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Report Date: 05/03/2012 Report Type: Renewal


Charter Contract Information


Charter Corporate Name: Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, Inc.


Charter CTDS: 07-86-08-000 Charter Entity ID: 4300


Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 07/01/2010


Authorizer: ASBCS Contractual Days:


Number of Schools: 1 Girls Leadership Academy of Arizona: 180


Charter Grade Configuration: 9-12 Contract Expiration Date: 06/30/2013


FY Charter Opened: — Charter Signed: 05/28/2010


Charter Granted: 05/10/2010 Corp. Commission Status Charter Holder is in Good
Standing


Corp. Commission File # 0043722-4 Corp. Type Non Profit


Corp. Commission Status
Date


04/26/2012 Charter Enrollment Cap 230


Charter Contact Information


Mailing Address: 715 West Mariposa
Phoenix, AZ 85013


Website: http://florencecrittentonofaz.org


Phone: 602-274-7318 Fax: 602-288-4118


Mission Statement: We will provide young women an opportunity to achieve high school and college academic
success simultaneously, while nurturing self-confidence and developing leadership skills in an
academically rigorous environment.


Charter Representatives: Name: Email: FCC Expiration Date:


1.) Ms. Yvonne Watterson ywatterson@flocrit.org —


2.) Ms. Rona Kasen rkasen3@gmail.com —


3.) Ms. Deborah Budnick dbudnick@flocrit.org —


Academic Performance - Girls Leadership Academy of Arizona


School Name: Girls Leadership Academy of
Arizona


School CTDS: 07-86-08-001
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School Entity ID: 5466 Charter Entity ID: 4300


School Status: Open School Open Date: —


Physical Address: 715 West Mariposa
Phoenix, AZ 85013


Website: http://glaaz.org


Phone: 602-274-7318 Fax: 602-288-4118


Grade Levels Served: 9-12 FY 2011 100th Day ADM: 104.7375


Academic Performance Per Fiscal Year


FY AZ LEARNS Profile Met AYP


K-12 High School K12 10 358


2011 Performing — — — — Met


2010 — Underperforming — — — Not Met


2009 Performing — — — — No


2008 — — Performing — — No


2007 — — — Performing Underperforming No


Charter/Legal Compliance


Charter Corporate Name: Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, Inc.


Charter CTDS: 07-86-08-000 Charter Entity ID: 4300


Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 07/01/2010


Timely Submission of AFR


Year Timely


2011 Yes


2010 Yes


2009 Yes


2008 Yes


2007 Yes


Timely Submission of Budget


Year Timely


2012 Yes


2011 Yes


2010 Yes


2009 Yes


2008 Yes


Audit and Fiscal Compliance


Charter Corporate Name: Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, Inc.


Charter CTDS: 07-86-08-000 Charter Entity ID: 4300


Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 07/01/2010


Timely Submission of Annual Audit


Year Timely


2011 Yes


2010 No


2009 Yes


2008 Yes


2007 Yes


Audit Issues Requiring Corrective Action Plan (CAP)
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FY Issue #1


2011


2010


2009


2008 No CAP Attendance Record Retention


2007 Internal Controls


Repeat Issues Identified through Audits


FY Issue #1 Issue #2


2011


2010


2009 Repeat Accounting Records


2008 Repeat Accounting Records


2007 Repeat Open Meeting Law Repeat Accounting Records
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Detailed Business Plan Section Checklist 
 


 


Charter Holder:  Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, Inc. (Entity ID 4300) 


 


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


       


           Yes – Required element addressed. 


No – Required element not addressed.  


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


 


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


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


regarding a charter holder’s request for charter renewal. 


 


II b.1. CHARTER HOLDER’S ORGANIZATIONAL MEMBERSHIP 


Required Elements Yes No N/A COMMENTS 


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


Corporation Commission or both submitted. 


 


  X  


II b.2. CHARTER HOLDER’S FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY 


PART A – RENEWAL BUDGET PLAN 


Required Elements Yes No N/A COMMENTS 


o Completed Renewal Budget Plan submitted. 


 


X    


o 4 years of financial information provided as required by the 


Renewal Instructions w ith fiscal years clearly identified. 


 


X   The Renewal Budget Plan submitted for the 


charter school included the required four 


years of financial information plus an 


additional year of projected financial 


information.  
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o Renewal Budget Plan includes average daily membership (ADM) 


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


 


X   The Renewal Budget Plan includes the 


projected ADM for each year. For fiscal year 


2014, it includes two different ADMs – 180 


and 175. The State Equalization Assistance 


calculation is based on the 180 ADM. 
 


For fiscal year 2013, the charter school has 


built its projections based on ADM growth of 


more than 50% (approximately 45 ADM) from 


fiscal year 2012. From fiscal year 2013 to 


fiscal year 2014, the charter school 


anticipates an increase of an additional 55 


ADM (44%). The Renewal Budget Plan states 


that the ADM growth is based on 


assumptions associated with a “ rigorous 


marketing and recruitment campaign that has 


generated interest in the school” . It also 


states that the increase in fiscal year 2013 is 


an estimate approved by the charter school’s 


governing board. The financial narrative 


discusses the charter holder’s efforts to 


transform the school into the first single-


gender public school in Arizona. This effort 


included improving curriculum and 


assessment, reducing the grade levels served 


and changing the school’s mission. According 


to the narrative, the changes resulted in a 


“ drastic decrease in enrollment” . However, 


the narrative indicates that full enrollment is 


expected by fiscal year 2015 with full 


implementation of the school’s “ improved 


academic program” . 
 


According to ADE reports, as of April 16, 


2012, the charter holder’s ADM was 80.385. 


The school’s current enrollment cap is 230. 


For more information about the school’s ADM 


history, please see the “ Profile”  section of 


the Renewal Executive Summary. 
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o Assumptions provided for key components of the Renewal Budget 


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


 


X    


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


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


explained in the “ Assumptions/Notes”  section. 


 


X    


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


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


 


X    


o For those required to submit the Academic Performance Section of 


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


and the Renewal Budget Plan demonstrate the charter holder has 


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


Academic Performance Section. 


 


X   As identified by the charter school, the first 


year of performance management plan 


expenses is fiscal year 2013 ($30,200). 


 


The Renewal Budget Plan projects negative 


net assets for the charter school for each 


year. However, this section received a “ yes”  


due to the charter holder ending fiscal year 


2011 with nearly $3.6 million in cash and 


investments. 


o Renewal Budget Plan is mathematically correct. 


 


X   Taking into account rounding issues, the 


Renewal Budget Plan is mathematically 


correct. 


 


Please note that the Renewal Budget Plan 


represents the charter school operations only. 


As of June 30, 2011, the charter holder had 


net assets of $13,891,904. 


II b.2. CHARTER HOLDER’S FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY 


PART B – FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY NARRATIVE 


Required Elements Yes No N/A COMMENTS 
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o For those required to complete the renewal application’s “ Charter 


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


the two previous audits identified a going concern or identified 


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


year end, a narrative is provided. 


 


  X  


o Narrative does not exceed one page in length. 


 


  X  


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


 


  X  


o Narrative includes the specific steps the charter holder has already 


taken to improve its financial situation and ensure the continued 


financial sustainability of the charter school(s). 


 


  X  


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


the charter holder to improve its financial situation and ensure the 


continued financial sustainability of the charter school(s). 


 


  X  


 


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


 


 


8 


 


0 


 


6 


 


 


 


Check one (required): 


 


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


    


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


 
 


 


Board Staff Review Date:  April 20, 2012 
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Introduction	


Florence Crittenton Services of AZ, Inc., a non‐profit social services agency, was granted a charter in 


1997 to operate Crittenton Youth Academy, a school for 6th – 12th grade students. As a social services 


agency, Florence Crittenton’s programs were driven primarily by the therapeutic needs of its residential 


population which did not always align with the educational responsibilities of a public charter school. To 


demonstrate the complexity of daily operations, residents are temporarily placed in treatment for as 


few as 30 days. The facility could house 40 residents at one time, thus over the course of a school year, 


about 200 girls would be able to transition through the facility. Initially, the school was attended only by 


girls who had been placed in the agency’s Level 2 Treatment Facility. However, as a public charter 


school, it grew to enroll boys and girls from the community. When enrolled, students were identified as 


“residents” or “community students,” which eventually led to the implementation of two distinctly 


different school schedules. Until the 2009‐2010 academic year, the school offered morning, afternoon, 







and evening sessions, and for very legitimate reasons, particularly within the area of student safety, 


“residents” did not have interaction with the “community” students.  


Based on interviews and documentation on file, from its inception until the 2010‐2011 academic year 


the charter school operated as an independent‐study program, serving two populations within two 


separate programs. In the early days of the school’s operation, all students were enrolled in an 


independent study credit recovery program which included A+ computer‐based coursework. This 


ultimately contributed to the school’s inability to progress academically. In spite of numerous 


recommendations to pursue “alternative” status, the LEA continued to offer an alternative academic 


program under the auspices of a “traditional” school. Reaccreditation by NCA in the 2008‐2009 


academic year may have misled stakeholders regarding the school’s performance; however, the 


increased accountability of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) exposed the school’s academic reality. In 


the same year, only 14% of students met state standards in math as measured by the Arizona 


Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS), and only 33% of students met in reading. Furthermore, in 


2008‐2009, the school’s graduation rate was 30%. As a result of the A+ credit recovery program, the 


graduation rate increased enough for the school to meet AYP’s requirement. However, in the 2009‐2010 


academic year, student achievement remained low with only 14% meeting standards in math and 43% 


in reading. Significant turnover in school administration, with six principals in as many years led to few 


clear and coherent systems within all aspects of the school. Failure to make Adequate Yearly Progress 


(AYP) for 5 consecutive years resulted in the school’s designation as a “Persistently Lowest Achieving 


(PLA)” school in 2009.  PLA schools represent the bottom 5% of all Title I schools in Arizona; therefore, 


making the school eligible to apply for a Federal School Improvement Grant (SIG).  In Spring 2010, the 


LEA received SIG to implement the Turnaround Model in order to begin meaningful, sustainable 


improvement efforts at the school. Prior to the implementation of the SIG in August 2010, the school’s 


improvement efforts had been fragmented. While the school had access to multiple data sources, none 


were used systematically for school improvement or to measure school effectiveness.  It is important to 


note that although, the implementation of SIG forced enormous change for Florence Crittenton Services 


of Arizona, Inc. and its charter school, Crittenton Youth Academy, because there were no structural 


changes made to programming within the therapeutic treatment facility, the residents enrolled in the 


school, minimally benefited if at all. In practice, teachers assigned to residential classrooms worked 9‐5 


pm, unavailable to attend twice‐weekly PLC from 8‐10 am; therefore, they did not receive job‐


embedded professional development (PD). The research based PD was not aligned to the alternative the 


credit recovery/independent study program in which residents were still placed. Furthermore, residents 







in this highly mobile population were placed in two multi‐grade classrooms, high school and middle 


school respectively. This rendered the implementation of standards‐based curriculum impossible. Also, 


because the residents received therapeutic services in the morning followed by four hours of credit 


recovery programming in the afternoon, there was little opportunity for observation of direct 


instruction and coaching.   It became apparent following the opening of the 2010‐2011 school year, that 


enrollment projections had been unrealistic for “the community school”. The school opened with an 


enrollment of 125 students, 40 of whom were residents who continued to receive their education, as 


described above, via independent study in classrooms separate from non‐residential students. The 


newly hired Head of school saw a need to right size the staffing and implemented a reduction in force. 


Additionally, to more effectively meet the therapeutic needs of residents, the agency’s Board of 


Directors (the Charter Holder Governing Body) made a decision to explore ways to more effectively offer 


their educational services within the context of a holistic treatment program. Simultaneously, in order to 


address the school’s serious corrective action, the school’s Governing Body approved an amendment to 


the charter to serve 9th ‐12th grades only, effective FY2011.  This action eliminated the self‐contained 


middle school classroom which had been serving 6th‐8th grade students. It should be noted that during 


this time, inspired by a vision that all young women will have the opportunity to develop as leaders 


shaping their lives for success, the charter holder also spearheaded the "Crittenton Bill" legislation 


enabling the charter’s redesign as Girls Leadership Academy of Arizona (GLAA), the first single‐gender 


public school in the state. A team of stakeholders collaboratively wrote a clear instructional vision and 


mission statement that would support the school’s improvement and transition to a rigorous, college 


prep high school for girls. Accordingly, the charter’s name, mission, and grade levels served were 


amended to support the school’s redesign as the Girls Leadership Academy of Arizona (GLAA). The 


subsequent dramatic decrease in student in enrollment was attributed to the school’s improvement 


status, the transition to a single‐gender environment, the decrease in grade levels served, and a more 


personalized approach to more effectively meet the academic needs of girls placed in the Level 2 


Treatment Facility. The SIG goal of implementation of the Turnaround Model and its related strategies 


within the Continuous Improvement Plan (CIP) include: replacing the principal, measuring staff 


effectiveness, recruiting and retaining effective staff, implementing job‐embedded professional 


development, adopting a new governance structure, using data to drive instruction, increasing learning 


time, providing student support and implementing an RTI model. Comprehensive improvement efforts 


within each of these strategies are considered within the following larger contexts: curriculum 







development, monitoring integration of standards into instruction, monitoring and documenting 


student proficiency, and professional development.  


