. 


No additional 


cost. 


5. Use annual results from #3 to Summer 2011 Educational Psychologist The educational psychologist will No additional 
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evaluate progress and to 


ensure curriculum adjustments 


have been made for the next 


year. 


and each 


Summer after. 


 conduct an annual review to 


determine progress and to adjust 


instruction. 


cost. 


 


STRATEGY III:   Response to Intervention Model for all students not meeting the Reading AIMS standard. 


Action Steps Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget 


1. From Strategy II, three least 


mastered POs will have been 


identified; each teacher will 


create a set of curriculum 


materials and worksheets, 


individualized for each 


student.  


 


2010/2011 


On-going 


Monthly 


Teachers 


Special Education 


Director 


 


The Special Education Director 


and teachers will review and monitor 


progress on a monthly basis and 


compile a portfolio of completed 


work. 85% mastery on each specific 


PO will demonstrate competence. 


No additional 


cost. 


2. Increase performance of 


reading decoding skills, 


vocabulary development, and 


reading comprehension 


strategies through daily 


instruction and weekly testing. 


 


 


 


2010/2011 


On-going 


Monthly 


Teachers 


Special Education 


Director 


 


The Special Education Director and 


teachers will review and monitor 


progress on a monthly basis and 


compile a portfolio of completed 


work. 85% mastery on each specific 


skill area will demonstrate 


competence. 


No additional 


cost. 


3. Teachers will analyze student 


performance quarterly to 


make any necessary 


curriculum or instructional 


changes. 


 


 


 


2010/2011 


Quarterly 


Teachers 


Special Education 


Director 


 


The Special Education Director 


and teachers will review and monitor 


progress on a quarterly basis to 


determine progress and to adjust 


instruction. 


No additional 


cost. 


4. Annual data assessment of 


AIMS and SAS scores on 


students not meeting the 


standard. 


2010/2011 


Annual 


Teachers 


Educational Psychologist 


Special Education 


Director 


 


The educational psychologist will 


examine whether acceptable growth 


has occurred, considering whether the 


student met the AIMS standards or if 


there was acceptable change from the 


No additional 


cost. 
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 growth percentiles. If acceptable 


growth has not occurred by class, a 


specific improvement plan will be 


created for that teacher. If acceptable 


growth does not occur after this 


teacher improvement plan, the teacher 


will not be rehired. 


 


ANNUAL BENCHMARK TARGETS:    


CURRENT STATE Year 1 


2010-2011 


Year 2 


2011-2012 


Year 3 


2012-2013 


Year 4 


2013-2014 


5
th


 year Target 


For This Plan 


2014-2015 


% of students that pass 


the Reading AIMS. 


 


Grade   AZ   SS(2010) 


 3          72    67 (N=3) 


 4          72    75 (N=4) 


 5          74   100 (N=2) 


 6          70     -- (N=0) 


 7          73    60 (N=5) 


 8          69   100 (N=5) 


10         70    50 (N=2) 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


National Percentile 


Rank (NPR) on 


Stanford Achievement 


Series Reading  (SAS) 


 


Grade 3 will improve 


to 69%. 


 


Grade 4 will improve 


to 76%.  


 


Grade 5 will maintain 


its current pass rate.   


 


Grade 7 will improve 


to 63%. 


 


Grade 8 will maintain 


its current pass rate. 


 


Grade 10 will improve 


to 55%.  


 


 


Grade 2 on the SAS 


will improve to 38 on 


the NPR scores.  


 


Grade 9 is currently 


above the average 


Grade 3 will improve 


to 71%. 


 


Grade 4 will improve 


to 77%. 


 


Grade 5 will maintain 


its current pass rate.   


 


Grade 7 will improve 


to 66%. 


 


Grade 8 will maintain 


its current pass rate. 


 


Grade 10 will improve 


to 60%. 


 


 


Grade 2 on the SAS 


will improve to 42 on 


the NPR scores. 


 


Grade 9 is currently 


above the average 


Grade 3 will improve 


to 73%. 


 


Grade 4 will improve 


78%. 


 


Grade 5 will maintain 


its current pass rate.   


 


Grade 7 will improve 


to 69%. 


 


Grade 8 will maintain 


its current pass rate. 


 


Grade 10 will improve 


to 65%.  


 


 


Grade 2 on the SAS 


will improve to 46 on 


the NPR scores. 


 


Grade 9 is currently 


above the average 


Grade 3 will improve 


to 75% 


 


Grade 4 will improve 


79%. 