Curriculum	Development	


Because of the LEA’s limited knowledge of curriculum development within an academic setting, efforts 


within this area prior to the 2010‐2011 school year, were ineffective. Additionally, the school 


experienced 100% faculty turnover with the implementation of the Turnaround Model and its increased 


accountability and oversight systems. Faculty’s prior efforts in curriculum development were not 


documented.  


The development and alignment of curriculum began in earnest in the Fall semester of the 2010‐2011 


school year, with the newly established school leadership team, comprised of the Head of 


School/Superintendent, Data Coach, and Curriculum Coach. All stakeholders envisioned new curriculum 


as the collective product of a faculty guided by the belief that preparation for the demands of the 21st 


century is based on a strong academic foundation.  


Following a comprehensive needs assessment conducted by WestEd in October 2010, the Data Coach 


began working with faculty to identify and unpack essential standards in reading, math, science, and 


social studies. The team created curriculum maps for the remainder of the 2010‐2011 school year, 


including pacing guides as well as formative and summative assessments created using Galileo, to 


measure student learning. While the Data Coach had previously received training in curriculum 


development by WestEd, it had been within a traditional elementary district setting, so this was 


essentially a new learning process for everyone.  This process required intensive and targeted job‐


embedded professional development for teachers who struggled with implementing rigorous curricula 


aligned to high school academic standards. Although leadership implemented a support system that 


included coaching, collaborative lesson planning and twice‐weekly Professional Learning Community 


meetings (PLCs), by January 2011, all seven teachers and the Curriculum Coach had resigned. During 


winter break, this necessitated the development of more effective processes and protocols to screen 


and select the most highly qualified teachers and a new Curriculum Coach. The LEA successfully hired 


high caliber teachers and a National Board Certified Curriculum Coach. Curriculum documents that had 


been created in the Fall semester were reviewed and refined by this new faculty of content experts to 


increase the level of rigor and reflect academic standards not yet mastered by students as measured by 







the most recent Galileo benchmark assessments. Each of the new teachers provided a syllabus for each 


course describing classroom expectations, assessment procedures, and standards‐based product 


assignment schedules. For the remainder of the semester, school leadership provided ongoing support 


and technical assistance in curriculum development; however, it is important to note that at this 


juncture, student enrollment had dropped significantly, with class sizes of less than 4, in some cases. 


This required a highly individualized and flexible approach to curriculum as well as the implementation 


of a Response to Intervention (RTI) plan that would provide interventions to students identified as 


struggling in reading and math. Additionally, the school assessed all students in academic vocabulary 


and intervened with a 12 week research‐based literacy curriculum, Word Generation, in order to 


support and improve student comprehension and use of academic vocabulary in all content areas.  


During the summer prior to the 2011‐2012 school year coaches and faculty participated in three weeks 


of PLC driven curriculum work, collaboratively developing English and math curricula aligned to the 


Common Core State Standards, and social studies and science curricula based solely on the Arizona State 


Standards. Additionally, the Curriculum Coach supported teachers in a cross‐walk of the Arizona State 


and Common Core standards for English and math. During the first week, WestEd facilitated a PLC 


focusing on: identifying essential and supporting standards as well as developing enduring 


understandings, essential questions, learning targets, and success criteria to form instructional units. In 


Week Two, teachers learned how to create conceptual flow maps, another method of developing 


instructional units. Following an evaluation of their progress by school leadership, WestEd more 


effectively differentiated the curriculum support by providing content experts in English, social studies, 


math, and science to work individually with GLAA faculty. School leadership provided additional support 


for teachers, ensuring rigorous, relevant standards‐based curriculum units to help prepare young 


women for lives rich in meaning and continual learning. To provide additional support for two teachers 


new to the profession via Teach for America, the Curriculum Coach co‐planned English and science 


curriculum. By the end of the Summer curriculum work, teachers had created instructional units at 


minimum for the first quarter for every course at every grade level. It is important to note that this was 


time‐intensive, given that each teacher on this small faculty must be highly qualified in more than one 


content area in order to prepare and teach several courses to all grade levels. For example, one 


teacher’s course load in the Fall 2011 semester included one section each of Chemistry, Integrated 


Science, and Health, in addition to two sections of AVID.  







SIG funding enabled the school to implement AVID program in the 2011‐2012 school year, in order to 


promote student success in all courses. AVID is a research‐based college readiness system designed to 


increase the number of students who enroll in and persist in four‐year colleges. Designed to increase 


school‐wide learning and performance, the AVID curriculum when implemented with fidelity, 


accelerates student learning, uses research based methods of effective instruction, provides meaningful 


and motivational professional development, and acts as a catalyst for systemic reform and change. In its 


first year of implementation, the school has offered an AVID class, the curriculum of which focuses on 


the Cornell note‐taking system, critical reading strategies, organization, time management, and study 


skills. AVID’s tutorial component was implemented in the 2012 Spring semester, which focuses on 


collaboration and critical thinking. All students are required to participate in a school‐wide advisory 


program based on the “Girl Meets World” curriculum and must also enroll in AVID (Advancement via 


Individual Determination). To support the school’s long‐term improvement efforts in the area of 


curriculum, completion of the following coursework is required for graduation: 


Subject  Credits  Courses 


English  4 credits  English 9 – 12 


Mathematics  4 credits  Algebra, Geometry, Algebra 2/Trig/Pre‐Calculus/College Algebra, 


Calculus 


Social Studies  3 credits   World Cultures & Geography, American History, American 


Government, Economics 


Science  3 credits  Biology, Chemistry, Physics 


Fine/Practical 


Arts 


1 Credit    College Art class 


Foreign 


Language 


2 Credits  College Spanish 


Electives  7 credits  The following four courses are mandatory for graduation from GLAA 


and elective credit will be awarded: Public Speaking, Personal Finance, 


Senior Graduation Project, Service Learning, Integrated Science (9th 







grade elective credit) 


 


 The GLAA instructional staff continues to refine curricula through job‐embedded professional 


development including weekly PLCs, the implementation of a comprehensive coaching schedule, 


interdisciplinary planning, and in‐service days devoted to curriculum development. 


Beginning in the Spring 2012 semester, GLAA partnered with Phoenix College to offer a concurrent 


enrollment elective course. The curriculum for the course is developed and implemented by an 


instructor from Phoenix College, though the course was specifically selected by the GLAA leadership 


team to provide students with an exposure to content not currently offered by GLAA faculty. 


Monitor	Integration	of	Standards	into	Instruction	


Because of the LEA’s limited knowledge of curriculum and instruction within an academic setting, efforts 


within this area prior to the 2010‐2011 school year, were ineffective. Additionally, the school 


experienced 100% faculty turnover with the implementation of the Turnaround Model and its increased 


accountability and oversight systems. Prior to the 2010‐2011 school year, no systems were in place to 


monitor faculty’s prior efforts in integration of standards into instruction.  


The SIG’s corrective action necessitated a total redesign of the instructional program at Crittenton Youth 


Academy, beginning in the 2010‐2011 school year. Previously, appropriate grade level academic 


standards had not been used to inform instruction; therefore, standards‐based curriculum had to be 


developed for all content areas. In order to monitor and evaluate the integration of the standards, the 


leadership team created new procedures and protocols including: walk‐thru rubrics and formative and 


summative observations as part of a rigorous teacher evaluation framework aligned to professional 


teaching standards. Additionally, the leadership team implemented a new comprehensive coaching 


schedule, including in and out coaching, weekly classroom walk‐thrus, and individual planning/coaching 


sessions in order to provide teachers the instructional strategies necessary to implement the new 


curriculum. A new master schedule allowed time for teachers to plan instructional strategies together 


using the PLC structure. Despite these efforts, observational data demonstrated that teachers were not 


using research‐based strategies to improve student learning in their classrooms. Classroom observations 


also indicated low rigor instruction and standards being taught at a 4th or 5th grade level. WestEd’s 







Needs Assessment in November 2010 confirmed that teachers were not using effective instructional 


strategies. Student engagement remained low. In fact, by November 2010, student engagement as 


measured by the walk‐thru instrument, did not exceed 50%. Teachers continued to struggle with 


implementing curricula aligned to high school state standards. This necessitated additional professional 


development in instructional strategies, rigor and relevance, and curriculum development. 


Following the resignation of the entire faculty and Curriculum Coach by January 2011, the leadership 


team responded by revising the process for screening and selection of a highly qualified staff and 


Curriculum Coach, resulting in the full staffing replacement by February 2011. With an entirely new 


teaching staff on board and a clear understanding of instructional expectations, student engagement 


increased dramatically and walk‐thru data provided evidence that the majority of the new faculty were 


integrating the standards‐based curriculum with fidelity. By May 2011, observation data indicated 


student engagement exceeded 80% in all classrooms, and instruction was at an appropriate level of rigor 


in 60% of classrooms. This may be attributed due to the fact, revealed in coaching conversations and 


classroom observations, that some teachers were creating lessons based on activities with standards as 


an afterthought rather than beginning with the standard in mind. In response, the Curriculum Coach 


worked intensely with selected teachers to ensure the Arizona State Standards drove instructional 


planning.  


The monitoring of integration of standards into instruction during the 2011‐2012 school year was 


supported by SIG required professional development through the Arizona Department of Education and 


Margaret Heritage from the UCLA National Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student 


Testing. Historically, assessment is considered within the context of what happens after instruction. 


Heritage’s model required the school to use assessment strategies within an instructional framework 


where they are integrated within daily instruction. Essentially, teachers must change their instruction 


based on ongoing assessment within a lesson. This work required a shift in the language used at the 


school to discuss student learning, with “learning goals and success criteria” in place of “performance 


objectives.”  The concept of learning goals and success criteria are more clearly defined and focused on 


deeper learning and higher order thinking. Learning goals connect to a larger goal such as the state 


standard, and success criteria indicate what students will say, write, do, or make to show understanding 


relative to the learning goal. Using this language, which educational research recognizes as the language 


of formative assessment, the leadership team revised observation rubrics to reflect the shift in 


instructional focus from teaching to learning. During the 2011 Fall semester, the leadership team 







monitored instruction by observing how teachers assess student learning during, not just after, 


instruction and how they provide quality feedback in order to move each student’s learning toward 


mastery of the learning goal or standard. The expectation was communicated to all faculty that learning 


goals and success criteria be communicated to students during each lesson and that progress towards 


meeting those success criteria would be monitored. To closely monitor the use of formative assessment 


strategies as integral to instruction, informal observation forms are used by the Head of School and 


support coaches to provide feedback to teachers during instructional observations, and also during peer 


observations among the faculty, increasing their confidence and competence in using formative 


assessment strategies within instruction.  


 Finally, a significant portion of the Teacher Evaluation Framework, created by the Head of School in 


2011, includes an individualized Professional Growth Plan. In addition to the school’s SMART goals in the 


Continuous Improvement Plan, teachers created goals at the beginning of the 2011‐2012 school year 


focused on specific areas in which they felt they needed to improve, such as formative assessment 


strategies, engagement strategies, providing specific feedback to students etc. They were responsible 


for meeting these goals by the end of the school year and sought out support from administration and 


instructional support staff as needed. Students also complete end‐of‐course surveys which teachers 


reflect on in order to improve their craft. 


The 2011‐2012 school year is the first year of implementation of the AVID curriculum. Classroom 


observations conducted by school leadership monitor the use of Cornell note‐taking across the 


curriculum, critical reading strategies, and use of the Socratic seminar. Coaches support teachers in 


monitoring the implementation of the AVID curriculum in all coursework. The Word Generation 


academic vocabulary curriculum is integrated into AVID, ensuring that students have multiple exposures 


to the new vocabulary each week.  