 


Grade 5 will maintain 


its current pass rate.   


 


Grade 7 will improve 


to 72%. 


 


Grade 8 will maintain 


its current pass rate. 


 


Grade 10 will improve 


to 70%. 


 


 


Grade 2 on the SAS 


will improve to 50 on 


the NPR scores. 


 


Grade 9 is currently 


above the average 


AIMS scores 


will increase 


proportionally 


by grade level 


for each of the 


five years to 


meet the AZ 


passing rate or 


75% meeting 


the Reading 


standards. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Will meet or 


exceed the 50
th


 


NPR on SAS 


Reading. 
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Grade     SS(2010) 


  2           34 (N=3) 


  9           71 (N=5) 


NPR and will improve 


to 72. 


NPR and will improve 


to 73. 


NPR and will improve 


to 74. 


NPR and will improve 


to 75. 


 





		The Shelby School Narrative 2010.pdf

		Performance Management Plan Shelby School 2010.pdf
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Financial Performance Response Evaluation Instrument 


Charter Holder Name: The Shelby School                       
Charter Holder Entity ID: 79131 
Date Submitted: March 11, 2014 


Required for: Renewal 
Audit Year: 2013 
Evaluation Completed: March 28, 2014


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


 
 
Measure 


 
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Not 
Applicable 


 
Comments 


 
1a. Going Concern 


  X 


 


 
1b. Unrestricted Days Liquidity 


 X  


 
The financial performance response includes historical information related to 
the charter holder’s average daily membership (ADM) and state equalization 
assistance. The response mentions the closure of the Mesa campus due to low 
enrollment “caused by policy changes in immigration and economic downturns” 
and the resulting drop in ADM from 69.015 in fiscal year 2010 to 27.875 in fiscal 
year 2011. These statements are supported by reports accessed through the 
Arizona Department of Education’s website and the charter contract. 
 
The financial performance response indicates community members provided 
loans after the decline in ADM. According to the response, the majority of the 
loans from the community will be paid back by the end of fiscal year 2014, 
leaving one loan to roll into fiscal year 2015. The response also mentions that 
the charter holder reduced expenses from fiscal year 2011 to fiscal year 2012 by 
$43,121 before depreciation. These statements are supported by the charter 
holder’s audits.  
 
The financial performance response indicates in fiscal year 2013, the ADM 
increased to 43.821, giving the charter holder more funding to operate. With 
the increase in funding, the response indicates the charter holder focused on 
paying off loans and reducing payables. The response indicates in fiscal year 
2013, the charter holder reduced its liabilities by $50,084, paid the June 2013 
payroll on June 30, 2013 instead of rolling it to July 2013 and booking the 
liability to accrued payroll and prepaid certain expenses. According to the 







Page 2 of 3  
 


 
Measure 


 
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Not 
Applicable 


 
Comments 


response, these payments are reflected in the low cash balance and resulting 
low unrestricted days liquidity. While no support was provided for certain 
details included in the response, the charter holder’s audits generally support 
the statements made. However, the reduction in liabilities is actually $48,084 
based on the audits and not $50,084. The response also indicates the charter 
holder applied for the Rural and Low Income grant in fiscal year 2013 and was 
awarded these funds to help increase academic instruction and support 
academic achievement. Neither the charter holder’s response nor the charter 
holder’s audit include support for this statement. Further, the response 
indicates the charter holder’s fiscal year 2014 total liabilities as of February 28, 
2014 are $16,579, but does not provide support. 
 
The financial performance response indicates the charter holder put the Mesa 
building up for sale. According to the response, “The school is happy to report 
that the Mesa building sold in August 2013, resulting in a cash payment of 
$33,489.17 and was immediately put into the savings account to begin building 
reserves to increase the school’s operating cash.” While the sale of the building 
is supported by the fiscal year 2013 audit, no support was provided for the cash 
payment or the charter holder’s current cash balance. 
 


 
1c. Default 


  X 


 


 
2a. Net Income   


  X 


 


 
2b. Cash Flow 
 


 X  


 
The financial performance response states, “Due to the reduction in expenses in 
FY2011 and FY2012, the school needed to purchase some updated items which 
included a copier machine for instruction ($7,222), increase in supplies for the 
classroom ($10,385) and added 3 teachers’ salaries and increased salaries for 
those teachers that had worked the prior years at a reduced salary ($93,053).” 
While no support was provided for the details included in the response, the 
charter holder’s audits generally support purchases being made and increases 
in salaries and supplies. 
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Measure 


 
Acceptable 


Not 
Acceptable 


Not 
Applicable 


 
Comments 


 
The financial performance response mentions the cash payment received from 
the sale of the Mesa building and the deposit of those monies into a savings 
account (see “Unrestricted Days Liquidity”). The response also indicates the 
charter holder will take a $52,036 loss on the sale of the building. The charter 
holder’s response does not include support for this statement. 
 