Monitor	and	Document	Student	Proficiency	


Prior to the 2010‐2011 school year little is known regarding how effectively student proficiency was 


monitored and documented, because data that had previously been collected was focused less on 


academic proficiency and more on behavioral and attendance issues. Any documentation of academic 


achievement maintained by prior administration shows only analyses of Full Academic Year (FAY) 


student scores on AIMS and random blueprint benchmark assessments. Further, data did not accurately 







portray student achievement as the school as only some students participated in testing. The new 


leadership team in the 2010‐2011 school year quickly realized the importance of developing and 


implementing a comprehensive assessment and RTI system for all students and ensuring adequate time 


for teachers to re‐teach content when students failed to master standards. In October 2010, teachers 


administered a Galileo benchmark assessment aligned to the AIMS blueprint to all students to 


determine progress towards mastering Arizona State Standards. When scores showed only one student 


passing in reading and none in math or science, staff identified students in need of Tier 2 and 3 


interventions and implemented an intervention model that included re‐teaching of standards not 


mastered during regular class time. 


Additionally, during the 2010‐2011 school year, following WestEd’s recommendation, school staff 


purchased STEEP (System to Enhance Educational Performance) as a diagnostic assessment to 


universally screen all students in basic reading and math skills. The STEEP assessments were 


administered to all students in November 2010 and May 2011. After the initial screening in November 


2010, students were placed into RTI tiers to receive intervention in reading and/or math. Because math 


scores were low across the student population, a core Tier 3 intervention was implemented for all 


students through their math course (daily math minute focused on multiplication/division facts). 


Furthermore, when a math paraprofessional was hired in January 2011, students who had been 


identified in need of Tier 3 intervention were provided small group instruction in basic math skills. 


Unfortunately, it was not always possible to intervene appropriately with residents who had been 


administered the STEEP due to their length of stay in the program which could last as few as 30 calendar 


days. 


In the first semester of the 2010‐2011 school year, the Data coach led teachers in developing weekly 


multiple‐choice formative assessments in English, math, science, and social studies to measure student 


progress and also established a schedule for summative assessments. Weekly data dialogue meetings 


were also held with teachers to review formative assessment data and to develop re‐teach plans to 


ensure student mastery. This process was repeated in February 2011 after the entire faculty resigned 


and a new teaching staff was hired. Additionally, the school schedule was completely revised allowing 


regular faculty (but excluding teachers in the independent study classrooms) to modify the RTI plan to 


occur within the school day. This regular “re‐teach” period occurred four days a week during which Tier 


2 and Tier 3 students received academic interventions.  Low AIMS and benchmark scores in reading 


indicated the need for vocabulary intervention; therefore, the school assessed all students in the specific 







area of academic vocabulary and implemented a 12 week research‐based intervention curriculum, Word 


Generation, to support and improve student comprehension and use of academic vocabulary across the 


curriculum. 


During planning for the 2011‐2012 school year, the school realized the need for an assessment system 


more aligned to the Common Core standards and the new college‐prep curriculum, and consequently 


switched from ATI Galileo to CTB/McGraw Hill Acuity to develop benchmark assessments. The entire 


assessment system and schedule was revised to better support the redesigned school and ensure a 


variety of assessments (diagnostic, formative, benchmark, summative). In selecting a universal screener 


test for the 2011‐2012 school year, the leadership team recognized that the new college‐prep mission of 


the school would require a test that would measure a wider range of knowledge beyond the basic math 


and reading skills measured by STEEP. For this reason, the leadership team selected DORA (Diagnostic 


Online Reading Assessment) and DOMA (Diagnostic Online Math Assessment) to measure students’ 


Math and Reading skills at the Girls Leadership Academy of Arizona. Prior to the start of the 2011‐2012 


school year in August 2011, the Data Coach administered diagnostic screening tests in reading (DORA), 


math (DOMA), and writing (sample AIMS prompt) to all incoming students. Combined with prior AIMS 


scores, this data provided the faculty and leadership team a comprehensive picture of each student’s 


academic performance. Students with academic deficiencies were identified immediately and teachers 


prepared to implement appropriate interventions. In order to ensure that all students would receive 


necessary intervention when not meeting the standard in any content area, a more structured system 


was put in place and the weekly re‐teach period was designated as “Academic Support.”   


 


In order to determine which students need intervention and to support student accountability for 


learning, formative assessment data is also tracked by students and analyzed by teachers on a weekly 


basis. AVID teachers facilitate a process through which students self‐assess their progress to determine 


their greatest areas of academic need. Within the new grading system, students pass a course only after 


demonstrating mastery of every standard taught, as opposed to receiving a grade based on homework 


completion and classroom participation. The 4‐point Marzano mastery based grading system eliminates 


the typical practice of averaging grades and giving students a percentage score in favor of passing a 


student to the next level after she has mastered each of the major learning goals for that course, shifting 


the focus to if a student learns rather than when she learns. This also supports the school’s 


implementation of RTI as students receive weekly intervention based on whether they have 







demonstrated mastery of state standards. Students are also provided before and after‐school tutoring 


and Supplemental Educational Services based on academic need.  


In addition to these changes related to monitoring of student proficiency, during the 2011‐2012 school 


new Acuity software was used to design benchmark assessments aligned to common core reading 


standards, and for science, teacher‐generated benchmark assessments were administered to all 10th 


grade students to predict levels of proficiency on the Spring 2012 AIMS. Because the math resources in 


Acuity had not been fully aligned to Common Core standards during the 2011‐2012 school year, the 


Data Coach supported the National Board Certified math teacher in using her content expertise and 


experience to create benchmark assessments. After analyzing students’ scores, the Data Coach 


facilitated data dialogue meetings with teachers to create action plans focused on students’ individual 


areas of weakness in certain standards. Teachers then implemented appropriate interventions to 


increase student learning and the percentage of students likely to meet standards as measured by AIMS.  


 


In order to monitor student proficiency in the AVID curriculum, the AVID teachers worked with 


Curriculum and Data Coaches to develop rubrics to assess student proficiency in Cornell notes, critical 


reading, tutorial preparation and participation, and binder organization. This data informs instruction 


within the AVID classes, with teachers providing additional lessons as needed to ensure students are 


able to utilize these strategies to increase their achievement in content classes. Student proficiency in 


academic vocabulary and written expression is monitored weekly through Word Generation essays. The 


English teacher uses these essays to analyze student progress on academic vocabulary throughout the 


year. Additionally, a mid‐year ‐test was administered to students after 12 weeks of participation in the 


program to measure progress towards mastering all vocabulary words.  


Although assessments for the concurrent enrollment 100 level college course are designed by a Phoenix 


College instructor and aligned to Maricopa Community College Course Competencies, the GLAA 


Curriculum Coach closely monitors student proficiency and academic progress in the course, also 


ensuring alignment with the Technology Standard. The Curriculum Coach completes bi‐weekly progress 


reports for students, noting any missing assignments or low test scores. Students also complete a self 


assessment to gauge their own progress in the course and describe any specific support they need. The 


Curriculum Coach follows up with students and regularly communicates with parents to ensure students 


are provided every opportunity to be successful in the course.  







Professional	Development	


With the exception of data analysis trainings facilitated by the Arizona Charter School Association in the 


2009‐2010 school year, little is known regarding the frequency, quality, or effectiveness of professional 


development prior to that time. 


At the start of the 2010‐2011 school year, the Head of School completed an informal needs analysis, 


validated in November 2011, by WestEd’s comprehensive needs assessment to determine greatest 


areas of need for professional development. Classroom observations revealed an urgent need for 


support in two major areas: engagement strategies and rigor. Previously teachers had responded to low 


student achievement by lowering their expectations rather than increasing the use of engagement 


strategies and differentiated instruction. In response, school leadership provided professional 


development on Kagan’s research‐based engagement strategies and elements of the rigor/relevance 


framework. In the spring 2011 semester the master schedule was revised to allow for more structured 


PLC meetings twice weekly. The PLC structure supported student‐achievement driven conversations and 


recommendations for interventions via the re‐teach plan, as well as regular opportunities to learn how 


to ensure rigor and engagement in the classroom. Professional Development off site focused on these 


areas of weakness. In February 2011, with the addition of the newly hired teachers and Curriculum 


Coach, the faculty and instructional support staff attended the Solution Tree Professional Learning 


Community conference led by the DuFours and Robert Marzano, to better understand the process of 


becoming an effective PLC. Site‐based professional development in the spring 2011 semester continued 


to focus on engagement strategies, curriculum development, and effective analysis of formative 


assessment data. In addition to continued site‐based professional development, in March 2011 the 


school staff attended a two‐day Kagan conference to gain knowledge on using engagement strategies to 


increase student achievement.  


In April 2011, the leadership team attended a Solution Tree conference on Standards and Assessment 


which provided an opportunity to discuss mastery‐based grading with some of the nation’s premier 


leaders in assessment and grading systems, including Robert Marzano, Dylan William, and Richard 


DeLorenzo.  This conference supported the school to begin implementation of a school‐wide mastery 


based grading system.  


During the Summer 2011, school staff completed three weeks of intense training with WestEd on 


curriculum development and creating standards‐aligned formative assessments. Additionally, in order to 







implement the AVID curriculum effectively, school staff attended a three‐day training in August 2011, 


facilitated by the AVID organization. Faculty learned specific instructional strategies for their content 


areas which align to the AVID curriculum, while the AVID elective teacher received training on 


implementing the AVID program. This allowed for school‐wide collaboration and consistency in Cornell 


note‐taking, interactive notebooks, critical reading strategies, and integration of reading and writing 


across content areas. The Curriculum Coach serves at the AVID District Director and coordinates 


implementation of the program. Lesson plans and pacing guides are provided by AVID, and the 


Curriculum Coach assists teachers in utilizing resources appropriately and effectively through job‐


embedded coaching meetings.  


As part of the School Improvement Grant awarded to the school, the Arizona Department of Education 


required monthly professional development for the school leadership team with ADE’s Turnaround 


Leadership Institute. In the 2010‐2011 school year, this professional development focused on 


instructional practices, response to intervention, and data analysis. During the 2011‐2012 school year, 


the focus of ADE’s professional development has shifted to the critically important concept of 


integrating formative assessment into instruction. These trainings were facilitated in August, October, 


and February by Margaret Heritage from the UCLA National Center for Research on Evaluation, 


Standards, and Student Testing, at which the leadership team and math teacher were able to 


participate. The trainings focused on using formative assessment strategies during instruction to 


monitor student learning and providing quality feedback to students during and after instruction in 


order to move their learning forward. Using a train‐the‐trainer model, the math teacher facilitated the 


professional development for the rest of the faculty.  


When the school purchased Acuity for the 2011‐2012 school year, the English teacher received 


individualized professional development from the AZ Charter School Association throughout the year on 


creating custom tests using the Acuity software. This differentiated approach to professional 


development ensures teachers are competent in using the new software to create quality benchmark 


and formative assessments in all English courses.  


Data	Collection	and	Analysis		


Prior to the 2010‐2011 school year little is known regarding how effectively student proficiency was 


monitored and documented, because data that had previously been collected was focused less on 







academic proficiency and more on behavioral and attendance issues. Any documentation of academic 


achievement maintained by prior administration shows only analyses of Full Academic Year (FAY) 


student scores on AIMS and random blueprint benchmark assessments. Historically, the school had not 


documented any actions or interventions that might have been implemented after analyzing that data.  


In October of the 2010‐2011 school year, the new Head of School hired a Data Coach to create an 


assessment system for the collection, monitoring, and analysis of student achievement data. The new 


Data Coach created a comprehensive system, including universal screeners, formative, and benchmark 


assessments to monitor student achievement at the school and to guide instructional decisions.  


Universal Screeners: In the 2010‐2011 school year after the initial STEEP tests were administered in 


November 2011, student achievement data was analyzed by the Data Coach and teachers to determine 


which students required intervention in basic math and reading skills. Students then received 


intervention within their regular courses as opposed to being pulled out of class. When the post‐test 


was administered in May 2011 the Data Coach analyzed the improvement in student achievement and 


reported to the teachers and school board. In the 2011‐2012 school year students participated in DORA 


and DOMA universal screening tests three times throughout the year (August 2011, January 2012, and 


expected May 2012) and the Data Coach facilitated data dialogue meetings with teachers after each 


administration of the tests to determine appropriate interventions. Teachers analyzed students’ initial 


scores on DOMA in order to place students in appropriate math courses and intervention tiers at the 


start of the 2011 school year. Mid‐year scores were analyzed in order to modify curriculum and increase 


interventions provided to students still struggling with specific constructs. End‐of‐year scores will be 


used to measure student growth in math skills. Similarly, DORA data was used to place students in 


intervention tiers to receive assistance in specific reading skills. Mid‐year scores were analyzed in order 


to modify curriculum and increase interventions provided to students still struggling with specific 


reading skills. End‐of‐year scores will be used to measure student growth in reading skills.  


When initial DORA assessment data indicated low achievement in vocabulary in August 2011, an 


academic vocabulary intervention was implemented and students participated in an additional 


screening test focused specifically on vocabulary knowledge. This screening assessment was 


administered to all students in August 2011, January 2012, and expected May 2012 to measure student 


progress during and after the intervention. Vocabulary intervention was then administered to students 


in all content areas. This integrated approach ensures vocabulary instruction is a valued and shared 


responsibility of all teachers on campus, and the mid‐year assessment provides teachers with a 







checkpoint at which to evaluate their effectiveness at teaching the vocabulary and students’ progress 


towards the end of year goals, making adjustments as necessary. 


Formative Assessments: After developing new curriculum units with teachers in the fall 2010 semester, 


the Data Coach helped teachers create formative assessments based on the AZ state standards in 


Reading, Math, Science, and Social Studies. Data from these formative assessments were analyzed 


weekly with teachers to help them monitor student progress and make instructional changes to improve 


student learning. In the 2011‐2012 school year this process was revised to reflect the training from 


Margaret Heritage and formative assessments became much more informal and integrated within daily 


instruction. The Data Coach continued to meet with teachers in the 2011‐2012 school year, but the data 


dialogues progressed to a more comprehensive picture of student achievement data (exit tickets, 


teacher observations, etc.) During these conversations, students are identified to receive intervention 


during the Academic Support period of the week and participate in reviewing their own data to identify 


areas in which they need re‐teach instruction each week.  


Benchmark Assessments: The Data Coach facilitated data dialogue meetings with teachers to determine 


students’ strengths and weaknesses in Reading, Math, and Science based on the benchmark 


assessments administered in the 2010‐2011 school year. Teachers modified their curriculum plans to 


address areas of weakness on the benchmark assessments. In January 2011 curriculum‐based 


benchmark assessments were administered to determine student mastery of the newly‐created 


curriculum and again in March 2011 with the new teaching staff to measure student mastery of the 


implemented curriculum. Teachers analyzed the data to determine standards not yet mastered and 


implemented appropriate interventions to students during the re‐teach period of the day to ensure 


students were mastering state standards in core subject areas. The math benchmark assessments were 


used in the same manner as the reading assessments; to determine students’ mastery of Common Core 


standards, predict their passing rate on AIMS, and identify specific standards to re‐teach that students 


had not yet mastered 


Summative Assessments: Much of the documentation on file from 2008 ‐ 2010 analyzes only those FAY 


student scores, even though many more students had participated in statewide AIMS testing. When the 


new administration arrived in the fall 2010 semester, AIMS scores of all enrolled students were 


analyzed, regardless of FAY status, to ensure all students would be provided appropriate intervention if 


necessary. The administration created AIMS Prep classes in Reading and Math within the master 


schedule for students at‐risk of not passing the 2011 AIMS test. In the 2011‐2012 school year only two 







students from Crittenton Youth Academy remained enrolled in the Girls Leadership Academy by Spring 


2012, one of whom had already passed all sections of the AIMS. Upon receipt of the Fall 2011 AIMS 


scores, the Data Coach facilitated meetings with Reading and Math teachers to discuss students’ areas 


of strength and weakness and to identify ways in which teachers could intervene appropriately within 


Reading and Math courses to ensure students’ scores would increase in the Spring 2012 testing sessions. 


Teachers identified specific strands and concepts of weakness and ways in which those standards could 


be emphasized within the regular curriculum to ensure student growth. The four juniors who have not 


yet passed one or more AIMS tests are closely monitored on formative and benchmark assessments.   


Justification	for	Data	and	Analysis	


Prior to the 2010‐2011 school year, there is no documented rationale behind the selection of specific 


assessments and no explanation why only certain sets of data were analyzed. When the new leadership 


team arrived, several new assessment systems were purchased or developed in order to 


comprehensively monitor and student achievement in AZ and Common Core standards and guide the 


revision of curriculum and instruction. As explained below, the following were selected to ensure an 


assessment system that included: universal screener/diagnostic, benchmark, and summative 


assessment. 


The rationale for selecting STEEP was to use it as a universal screening tool to assess all students’ basic 


math and reading skills. This program was chosen due to the historically low achievement at the school 


and because classroom observations showed that students struggled significantly with basic math and 


reading skills. STEEP provided a method to measure both basic Math skills (computation fluency and 


concepts and applications) and Reading skills (Oral Reading Fluency). The STEEP test was also 


recommended by WestEd, the school’s SIG consultant, as a screening tool that would provide basic 


information on students’ abilities. These scores were then sorted into three tiers for RTI instruction to 


ensure students received appropriate intervention in Reading and Math skills.  


The rationale for selecting DORA is to collect data on a wider variety of Reading skills. While planning for 


the 2011‐2012 school year the school recognized the need for a more rigorous screening tool that would 


assess students’ Reading skills across a wider range of skills. After researching reading assessment 


systems, the leadership team selected DORA (Diagnostic Online Reading Assessment) to assess a wide 


range of students’ reading skills, including high frequency words, word recognition, phonics, spelling, 







vocabulary, and comprehension skills. DORA’s ability to assess students across a wide range of reading 


skills provided teachers with a comprehensive view of students’ strengths and weaknesses. 


Furthermore, the computer‐based system is easy for students and teachers to use and provided 


teachers with a variety of reports on students’ growth in each skill throughout the year.  


The rationale for selecting Word Generation is to collect data on students’ vocabulary knowledge. When 


the initial DORA results indicated low vocabulary knowledge across all grade levels, Word Generation 


was selected as a research‐based vocabulary assessment and intervention proven to increase students’ 


academic vocabulary. This assessment and curriculum was developed at Harvard University by the 


Strategic Education Research Partnership (SERP) and is unique in that it is a cross‐curricular approach to 


teaching academic vocabulary and integrates vocabulary instruction into all core subject areas (Reading, 


Writing, Math, Science, and Social Studies).     


The rationale for selecting Diagnostic Online Math Assessment (DOMA) is to collect data on students’ 


math skills. The leadership team selected DOMA because it offered an assessment in Pre‐Algebra and an 


assessment in Algebra, which the leadership team believed would offer a wider array of information on 


students’ skills than the previously used STEEP test, which only tested basic math computation and 


concepts. Each DOMA test assessed 14 mathematical constructs that students should have mastered in 


a Pre‐Algebra or Algebra course, which would help teachers determine intervention needs at the start of 


a course. A wide array of reports could be generated to analyze the results and make instructional 


decisions based on students’ performance.  


The rationale for selecting ATI Galileo during the 2010‐2011 school year was to collect benchmark data 


on students’ progress towards passing AIMS by measuring their achievement of AZ state standards in 


Reading, Math, and Science. Although this assessment system had been purchased by the previous staff 


at Crittenton Youth Academy, the new leadership team was familiar with the system and the 


assessments it provided teachers, staff, and students with an adequate measure of students’ progress 


towards AIMS at each quarter of instruction.  


The rationale for selecting Acuity for use during the 2011‐2012 school year was to collect benchmark 


data on students’ progress towards passing AIMS by measuring their achievement of Reading and Math 


Common Core standards. As the school implemented Acuity to create benchmark Reading assessments, 


the English teacher was able to create curriculum‐based and blueprint‐based assessments to determine 







students’ mastery of Common Core standards, predict their passing rate on AIMS, and identify specific 


standards to re‐teach that students had not yet mastered. 


AIMS Math, Reading, and Writing scores were selected for analysis to identify students’ strengths and 


weaknesses in each area. Prior to the 2010‐2011 school year documents found indicate that only AIMS 


scores of FAY students were analyzed. The new leadership team recognized the importance of analyzing 


and measuring growth of all students enrolled upon receipt of AIMS scores.  


Findings	from	Data	Analysis	


Prior to the 2010‐2011 school year little is known regarding how effectively student data was monitored 


documented, analyzed, and evaluated. To reiterate, data previously collected had focused less on 


academic proficiency and more on behavioral and attendance issues. Any documentation of academic 


achievement maintained by prior administration shows only analyses of Full Academic Year (FAY) 


student scores on AIMS and random blueprint benchmark assessments. Historically, the school had not 


documented any findings or actions that might have been subsequently implemented. Historical AIMS 


scores show significant areas of weakness for the past five years. Due to the new mission and vision of 


the school, change in grade‐levels served, and almost 100% staff and student turnover, the analysis of 


student data from 6‐8th grade levels no longer enrolled at the school, was not helpful in improving 


student achievement. However, a comparison of AIMS data from prior years to that of 2011‐2012 school 


year demonstrates incredible change that occurred in the turnaround process and the significant effects 


it had on student achievement.  


The only significant findings, prior to the 2010‐2011, school year are AIMS scores in Reading and Math. 


There is no evidence of additional data collected in prior years. Data from the 2010‐2011 school year 


however provides valuable insight on “community” student achievement including STEEP screening 


diagnostic scores, quarterly benchmark assessment scores, and AIMS achievement data. Due to the 


unique circumstances of “residential” students described in the introduction, the collection and analysis 


of their achievement data, other than AIMS scores, is irrelevant.  Data from the 2011‐2012 school year 


provides a more comprehensive and realistic picture of student achievement than ever before, and 


significant data includes student achievement on DORA, DOMA and Word Generation screenings, 


quarterly benchmark assessment scores, and Fall 2011 AIMS scores. Due to the extremely small size of 


GLAA (ADM 81), disaggregating achievement data by cohort or subgroup is not helpful in determining 







either areas of strength and weakness or trends and patterns. Disparities between subgroups were not 


significant.  


Formative assessment data is not used in this analysis because, the school’s approach to formative 


assessment is essentially “minute by minute,” with teachers constantly adjusting instruction and 


providing immediate intervention to students struggling on specific concepts. Although the data provide 


teachers with regular feedback on student achievement, they are not significant for measuring growth 


throughout the year or including in our analysis of patterns and trends.  


2007‐2011 AIMS 


Reading 
# Tested  Total # Passing  Total % Passing 


2011 Reading (Fall)  10 9 90%


2011 Reading  27 16 59%


2010 Reading  68 29 43%


2009 Reading  69 23 33%


2008 Reading  112 43 38%


2007 Reading  87 28 32%


 


Math 
# Tested  Total # Passing  Total % Passing 


2011 Math (Fall)  11 5 45%


2011 Math  25 6 24%


2010 Math  66 9 14%


2009 Math  95 13 14%







2008 Math  120 24 20%


2007 Math  86 18 21%


 


 


Historical AIMS data show low achievement in both Reading and Math from 2007‐2011. The data in this 


analysis includes all students, regardless of FAY status. Because of the extremely small size of the school, 


an analysis of only FAY students or AYP data would not provide a clear picture of student achievement at 


the school. The AIMS data included in this narrative provides a comprehensive representation of ALL 


students, including residential and community students in the years 2007‐Spring 2011. AIMS Reading 


scores stayed consistently below 50% from 2007‐2010 (far below the state average). Previous files show 


goals to increase the scores but no action steps to support the goals. AIMS Math scores have stayed 


below 25% since 2007 (far below the state average) but increased dramatically in Fall 2011, as a result of 


increased rigor and higher quality instruction. In fact, the Fall 2011 AIMS scores were significantly higher 


than any prior year in both Reading and Math. Although these scores represent juniors who re‐tested on 


AIMS, they are evidence of the increase in rigor of the curriculum as the school transitioned from 


Crittenton Youth Academy to Girls Leadership Academy. In 2011 the newly hired teaching faculty 


AIMS Reading AIMS Math


2007 32% 21%


2008 38% 20%


2009 33% 14%


2010 43% 14%


2011 59% 24%


Fall 2011 90% 45%
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implemented high school standards with rigor, relevance, and research‐based instructional strategies 


that had previously been absent from daily instruction, resulting in the significantly higher Fall 2011 


AIMS scores.  


In the 2010‐2011 school year additional Reading and Math data were collected through diagnostic 


screeners and benchmark assessments to measure and monitor basic Reading and Math skills and 


mastery towards state standards. In the STEEP data collection process, students were placed into three 


tiers: Mastery, Instructional, and Frustrational. The charts below represent the percentage of students 


that scored in each category.  


2010‐2011 Universal Screeners (STEEP) 


STEEP READING  # Tested  Mastery  Instructional Frustrational 


Pre‐Test (November 2010)  43  5%  39%  56% 


Post‐Test (May 2011)  26  0%  58%  42% 


 


STEEP Math  # Tested  Mastery  Instructional Frustrational 


Pre‐Test (November 2010)  35  9%  71%  20% 


Post‐Test (May 2011)  26  0%  92%  8% 


 







 


 


The STEEP Reading and Math data clearly shows a decrease in the number of students scoring in the 


lowest level, “Frustrational” and their move up to the “Instructional” level. Although the increase is not 


extremely high in both subjects, students did advance in their understanding of basic Reading and Math 


skills throughout the year as a result of increased quality of instruction with the new teaching staff in 


January 2011. Teachers implemented interventions to students throughout the year who scored in the 


Frustrational and Instructional levels, resulting in the decrease in students scoring Frustrational. It is also 


important to note that the students who scored in the “Mastery” category on the pre‐tests in both 


Reading and Math had withdrawn from the school prior to administration of the post‐tests and did not 


in fact decrease in their abilities as the graph appears to suggest. Although the data shows 


improvement, it is minimal, and suggests that increasing basic Math and Reading skills in a few short 


months (December‐May) was extremely difficult given the enormous changes in staffing, curriculum, 


professional development, and mission and vision of the school.  