 
2c. Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio 


 X  


 
The financial performance response states, “…the school is working towards 
building cash reserves for an operational contingency plan and reducing the 
debt owed others.” (See “Unrestricted Days Liquidity”.) 
 
The financial performance response indicates the school community is a close 
community and that if a need arises, loans can be requested as displayed in 
fiscal year 2011. The charter holder’s response does not include any support for 
the ability to secure loans in the future, if necessary. The response also states, 
“The School is currently reducing unnecessary expenses and reviewing revenue 
opportunities such as grants and contributions by donors and recruitment of 
new students.” The charter holder’s response does not include any support for 
this statement. 
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THE SHELBY SCHOOL 


CTDS: 04-87-03-000 
FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE FRAMEWORK RESPONSE 


MARCH 21, 2014 


 
Unrestricted Days Liquidity 


 
The Shelby School is a school that currently serves approximately 45 


students in its community in Payson, Arizona.  The Shelby School has 
overcome great obstacles in the past to reach its current fiscal 


condition. At the beginning of the 2010-2011 school year, The Shelby 
school was forced to close its Mesa campus due to low enrollment 


caused by policy changes in immigration and economic downturns.  In 


FY2010, the ADM count was 69.015 and had dropped in FY2011 to 
27.875 resulting in a loss of 41.14 ADM. 


 


ADM Changes from FY2010 to FY2014 (100th day) 


FY2010  69.015 


FY2011 27.875 
FY2012 28.520 


FY2013 43.821 
FY2014 42.218 


 


 
 


In addition to the reduction in ADM revenue, the State instituted the 
additional assistance budget cut, resulting in a total loss of revenue 


from FY2010 to FY2011 in the amount of $329,850.25.  


 
 


State Equalization from FY2010 to FY2014 (ADMS 64-1) 


FY2010  $ 513,943.46 
FY2011 $ 184,093.21 


FY2012 $ 203,300.23 
FY2013 $ 310,726.50 


FY2014 $ 278,924.17 


 
 


In FY2011, staff members volunteered their time and the school   
reached out to community members to loan the school money to make 


it through the year, receiving an additional $12,805 in June 2010 and 
$15,000 in September 2010.  The school also put the Mesa Building up 


for sale; however they still had to pay the mortgage until it sold in 
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August 2013.  From FY2011 to FY2012, the school reduced its 


expenses from $220,341 to $177,220 before depreciation, creating a 
total savings of $43,121.     


 
In FY2013, the ADM counts increased to 43.821, giving the school 


more funding to operate. With the increase in funding, the focus 
included paying off loans and reducing payables. The school applied for 


the Rural and Low Income grant in FY2013 and was awarded these 
funds to help increase academic instruction and support academic 


achievement.  In FY2013, the school reduced its liabilities by $50,084 
from the prior year, paid the June 2013 payroll on 6/30/13 instead of 


rolling it to July 2013 and booking the liability to accrued payroll 
expense, prepaid the association membership, rents and mortgage 


payment and made the final loan’s July payment.  These payments are 
reflected in the low cash balance on the Balance Sheet in the audit 


report which creates a low unrestricted days liquidity.   


 
The school is happy to report that the Mesa building sold in August 


2013, resulting in a cash payment of $33,489.17 and was immediately 
put into the savings account to begin building reserves to increase the 


school’s operating cash.  The majority of the loans from community 
members will be paid back by the end of FY2014, leaving one more 


loan to roll into FY2015 with eight payments remaining.  Now that the 
debts have been reduced dramatically, the school is working on 


building a cash reserve.  
 


Total Liabilities Per Audit Report 


FY2010  $ 177,611 


FY2011 $ 167,419 
FY2012 $ 111,149 


FY2013 $ 61,065 
FY2014 $ 16,579 (at 2.28.14 internal) 


 


 
 


 
Fixed Charge Ratio 


The Shelby School came very close to meeting the standard fixed 
charge coverage ratio with a .95.  Although, this number does not 


meet the standard, the school is working towards building cash 
reserves for an operational contingency plan and reducing the debt 


owed to others.  The Shelby School community is a close community 
and can request loans from members of that community if a need 


arises as displayed in the FY2011 school year.  The School is currently 
reducing unnecessary expenses and reviewing revenue opportunities 







The Shelby School Financial Response Framework  3/21/14                   3 


such as grants and contributions by donors and recruitment of new 


students.   
 