Benchmark assessments were administered and results were analyzed quarterly in the 2010‐2011 and 


2011‐2012 school year in Reading and Math to measure and monitor student progress towards 


mastering state standards. The percentage of students passing each quarterly benchmark assessment is 


represented in the table and graph below. 


2010‐2011 Benchmark Data 


Reading
Pre‐Test


Reading
Post‐Test


Mastery 5% 0%


Instructional 39% 58%


Frustrational 56% 42%
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STEEP Reading Analysis


Math
Pre‐Test


Math
Post‐
Test


Mastery 9% 0%


Instructional 71% 92%


Frustrational 20% 8%
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Reading Benchmark  # Tested  Meets (80%+)  Approaches (60‐79%) Falls Far Below (0‐59%) 


Quarter 1  44  2% (N=1)  14% (N=6)  84% (N=37) 


Quarter 2  43  2% (N=1)  26% (N=11)  72% (N=31) 


Quarter 3 (Only 10th 


graders) 


14  7% (N=1)  57% (N=8)  36% (N=5) 


 


 


   


The 2010‐2011 Benchmark data initially showed very low student mastery of state standards and 


progress towards passing AIMS. However, in Quarter 3 student achievement significantly increased, 
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Math
Q1


Math
Q2


Math
Q3


Meets 0% 0% 37.50%


Approaches 2% 2% 37.50%


Falls Far Below 98% 98% 25%


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


100%


P
e
rc
e
n
ta
ge


 o
f 
St
u
d
e
n
ts


2010‐11 Math 
Benchmark Analysis


Math Benchmark  # Tested  Meets (80%+)  Approaches (60‐79%) Falls Far Below (0‐59%) 


Quarter 1  45  0% (N=0)  2% (N=1)  98% (N=44) 


Quarter 2  42  0% (N=0)  2% (N=1)  98% (N=41) 


Quarter 3 (Only 10th 


graders) 


8  37.5% (N=3)  37.5% (N=3)  25% (N=2) 







which we believe was a direct result of the instructional changes initiated by the new leadership team. 


The new teacher‐developed curriculum, professional development on student engagement, 


instructional strategies and data analysis, and systems for monitoring instruction and student 


achievement were all implemented between Quarter 2 and Quarter 3, precisely when the benchmark 


student achievement increased. However, it is also important to note the drastic decrease in the 


number of students enrolled by the end of Quarter 3. As the school announced the new mission and 


vision to serve only female students, almost all of the male students began to withdraw from the school. 


Additional students began to withdraw from the school as expectations within the classroom were 


dramatically raised. In Quarter 3 only 10th grade students completed benchmark assessments in order to 


give teachers a clear view of areas of weakness in order to implement interventions prior to AIMS 


testing, which also accounts for the low number of students tested in Quarter 3.  


In the 2011‐2012 school year an assessment system more comprehensive than ever before was 


implemented to ensure student achievement increased throughout the year. Universal screeners, 


benchmark assessments, and systems were created to regularly formatively assess students in order to 


have a thorough understanding of student achievement through a variety of data sources. Universal 


screeners were administered to all students prior to the start of the school year to determine areas of 


strength and weakness in Reading and Math skills. Below are tables and graphs summarizing the data at 


the start of the school year and halfway through the year.  


2011‐2012 Reading Universal Screeners 


DORA: Comprehension  # Tested  Above  Proficient  Emergent 


Pre‐Test  63  30%  22%  48% 


Mid‐Year Test  75  51%  19%  30% 


 







 


Word Generation: 


Vocabulary 


# Tested  Meets  Approaches  Falls Far Below 


Pre‐Test  81  23%  33%  43% 


Mid‐Year Test  73  75%  21%  3% 


 


DORA Pre‐Test DORA Mid‐Year Test


Above 30% 51%


Proficient 22% 19%


Emergent 48% 30%
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2011‐12 DORA Analysis


Vocab Pre‐Test Vocab Mid‐Year Test


Meets 43% 75%


Approaches 33% 21%


Falls Far Below 43% 3%
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The 2011‐2012 universal screener data in Reading shows a significant increase in reading 


comprehension and vocabulary, two areas of weakness in the beginning of the school year. The initial 


screening data indicates almost 50% students were not proficient in reading comprehension at the 


beginning of the year. By January 2012 this number had decreased to only 30%. This was most likely a 


direct result of the rigorous college‐prep Reading curriculum developed and implemented in the 2011‐


2012 school year. Initial vocabulary proficiency was low (only 23% of students meeting the standard), 


but had increased to 75% by January 2012 as a result of the daily Word Generation vocabulary 


intervention program implemented with all students in every subject area.  


2011‐2012 Math Universal Screeners 


Pre Algebra   # Tested  Proficient  Approaching  Far Below 


Pre‐Test  42  14%  31%  55% 


Mid‐Year Test  56  23%  43%  34% 


 


Algebra   # Tested  Proficient  Approaching  Far Below 


Pre‐Test  23  0%  9%  91% 


Mid‐Year Test  19  5%  11%  84% 







 


Universal screening data in Math indicated significant student needs for math intervention in the 2011‐


2012 school year. Initial data showed general weakness in basic math skills and advanced math 


constructs. As the school year progressed Pre‐Algebra math data increased and proficiency increased 


from 14% to 23% by January 2012, most likely as a result of intensive intervention provided to students 


in math skills before and after school, independent intervention plans created for students using ALEKS 


software, and 21% of students participating in Supplemental Education Services math tutoring.  


Benchmark assessments in the 2011‐2012 school year were created in reading and math to measure 


student mastery of state standards and progress towards AIMS for all 10th grade students and any 11th 


or 12th grade students who had not yet passed AIMS. The AIMS blueprint benchmarks were scheduled at 


mid‐points in a semester to supplement final exam grades as an additional source of data to analyze in 


order to make adjustments to curriculum and instruction. The data from these assessments is 


summarized in the table and graph below.  


2011‐2012 Benchmark Data 


Reading Benchmark  # Tested  Meets (70%+)  Approaches (50‐69%) Falls Far Below (0‐49%) 


October  11  45% (N=5)  45% (N=5)  9% (N=1) 


Pre‐Algebra Pre‐
Test


Pre‐Algebra Mid‐
Year Test


Algebra Pre‐Test
Algebra Mid‐Year


Test


Proficient 14% 23% 0% 5%


Approaching 31% 43% 9% 11%


Far Below 55% 34% 91% 84%
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January  10  80% (N=8)  20% (N=2)  0% (N=0) 


 


Math Benchmark  # Tested  Meets (70%+)  Approaches (50‐69%) Falls Far Below (0‐49%) 


October  12  8% (N=1)  42% (N=5)  50% (N=6) 


March  9   22% (N=2)  44% (N=4)  33% (N=3) 


 


 


The Reading benchmark data from the 2011‐2012 school year shows significant improvement in student 


mastery of Common Core standards between October and January. These benchmark assessments 


predict that 8/10 sophomore students will pass the Spring 2012 AIMS Reading test. The benchmark 


assessment data from the 2011‐2012 school year is significantly higher than that from the 2010‐2011 


school year and shows improvement throughout the year, supporting the effectiveness of the efforts in 


curriculum and instruction during the turnaround process. The patterns shown in the Math benchmark 


data are similar to those in the universal screening DOMA data; a large percentage of students continue 


to score far below or approaching the standards in Math skills yet have improved significantly 
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throughout this school year. This improvement is likely a result of focused, strategic efforts in Math, 


including increased intervention and rigorous, differentiated curriculum and instruction.  


What	Was	Learned	and	Moving	Forward	


An analysis of the previous five years of curriculum development, monitoring integration of standards 


into instruction, monitoring and documenting student achievement, and professional development has 


served to validate and affirm initial improvement efforts. In conjunction with the Needs Assessment and 


subsequent action plan created through the SIG process, this analysis of the four areas over time, has 


created a sense of urgency for immediate and sustainable change that will ensure a quality place of 


learning for all students. The charter school has experienced an incredible transformation, having begun 


the evolution from a failing credit recovery “alternative” school environment to a rigorous college 


preparatory school. The achievement data reflects the sense of renewal and recommitment to 


instructional excellence. Less than two years ago, the school lacked standards‐based high school 


curriculum , a system for monitoring integration of the standards in instruction, a process for tracking 


and analyzing student achievement data, and a structured  NSDC standards‐based professional 


development plan. While there have been tangible developments in these areas and much to celebrate 


since the new administration arrived at the school, there is still more work to be done in all four areas to 


improve weaknesses evident in the data. Math continues to be an area in which students struggle as 


evidenced by the screening, benchmark, and AIMS data. Although reading scores have improved 


dramatically, they will need to be closely monitored to ensure the upward trend continues.  


Curriculum Development 


While curriculum has been created for all current courses, next year the school will need to develop 


curriculum for additional courses as students will be enrolled in senior level classes which are not 


currently offered. Curricula need to be revised and updated based following an evaluation of their 


effectiveness in helping students master standards this first year.  Time needs to be scheduled for this 


process during the summer and throughout the school year to adjust as necessary. Detailed learning 


goals and success criteria and planned formative assessment strategies need to be identified for each 


revised unit of instruction to reflect training received from Margaret Heritage. Instructional resources 


need to be reviewed and purchased to support and supplement instruction aligned to Common Core 


and AZ State Standards. Furthermore, after analyzing the historically low math achievement, it is clear 







that significant focus needs to be placed on enhancing the math curriculum. In order to respond to 


historically low math student achievement, a summer school math curriculum will be created to provide 


students a “boot camp” course in math skills. This will ensure incoming students are prepared with the 


basic math skills they need in order to be successful in the rigorous college‐prep math courses offered at 


GLAA.  


Classroom observations this year indicate a trend of direct instruction and guided practice within math 


instruction, but few inquiry‐based lessons. In order to build students’ critical thinking and problem 


solving skills to increase their math achievement, teachers will need to develop inquiry‐based lessons in 


math courses as a part of their regular curriculum. Expanding the implementation of AVID curriculum 


will be focused on the following areas: develop vertically aligned instructional plans for AVID elective 


classes; enhance process for teaching and implementing AVID tutorial structure; integrate Socratic 


seminar into content area curriculum maps.  


Monitor Integration of Standards into Instruction 


While enormous strides have been made in efforts to monitor integration of the standards in 


instruction, there is still considerable growth that must occur to ensure the intended curriculum is fully 


implemented with fidelity. School leadership needs to monitor teachers’ implementation of the revised 


learning goals and success criteria and use of formative assessment and feedback during instruction to 


ensure strategies gained from Margaret Heritage trainings are being implemented. Additionally, a focus 


needs to be placed on monitoring teachers’ inquiry‐based lessons and ability to lead students towards 


deep understanding of content. Classroom observations will also focus implementation of the AVID 


curriculum in both the AVID elective classes and content courses. School leadership will monitor the 


effective implementation of Cornell notes, critical reading strategies, tutorial structure, and Socratic 


seminar methods to increase student achievement. Additionally, school leadership will be expected to 


conduct a yearly report of AVID implementation based on the AVID Center Certification Packet and Self‐


Study Continuum. This information will be reported to AVID Center and utilized by school leadership to 


evaluate the degree to which faculty are implementing AVID curriculum with fidelity. Additionally, 


Summer Math “boot camps” will be observed each year to ensure students are prepared for the 


rigorous college‐prep math curriculum each fall. Finally, the Teacher Evaluation Framework needs to be 


adjusted to align to SB1040 and include student achievement as a significant factor in evaluating teacher 


effectiveness. This will assist in evaluating how effectively standards are being implemented. 







Monitor and Document Student Proficiency 


In the area of assessment, significant progress has been made in the past two years. A comprehensive 


assessment system has been created and teachers have been trained in using assessment in a formative 


manner to make immediate changes to their instruction based on student understanding of a concept. 