 
Cash Flow – 3 Year Cumulative 


In FY2013, the school had a negative net change in cash totaling 
$14,241.  Due to the reduction in expenses in FY2011 and FY2012, the 


school needed to purchase some updated items which included a 
copier machine for instruction ($7,222), increase in supplies for the 


classroom ($10,385) and added 3 teachers’ salaries and increased 
salaries for those teachers that had worked the prior years at a 


reduced salary ($93,053). Partial payments of back rent ($3,800 of 
the $8,000 owed) was also paid to catch up as well as a focused effort 


to pay debt down on borrowed loans from community members.   
 


As mentioned in the unrestricted days liquidity section, with the sale of 


the Mesa building, the school has moved that money into a saving 
account to begin building a reserve to have operating cash on hand in 


case of an emergency.  Unfortunately, the school will take a $52,036 
loss on the sale of the building as it was purchased in June 2004 for 


$137,909 and sold August 2013 $67,500 and only depreciated for nine 
years. 


 
In the prior years that were measured (FY2011 and FY2012), there 


was a positive cash flow balance and the school intends to get back to 
that trend in the near future. 


 
 


         
 


 


 








THE SHELBY SCHOOL


CTDS: 04-87-03-000


ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONSE
MARCH 21, 2014


School Governing Board


The Shelby School's governing board is the same as its corporation
board as delineated by the Arizona Corporation Commission.


Members include: Shauna Rensch (teacher/parent), George Karrys
(community member/former parent), Michael Harper (community
member/former parent), Glennora Widger (teacher), Genoa
Stuyvesant, Secretary (administration, former parent), and Trina L.
Kamp, President (contract signer, former parent). Please see the
attached pages delineating these members from the documentation
from the Arizona Corporation Commission and our Certificate of Good
Standing.


Mailing Address and Physical Address


The mailing address of the school is: P.O. Box 1804, Payson, Arizona,
85547


The main campus of The Shelby School has always resided at: Lot 23
Standage Drive, Payson, AZ 85541. However, with the Gila County 9-
1-1 system which redid street addresses our physical location, even
though we have never moved, is considered by Gila County to be: 249
W. Standage Drive, Payson, AZ 85541.


We did have a satellite school in Mesa which closed in 2010. The
address was: 807 E. 5th Street, Mesa, AZ 85203.


Phone and Fax Numbers


Our main school number has always been: 928-478-4706. Our fax
number has always been: 928-478-0681.


Email Addresses


Our main contact email addresses are:


Trina L. Kamp drtrina.shelbv(5)gmail.com
Genoa Stuyvesant genoa.shelbv@gmail.com
Ezra Stuyvesant ezra.shelbv@gmail.com


The Shelby School Organizational Response 3/21/14 Pagel







STATE OF ARIZONA


Office of the


CORPORATION COMMISSION


CERTIFICATE OF GOOD STANDING


To all to whom these presents shall come, greeting:


I, Jodi A. Jerich, Executive Director of the Arizona Corporation Commission, do hereby
certify that


***THE SHELBY SCHOOL***


a domestic nonprofit corporation organized under the laws of the State of Arizona, did
incorporate on December 28, 1994.


I further certify that according to the records of the Arizona Corporation Commission, as
of the date set forth hereunder, the said corporation is not administratively dissolved for
failure to comply with the provisions of the Arizona Nonprofit Corporation Act; and that its
most recent Annual Report, subject to the provisions ofA.R.S. sections 10-3122, 10-3123,
10-3125, & 10-11622, has been delivered to the Arizona Corporation Commission for filing;
and that the said corporation has not filed Articles of Dissolution as of the date of this
certificate.


This certificate relates only to the legal existence of the above named entity as of the date
issued. This certificate is not to be construed as an endorsement, recommendation, or
notice of approval of the entity's condition or business activities and practices.


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed
the official seal of the Arizona Corporation Commission. Done at
Phoenix, the Capital, this 27th Day of February, 2014, A. D.


Jo@j/ A. Jerich/-~arfecutive Director


„„. 1028024
aY •
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