While we believe these changes in assessment practices have contributed to improved student 


achievement, additional adjustments need to be made. Further, the mastery‐based grading scale must 


be revised to ensure alignment between standards taught, student mastery, and grades. Placement 


tests need to be developed to ensure incoming students are placed in appropriate math courses each 


year. Additionally, curriculum based benchmark assessments need to be developed prior to instruction 


based on the revised curriculum, specific learning goals, and success criteria in order to more accurately 


measure student mastery and retention of standards. Predictive interim assessments also need to be 


created for 10th grade students to determine AIMS passing rates so that teachers can create action plans 


to address standards not yet mastered. A structured process for analyzing interim assessment data and 


creating action plans that track student progress on mastering the standards needs to be implemented 


as well. Similarly, more emphasis needs to be placed on regularly monitoring formative assessment and 


student feedback strategies used by teachers and determining the effectiveness of those strategies 


based on student achievement data. Teacher‐created scoring rubrics for Cornell notes, critical reading 


strategies, tutorial structure, and Socratic seminar method will be revised annually, as needed, in order 


to appropriately monitor student proficiency in AVID curriculum strategies.  


Professional Development 


Several improvements in the area of professional development have been achieved over the past two 


years. However, as the school’s mission and vision have changed and new faculty have been hired, 


professional development needs to become even more differentiated based on teachers’ individual 


areas of need and professional goals. As new teachers are hired, individualized training needs to be 


provided on curriculum development and related instructional materials to ensure faculty are well 


prepared to implement the college‐prep curriculum. In order to support teachers meeting the goals of 


their individual Professional Development plans, the Curriculum Coach will support them through 


monthly meetings and observations focused on their goals. During the 2011‐2012 school year the 


amount of support received was guided by teacher request but now needs to evolve to become a more 


integral part of the coaching process in order to differentiate professional development provided to 


each teacher. Furthermore, additional training on Margaret Heritage’s effective feedback strategies 







needs to occur to ensure teachers are providing regular feedback on learning goals and success criteria 


that moves student learning forward. As new faculty members are hired in the future, professional 


development in AVID strategies will be provided through Summer Institute, AVID Center Path Trainings, 


or job‐embedded coaching meetings conducted by the Curriculum Coach. Additionally, teachers need to 


be provided more formal opportunities to evaluate the professional development they receive through 


regular professional development evaluations.  
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PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PLAN TEMPLATE 
 


Girls Leadership Academy of Arizona 
 
INDICATOR:1   _X__Math _X__Reading           DURATION OF THE PLAN2:  Begins March 30, 2012  to  July 30, 2015 
 


MEASURE* METRIC* CURRENT 
STATUS* 


End Target For This Plan*3 


State standardized 
assessment 


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


and 
Student growth percentile (SGP)  
 


(Board staff 
will enter info 
here) 


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


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


Action Steps 4 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting 
Action Steps 


Budget 


1a. Revise current and create 
additional Math and English 
curriculum documents including 
detailed learning goals and success 
criteria aligned to all units. 
 
 
 (Number of teachers will increase as 
enrollment grows and course offerings 
expand) 
 


 July 2012, 
2013, 2014 
2 weeks of 
annual Summer 
Curriculum 
Development & 
Revision 
 


Teachers 
Curriculum Coach 
Data Coach 
Head of School 


Completed curriculum 
documents with clear 
learning goals and 
success criteria that have 
been reviewed by 
instructional support team 
and administration. 


July 2012: $25/hour 
at 80 hrs=$2000 per 
teacher X 8 teachers 
=$16000) 
 
July 2013 : $25/hour 
at 80 hrs=$2000 per 
teacher X 8 
teachers=$16000) 
 
July 2014:  $25/hour 
at 80 hrs=$2000 per 
teacher X 8 
teachers=$16000 
 


1b. Create crosswalk of 
textbook/instructional materials 
aligned to common core standards 
and curriculum units, and identify any 
standards/units with inadequate 
instructional materials. 


July 2012 
(created during  
Summer 
Curriculum 
Development 


Teachers 
Curriculum Coach 
 


Crosswalk of curriculum 
units with currently 
available and missing 
textbooks/instructional 
materials.   


Included above. 
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1c. Review and purchase 
textbooks/instructional materials 
aligned to common core standards 
and that best support the curriculum 
units and specific learning goals and 
success criteria established by staff. 
 


July 2012, ‘13, 
‘14 
Purchase 
texts/suppleme
ntal materials 
as course 
offerings 
increase 
annually 


Teachers 
Curriculum Coach 
Business manager 


Textbook/instructional 
materials purchase 
receipts. 
 
 


Cost of 
textbooks/instructiona
l materials for 
Reading/Math max 
$2400 annually 


2. Develop inquiry based math 
lessons that align with learning goals 
and success criteria (a minimum of 1 
per month per teacher). 
  
 
 
 
 


August 2012-
May 2013 
(developed and 
implemented on 
a monthly 
basis) 
 
August 2013-
March 2015 
(revised and 
implemented on 
a monthly 
basis) 


Teachers 
Curriculum Coach 


Lesson plans and lesson 
materials.  
 
Records from Curriculum 
Coach meetings with 
teachers to assist in 
development of lessons. 
 


No additional cost 


3. Raise expectations for teachers to 
plan specific formative assessment 
strategies into curriculum units and 
create formal assessment schedule 
for formative and summative unit 
assessments.  


July 2012 (2 
weeks in 
summer for 
teachers to 
create, revise 
annually) 
 
 


Teachers 
Curriculum Coach 
Data Coach 


Curriculum units with 
specific formative 
assessment strategies. 
 
School-wide assessment 
calendar 


No additional Cost-
included within 
summer Curriculum 
Development work in 
section I. 


4. Expand AVID pacing guides for 
grades 9-12. 


June-July 2012 Curriculum Coach Weekly pacing guides No additional cost  


5. Create and implement curriculum 
for Summer Math Bootcamp to ensure 
students are prepared for rigorous 
math curriculum.  
 
 
 


June 2012 
(create 
curriculum by 
June 15, 2012 
in preparation 
for 2-week 
Summer Math 


Math department 
Curriculum Coach 


Math curriculum 
documents 
 


Curriculum 
development to occur 
during teacher’s 10 
month employment. 
 
2012-2014 Summer 
school = $25/hr X 20 
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Bootcamp) 
 
Repeat 
annually in 
June 2013 & 
2014  


hrs/week X 2 weeks 
X 1 teacher = $1000 
annually 
 


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


Action Steps 4 Timeline Responsible Party Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget 
1a. Monitor integration of standards-
based curriculum of revised learning 
goals and success criteria through 
regular observations of instruction and 
student work and feedback meetings 
with teachers.  
 


August 2012-
May 2013 
(Observe and 
provide 
feedback to 
each teacher 
1x/wk) 


Curriculum Coach 
Data Coach 
Head of School 


Walk-through observation data, 
graphs, and reports to Governing 
School Board.  


No 
additional 
cost 


1b. Monitor use of 
textbooks/instructional materials 
through regular classroom 
observations.  
 


August 2012-
May 2013 


Curriculum Coach 
Data Coach 
Head of School 


Walk-through observation data. No 
additional 
cost 


2. Monitor implementation of inquiry 
and collaborative lessons through 
classroom observations (at least one 
observation per teacher per month of 
an inquiry lesson). 
 


August 2012-
May 2013 
(observe inquiry 
lessons on a 
monthly basis) 


Curriculum Coach 
Data Coach 
Head of School 


Informal observation forms and 
feedback provided to teachers.  


No 
additional 
cost 


3. Fully implement monitoring of 
formative assessment strategies and 
student feedback on mastering 
learning goals and success criteria 
based on Common Core and AZ State 
Standards through classroom 
observations and coaching meetings. 


August 2012-
May 2013 
(observe each 
classroom 
1x/week to 
collect data) 


Curriculum Coach 
Data Coach 
Head of school 


Walk-through data collection forms 
on formative assessment strategies 
observed and student feedback 
provided within instruction.  
 
Informal observation forms 
 
Records from coaching meetings. 


No 
additional 
cost 


4. Conduct AVID-specific 
walkthroughs and classroom 
observations to monitor use of writing, 


August 2012-
May 2015 
(observe each 


Curriculum Coach 
Head of School 


Informal observation forms No 
additional 
cost 
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inquiry, collaboration, and reading 
(WICR) strategies in all AVID elective 
classes. 


AVID 
classroom 
1x/week-revise 
process 
annually) 


5. Observe summer Math Bootcamp 
instruction to ensure Common Core 
standards-based curriculum is 
implemented. 


June 2012, 
June 2013, 
June 2014 
(weekly 
observations) 


Curriculum Coach 
Head of School 
 


Informal observation forms No 
additional 
cost 


6. Revise Teacher Evaluation 
Framework aligned to SB1040 to 
include student achievement of 
Common Core standards in 
determining teacher effectiveness. 
 


May 2012-July 
2012 (include 
teachers in 
process in May, 
prior to end of 
10 month 
employment) 


Teachers 
Curriculum Coach 
Data Coach 
Head of School 
 


Revised Teacher Evaluation 
Framework factoring in student 
achievement on Common Core 
Standards.  


No 
additional 
cost 


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


Action Steps 4 Timeline Responsible 
Party 


Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget 


1a. Develop standards based placement 
tests for each math course (Algebra, 
Geometry, Algebra 2, Pre-Calculus) for 
all incoming students to determine math 
course placement.  
 


July 2012 (1 
week) 


Math 
Department 
Data Coach 


Math placement screening tests. $25/hr X 40 
hrs X 1 
Teacher= 
$1000 


1b. Develop curriculum based 
benchmark assessments aligned to 
revised curriculum units and specific 
learning goals/success criteria. 


August 2012-
May 2013 
(develop on a 
quarterly basis 
prior to 
instruction) 


Teachers 
Data Coach 


Benchmark assessments in 
Reading and Math courses.  
 
 


No additional 
cost 


1c. Develop interim benchmark 
assessments aligned to AIMS blueprint 
for all 10th grade students, to be 
administered twice prior to AIMS testing.  


August 2012-
March 2013 
(Administer 
Reading-week 
12 & 24; Math-
week 15 & 30) 


Reading/Math 
Teachers 
Data Coach 
 


Interim assessments in Reading 
and Math courses. 
 
 


No additional 
cost 
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1d. Develop more structured process for 
analyzing benchmark and interim 
assessment data and creating action 
plans for intervention. 


July-August 
2012 (create 
written process 
and forms for 
action plans 
prior to start of 
school year) 


Teachers 
Data Coach 
 


Action plans created after 
analyzing each set of benchmark 
data to ensure increase in student 
achievement.  
 
Action plans created after 
analyzing each set of interim 
assessment data to ensure 
student mastery of state standards 
prior to AIMS testing. 


No additional 
cost 


2. Monitor effectiveness of inquiry-based 
lessons through analysis of student 
achievement data during coaching 
meetings. 


August 2012-
May 2015 
(weekly 
coaching 
meetings) 


Teachers 
Data Coach 


Student achievement data after 
inquiry-based lessons 
 
Coaching records 


No additional 
cost 


3. Monitor student achievement through 
multiple formative assessment strategies 
and reflect weekly on effectiveness of 
strategies used to create improvement 
goals. 


August 2012-
May 2013 


Teachers 
Data Coach 
Curriculum 
Coach 


Minutes from weekly reflection 
meetings focused on formative 
assessment strategies used. 


No additional 
cost 


4. Monitor student proficiency in Cornell 
Notes and binder organization through 
the AVID elective. Adjust annually based 
on student proficiency. 


August 2012-
May 2015 


Teachers 
Data Coach 
Curriculum 
Coach 


Classroom data 
Student work samples 


No additional 
cost 


5. Create pre/post test for summer Math 
Bootcamp to measure student mastery of 
Common Core standards. 


May 2012 Math 
Department 
Data Coach 


Pre/Post test 
 
Student achievement data 


No additional 
cost 


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


Action Steps 4 Timeline Responsible 
Party 


Evidence of Meeting Action Steps Budget 


1a. Provide training in curriculum 
development and additional instructional 
resources/textbooks to any new staff 
during summer curriculum development 
and individual coaching meetings 


July 2012 
(annually during 
summer 
curriculum 
development) 


Curriculum 
Coach 
Data Coach 
Head of School 


Summer Curriculum Development 
PD Agendas 
 
Coaching records 


No additional 
cost (included 
within summer 
Curriculum 
Development 
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throughout the school year. work in 
section I) 


1b. Provide more rigorous training 
regarding adoption of Marzano’s 4-point 
grading system to accurately reflect 
student mastery of learning goals within 
curriculum units. 


April 2012-
August 2013 
(weekly PLC 
meetings April-
May 2012, 
modifications to 
4-point scale 
June 2012) 


Teachers 
Curriculum 
Coach 
Data Coach 
Head of School 


PLC Agendas 
Revised 4-point grading scale 


No additional 
cost 


2. Provide training in inquiry-based 
lessons through individual coaching 
conversations as needed. 


August 2012-
May 2013 


Curriculum 
Coach 
 


Coaching records No additional 
cost 


3. Provide additional in-depth training to 
teachers in Margaret Heritage’s 
strategies for effective feedback.   
 


April 2012-May 
2013 


Curriculum 
Coach 
Data Coach 
Head of School 


Training meeting agendas 
Teacher PD evaluation forms 
 


No additional 
cost 


4a. Attend additional 3-day AVID training 
Summer Institute Year 2 of AVID 
Implementation. Curriculum Coach to 
attend AVID  Leadership training. 


August 2012 (6 
teachers to 
attend Summer 
Institute in San 
Diego) 
 
 
Fall 2012 & 
Spring 2013 
(Curriculum 
Coach to 
attend) 


Teachers 
Curriculum 
Coach 
Head of School 


Conference registration and 
attendance certificates. 


AVID Summer 
Institute 
Registration: 
$700 per 
teacher X 6 
teachers 
=$4200  
 
Out of state 
travel 
expenses 
includes AVID 
Leadership 
Training 
(airfare-
$1600, food-
$2400, hotel-
$1600, 
total=$5600 


6. Support teachers in individual 
professional development plan section of 
Teacher Evaluation Framework through 


August 2012-
May 2013 
(monthly 


Teachers 
Curriculum 
Coach 


Minutes from coaching meetings 
focused on teacher PD plans.  


No additional 
cost 
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weekly coaching and observations.  
 


coaching 
meetings 
focused on 
supporting 
teacher PD 
plans) 


7. Implement teacher evaluations of 
professional development in order to 
improve training provided to staff.  
 


August 2012 
(begin 
implementation 
and continue at 
weekly PLC 
meetings 
through May 
2013) 


Teachers 
Curriculum 
Coach 
Data Coach 
Head of School 
 


Teacher PD evaluation forms 
 


No additional 
cost 


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


Year 1:  Budget Total $30,200     Fiscal Year  FY13 
Year 2:  Budget Total $19,400 
Year 3:  Budget Total$19,400 


 
Notes: 
* Provided by ASBCS staff 
1 Academic area to be addressed for improvement 
2 Duration of the plan must align with the timeline presented in the Action Steps 
3 Refer to Terms to Know in the Renewal Application Instructions   
4 Repeat these action steps as necessary to include the appropriate number of steps to accomplish the strategy 
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Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, Inc. - Entity ID 4300 


School: Girls Leadership Academy of Arizona 


 


 


Renewal Executive Summary 


 


 
Sources of Evidence for this Document 


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


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


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


 


I. Success of the academic program, including academic achievement 


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


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


 


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


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


sources include, but are not limited to:   


 


 Pupil achievement data 


 Independent financial audits 


 Five-year interval summary reviews 


 Site visit reports 


 Monitoring reports  


 Application package for renewal 


 


 
Profile  


 
Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, Inc. operates one school serving grades 9-12.  The 


graph below shows the charter holder’s actual 100
th
 day average daily membership (ADM) for 


fiscal years 2007-2011 and the fiscal year 2012 ADM as of April 16, 2012 and projected ADM 


through 2015. Projections were provided by the charter holder as part of the submitted 


Renewal Budget Plan.   
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Graphs displaying the academic achievement for the past five years, if available, are provided 


below.   


 


 
 


 


 
I.  Success of the Academic Program 


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


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


Therefore, the charter holder was required to submit a Performance Management Plan (PMP) 


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


 


On March 30, the charter holder submitted the PMP narrative, templates, and oversight 


documentation.  


 


A leadership team discussion took place on May 2 at the school, the Girls Leadership Academy 


of Arizona (previously Crittenton Youth Academy), w ith Yvonne Watterson (Charter 


Representative), Deb Budnick (Charter Representative), Amy Coyle (Director of Curriculum), 


and Angelica Cruz (Director of Assessment). Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, Inc. was 


approved for transfer from the State Board of Education to the ASBCS in May, 2010.  The 


transfer amended the program of instruction and mission to provide a special emphasis on 


serving only female students. The school changed leadership at approximately the same time.  


The school also changed grade levels served from grades 6-12 to 9-12 effective for the 2011-


2012 school year.   


 


The narrative portion of the Performance Management Plan submitted by the charter holder 


was a comprehensive representation of the school improvement and data collection/analysis 


efforts since the transfer and change of leadership in 2010.  Also occurring in 2010, the school 


was approved to receive a School Improvement Grant (SIG) from the Arizona Department of 


Education.  The Performance Management Plan submitted aligns with the school’s SIG plan 


and focuses on school-wide processes rather than content-specific items.   


 


The focus of the leadership team discussion was on improvement efforts being implemented 


at this time and for the next several years as represented in the plan.  The school is 


participating in training conducted by Margaret Heritage and using formative assessment and 
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feedback to improve instructional practice.  Teachers are also shifting to more inquiry-based 


lessons.  The submitted plan has an emphasis on these efforts and aligns actions in each 


strategy to support these changes. The Academic oversight documentation submitted with the 


PMP indicates the school board is regularly informed of the academic program. The information 


gleaned from the discussion supported the Performance Management Plan narrative and 


templates submitted.   


 


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


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


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


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


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


Detailed Business Plan were addressed. 


 


 
II. Viability of the Organization 


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


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


Sustainability portion of the Detailed Business Plan Section.  


 


 
III. Adherence to the Terms of the Charter 


 
A.  Compliance Matters Requiring Board or Other Agency Action


1
  


 


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


 


  


B.  Other Compliance Matters
2
  


 


The fiscal year 2008 audit stated that the school did not retain students’ attendance records for 


the first half of the fiscal year. The audit indicates that the school revised its policy and began 


retaining these records in January 2008. The audit firm noted that based on its review of the 


remainder of the year, the school was now maintaining proper records. Since the audit 


indicated that for the second half of the year the charter school retained its student attendance 


records, a corrective action plan (CAP) was not required.  


 


The fiscal year 2007 audit identified an issue that required a CAP. Specifically, the audit 


indicated a lack of segregation of duties with regards to payroll processing. The charter holder 


submitted a satisfactory CAP. 


 


Further, the same issue was identified as repeated in the fiscal years 2007 through 2009 audits. 


In each fiscal year, the charter holder did not retain documentation to support all 


disbursements. In fiscal year 2009, a second issue was identified as repeated. The issue 


pertained to the charter holder not retaining documentation to support that notices and agendas 


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


2
 For more information about the areas of compliance reviewed for this section, please see the “Renewal Guide”. 
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were posted at least 24 hours before governing body meetings as required by Open Meeting 


Law. 


 


For the previous five fiscal years, the charter holder has failed to timely submit its annual audit 


for one or more years. 


 


C.  Charter Holder’s Organizational Membership 


 


Because the organizational membership on file w ith the Board was consistent w ith the 


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


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


Business Plan Section.  


 


 
Board Options 


 
Option 1: The Board may approve the renewal. Staff recommends the following language for 


consideration: Renewal is based on consideration of academic, fiscal and contractual 


compliance of the charter holder. In this case, there is a record of academic performance below 


the Board’s level of adequate academic performance, which has been addressed by the charter 


holder through the inclusion of a performance management plan as part of the renewal 


application package and can be incorporated in the charter contract. There is also a record of 


past contractual noncompliance which has been reviewed. With that taken into consideration 


as well as all information provided to the Board for consideration of this renewal application 


package and during its discussion with representatives of the charter holder, I move to approve 


the request for charter renewal and grant a renewal contract to Florence Crittenton Services of 


Arizona, Inc. that incorporates the performance management plan. 


 


Option 2: The Board may deny the renewal. The following language is provided for 


consideration: Based upon a review of the information provided by the representatives of the 


charter holder and the contents of the application package which includes the academic 


performance, the fiscal compliance, and legal and contractual compliance of the charter holder 


over the charter term, I move to deny the request for charter renewal and to not grant a 


renewal contract for Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, Inc. Specifically, the charter 


holder, during the term of the contract, failed to meet the obligations of the contract or failed to 


comply with state law when it: 
  


1. Failed to provide a learning environment to improve pupil achievement in accordance 
with A.R.S. § 15-181(A).  


2. Other specific reasons the Board may have found during its consideration including…  
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Performance Management Plan (PMP) 


Evaluation Instrument- 


Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, Inc. 


Scoring Criteria and Comments 


 
 


    


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


evaluator w ill make the following determination: 


       


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


PARTIAL DESCRIPTION   – The plan partially addresses the required elements.  


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


 


 


 


I. PLAN NARRATIVE 


Required Elements A response that meets the requirement will include: 


 


F


D 


P


D 


V


L


D 


Comments 


 


 


A detailed description of 


all efforts conducted by 


the school in the past five 


years that demonstrates 


a concerted effort and 


capacity to improve pupil 


achievement. 


 


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


and implement a [mathematics or reading] curriculum that 


improves student achievement.  (Ex:  Curriculum alignment, 


curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional material 


adoptions, committee work, data review teams) 


 R 


M 


 


 


 


 


 The description provided is limited to the past two 


years and lacks detail regarding improvement efforts 


prior to that time.  The description for the past two 


years does include how those efforts taken w ill 


result in improved pupil achievement. 


 


 


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


and implement a plan for monitoring the integration of the 


Arizona Academic Standards into [mathematics or reading] 


instruction.  (Ex:  Lesson plan review, formal teacher 


evaluations, informal classroom observations, checklists, 


data review teams) 


 R 


M 


 The description provided is limited to the past two 


years and lacks detail regarding improvement efforts 


prior to that time.  The description for the past two 


years does include how the actions taken have 


resulted in a plan for monitoring the integration of the 


Arizona Academic Standards.   
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o the school’s efforts for the previous five years to develop 


and implement a plan for monitoring and documenting 


student proficiency in mathematics or reading.  (Ex:  


Formative and summative assessments, 


common/benchmark assessments, articulated assessment 


plan, data review teams) 


 R 


M 


 The description provided is limited to the past two 


years and lacks detail regarding improvement efforts 


prior to that time.  The description for the past two 


years does include how the actions taken have 


resulted in a plan for monitoring and documenting 


student proficiency. 


 


 


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


and implement a professional development plan that 


supports effective implementation of a mathematics or 


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


coach support, external consultant training, data review 


teams) 


 R 


M 


 The description provided is limited to the past two 


years and lacks detail regarding improvement efforts 


prior to that time.  The description for the past two 


years does include how the actions taken have 


resulted in a professional development plan.   


 


 


A detailed description of 


the process used for 


conducting an analysis of 


relevant pupil 


achievement data. 


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


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


training, data review teams) 


 R 


M 


 The description provided is limited to the past two 


years and lacks detail regarding improvement efforts 


prior to that time.  The description for the past two 


years does whether relevant data was analyzed.    


 


 


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


process used in conducting the analysis of the relevant 


data.   


 R 


M 


 The description provided is limited to the past two 


years and lacks detail regarding improvement efforts 


prior to that time.  The description for the past two 


years does include detail on the types of data 


collected.  


 


 


o justification of how data selected for the analysis is relevant 


to improving pupil achievement.   


 R 


M 


 The description provided is limited to the past two 


years and lacks detail regarding improvement efforts 


prior to that time.  The description for the past two 


years does include justification of how data selected 


is relevant to improving pupil achievement. 


 


The findings from the 


data analysis. 


 


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


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


five years, including patterns and trends, as well as 


strengths and weaknesses. 


 R 


M 


 The description provided is limited to the past two 


years and lacks detail regarding improvement efforts 


prior to that time.  The description for the past two 


years does include detail regarding identified 


strengths and weaknesses. 
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o a representation of the findings using charts and graphs that 


are understandable to the reviewer and clearly depict the 


results. 


 R 


M 


 The charts and graphs included did provide a detailed 


representation of the findings from the data analysis 


but are limited, for the most part, to the previous two 


years only. 


 


A detailed description of 


how the plan that is 


presented is directly 


linked to the findings 


from the data analysis. 


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


demonstrates the connection between the findings from 


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


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


R 


M 


   


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


 


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


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


from the analysis of relevant data.   


R 


M  


    


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


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


target(s).   


R 


M  


    


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


complement and support the other strategies. 


R 


M  


    


o action steps for each strategy include artifacts that provide 


evidence of the implementation of each action step. 


R 


M  


    


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


implement the action steps that support the strategies. 


R 


M  


    


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


 


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


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


from the analysis of relevant data.   


R 


M  


    


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


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


target(s).   


R 


M  


    


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


complement and support the other strategies. 


R 


M  


    


o action steps for each strategy include artifacts that provide 


evidence of the implementation of each action step. 


R 


M  


    


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


implement the action steps that support the strategies. 


R 


M  


    


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


 


Required Elements A response that meets the requirement will include: Comments 
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Action Steps o action steps for each strategy are based on the findings 


from the analysis of relevant data.   


R 


M  


    


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


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


target(s).   


R 


M  


    


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


complement and support the other strategies. 


R 


M  


    


o action steps for each strategy include artifacts that provide 


evidence of the implementation of each action step. 


R 


M  


    


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


implement the action steps that support the strategies. 


R 


M  


    


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


 


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


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


from the analysis of relevant data.   


R 


M  


    


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


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


target(s).   


R 


M  


    


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


complement and support the other strategies. 


R 


M  


    


o action steps for each strategy include artifacts that provide 


evidence of the implementation of each action step. 


R 


M  


    


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


implement the action steps that support the strategies. 


R 


M  


    


 


 


 


 





























































Actual
FY ____11____ FY ____12____ FY ____13___ FY ____14___ FY ____15___


ADM: 104.74 81.90 125 180 200
      Per pupil dollar (M & O) $6,620.68 $7,170.82 $6,895.75 $7,033.28 $6,964.52
      Per pupil dollar (CSF) $258 $341 $300 $321 $310
REVENUE
     State Equalization Assistance $693,450 $587,290 $861,969 $1,265,991 $1,392,903
     Classroom Site Fund $27,008 $27,962 $37,455 $37,829 $38,207
     Instructional Improvement Fund $4,346 $0 $0 $0 $0
     Federal Funds/Grants $565,528 $860,560 $978,492 $65,816 $73,129
     Other State Funds/Grants
     Food Service (e.g., NSLP, food sales) $15,948 $38,257 $58,390 $84,081 $93,424
     Extracurricular Tax Credits $17,077 $21,346 $50,000 $70,000 $80,000
     Contributions and Donations $25,426 $27,969 $30,765 $33,842 $37,226
     Fundraising $160,212 $96,127 $144,191 $158,610 $174,471
     Earnings on Investments $0 $7,500 $8,250 $9,075 $9,983
     Student Activities $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
     Kindergarten Tuition (Applies only to FY10 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
        & FY11 unless expanded by Legislature)
     Other $205,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
     Restricted Contributions & Donations $800,000 $40,428 $40,000 $0 $0
TOTAL OPERATING REVENUE $1,713,995 $1,667,011 $2,169,511 $1,725,244 $1,899,343


TOTAL RESTRICTED/OPERATING REVENUE $2,513,995 $1,707,439 $2,209,511 $1,725,244 $1,899,343


EXPENSES
Instructional
     Salaries $720,634 $698,558 $786,430 $503,712 $593,350
     Payroll Taxes $61,798 $62,052 $62,673 $52,890 $62,302
     Employee Benefits $44,939 $50,818 $51,326 $37,778 $44,501
     Purchased Services (Consultants) $167,305 $141,736 $25,000 $25,250 $25,503
     Purchased Services (Special Education) $107,136 $41,000 $44,280 $44,723 $45,170
     Technology $28,953 $41,753 $35,863 $36,222 $36,584
     Textbooks/Curriculum/Library $14,615 $6,312 $6,375 $6,439 $6,503
     Instructional Supplies $39,874 $49,044 $39,628 $40,024 $40,424
     Professional Development $8,157 $5,896 $5,955 $6,015 $6,075


Renewal Budget Plan
Projected Financial Information







     Travel $2,413 $7,132 $7,203 $7,275 $7,348
     Conferences/Training $3,144 $2,273 $2,296 $2,319 $2,342
     Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Instructional $1,198,968 $1,106,574 $1,067,028 $762,646 $870,102


Non-Instructional
     Salaries $277,750 $269,242 $271,934 $274,654 $277,400
     Payroll Taxes $23,819 $23,916 $24,155 $28,839 $29,127
     Employee Benefits $17,321 $19,586 $19,782 $20,599 $20,805
     Purchased Services $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
     Rent/Bond Payment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
     Repairs and Maintenance $47,454 $48,432 $48,916 $49,405 $49,900
     Utilities $23,033 $28,224 $28,506 $28,791 $29,079
     Property, Casualty, Liability Insurance $14,170 $7,932 $8,011 $8,091 $8,172
     Interest/Property Taxes $52 $50 $51 $51 $52
     Communications $9,955 $10,500 $10,605 $10,711 $10,818
     Furniture and Other Equipment $1,738 $1,709 $1,726 $1,743 $1,761
     Note/Loan/Non-Facility Lease Payments $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
     Audit $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
     Legal $540 $500 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000
     Advertising/Marketing $16,077 $14,428 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000
     Travel $6,261 $7,100 $7,171 $7,243 $7,315
     Conferences/Training $29,322 $15,000 $3,788 $3,825 $3,864
     Printing and Postage $4,738 $4,916 $4,965 $5,015 $5,065
     Supplies $7,925 $10,596 $10,702 $10,809 $10,917
     Food Service $28,093 $36,900 $56,319 $61,951 $68,146
     Transportation $14,767 $27,540 $42,033 $46,236 $50,860
     Student Activities $8,152 $4,188 $4,230 $4,272 $4,315
     Fees and Dues $3,383 $5,640 $5,696 $5,753 $5,811
     Other $305,532 $364,869 $360,854 $362,821 $364,808
Total Non-Instructional $845,082 $906,268 $940,444 $961,811 $979,214


TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES $2,044,050 $2,012,842 $2,007,473 $1,724,457 $1,849,316


Increase (Decrease) in Net Assets ($330,055) (345,831)$               162,038$                788$                         50,027$                    


Net Assets, Beginning of Year $0 ($330,055) ($675,886) ($513,847) ($513,060)







Net Assets, End of Year ($330,055) ($675,886) ($513,847) ($513,060) ($463,033)


ASSUMPTIONS/NOTES


GLAA Projected ADM (Average Daily Membership) 80 125 175 200
6 8 8 10


$43,501.00 $43,936.01 $44,375.37 $44,819.12


Number of High School Adjunct   3 3 0 0


$16,572.67 $16,572.67 $16,572.67 $16,572.67
13 16 22 20
0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 1% 1% 1%


Teacher:Student ratio (NOT Average Class Size)
Projected Change in State Funds
Projected Salary Change
Projected Expense Change (Inflation)
Note: There are some exceptions to expense changes by line item. Please see additional information within the appropriate FY tab which identifies notes and assumptions for each fiscal year. 


Average GLAA Adjunct Teacher Salary


Number of FTE Teachers


Average GLAA Teacher Salary







ADM NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS:


Fundraising - This revenue line item is being used to identify 
revenue from campaign pledges received from a Florence 
Crittention initiative entitled Imagine More. 


REVENUE NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS: 


EXPENSE NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS


Fiscal 11 Notes & Assumptions
The ADM for FY11 was taken from the FY12 ADMS540-1 report, 
which indicated the year to date ADM as of 12/13/2011.


*40,000 donation from American Express. This is a service 
learning grant that allows for the payment of salary, equipment & 
supplies, project costs, and student leadership conferences. 


* 5,000 donation from the Salt River Project. This is a service 
learning grant so that GLAA can purchase Vernier Probeware 
(LabQuest Biology, Environmental Science, and Physics Deluxe 
packages) to study ecological and hydrological real time samples 
along the Rio Salado Habitat Restoration Project.  Grant will also 
fund the Science and Math teachers attendance to a professional 
development seminar hosted by the Arizona Center for STEM 
teachers.  Remaining funds to go towards transportation and 
misc. supplies. 


All state/federal revenue listed for FY11 is listed as recorded in the 
LEAs financial accounting system as received from ADE.  


* Restricted Contributions & Donations - The LEA received 
$1,005,000 in restricted revenue specified for GLAA business 
purposes. The following is a list of the amounts and the restrictions:   


* 700,000 endowment for the charter school. The school is able to 
spend the interest earned on the endowment as unrestricted 
operating revenue. 
* 250,000 donation for the charter school. This donation has a 
$100,000 restriction for technology and $150,000 for marketing of 
the school.  
* 10,000 donation from the United Way. 


* Purchased Services (Consultants) - This expense line item is 
higher than normal because of the first payment towards a 
required WestEd contract. This contract was for services to assist 
the charter school with the implementation of the School 
Improvement grant (SIG) in the areas of needs assessment, 
action planning, curriculum, assessment, and instruction. The 
charter school had a nonrecurring expense of $105,900, which 
was a 50% payment for services to be rendered. The charter 
school also faced some challenges in recruiting "highly qualified" 
teachers; therefore, substitute teachers were used until regular 
highly qualified teachers could be hired. Additionally, substitute 
coverage was necessary during Professional Development 
provided by WestEd.







* Purchased Services (Special Education) - This expense line 
item is higher than normal because 53% of the student population 
was comprised of residents of Florence Crittenton's therapeutic 
group home. 19% ( 41 students) of the residents were identified to 
receive SPED services. The residential program houses clients 
with varying lengths of stay. The high mobility of the residential 
population incurred increased expenses for residents identified as 
needing Special Education services.  
* Transportation - This expense line item is lower than normal 
because 53% of the student population was comprised of 
residents of Florence Crittenton's therapeutic group home. This 
meant that the charter school did not incur any additional 
transporation costs to get the students to school. 
* Other - The amount in the expense line item includes 
depreciation and allocated overhead costs. Florence Crittenton 
allocates administrative overheard which includes the following: 
executive, general administrative, information technology, finance 
and human resources expense, based on full-time equivalent 
employees per department.  The allocation rate is determined at 
the beginning of each fiscal year and a monthly allocation is 
recorded in the accounting records as part of the month-end 
close.







ADM NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS:


STRATEGY 4 - ACTION STEP 4a. 


Travel - This expense line item includes the budgeted expense 
from action step 4a in Strategy 4: Out of state travel expenses 
includes AVID Leadership Training (airfare-$1600, food-$2400, 
hotel-$1600, total=$5600.


INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENSE NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS
The projections for all FY12 expenses are based on eight (8) 
months of actual expenses annualized. 


Fiscal 12 Notes & Assumptions
The ADM for FY12 was taken from the FY12 ADMS540-1 report, 
which indicated the year to date ADM as of 12/13/2011.


All state/federal revenue listed for FY12 is listed as recorded in the 
LEAs financial accounting system as received from ADE.   There is 
also an anticipated amount included as identified in the project 
budget column on ADEs grants management platform.  
Food Service - This revenue line item was calculated by 
annualizing 8 months of reimbursements from NSLP. 


Extracurricular Tax Credits - This revenue line item is an 
estimate based on the consistent interest in GLAA being the first 
single gender public high school in the state of Arizona. The 
projection includes an anticipation of 25% increase over LY.
Contribution & Donations - This revenue line item is an estimate 
based on the consistent interest in GLAA being the first single 
gender public high school in the state of Arizona. The projection 
includes a conservative anticipation of a 10% increase over LY. 


Fundraising - This revenue line item is estimated at a 40% 
decrease based on FY11 actual. The 40% estimate is because 
many of the donations to Florence Crittenton come from current 
foundations and businesses who have recently developed new 
strategies and interest for their gifts. This estimate assumes that 
not all previous donors will again donate to the Florence Crittenton 
Imagine More campaign. However, the development department of 
Florence Crittenton is working to secure new donors. The potential 
of new donors was not considered as a part of this estimate. 


Restricted Contributions & Donations - The LEA received 
$40,428 in restricted revenue specified for GLAA business 
purposes. The following is a list of the amounts and the restrictions: 
$30,428 from the Intel Corporation to be designated for expenses 
associated with the concurrent enrollment of GLAA students, 
$10,000 from the University of Phoenix also designated for 
concurrent enrollment expenses. Additionally, because the 
endowment was received and booked in FY11, this revenue item 
significantly decreased in FY12.


Earnings on Investments - The charter school currently has 
$750,000 in endowment and is allowed to spend the interest 
earned as unrestricted capital. The FY12 estimate assumes a 1% 
average interest earned on the endowment, or $7,500. 


REVENUE NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS: 







Conference & Training - There are less people attending 
conferences & training due to realigning the instructional and 
support staff to meet the redefined needs of the amended school 
charter. Capacity building through job embedded professional 
development requires less off-site training.  


Supplies - This expense line item increased due to the additional 
supplies costs associated with the implementation of the School 
Improvement Grant. 


Food Service - Food service is using less commodities this year 
as there were some issues with the quality of the commodities 
received. Additionally, food costs for this fiscal year have risen. 
Transportation - This expense line item increased because 
transportation is now provided to almost all GLAA students. In 
FY11 53% of the student population were residents of Florence 
Crittenton's therapeutic group home and lived on campus. 
Student Activities - This expense line item decreased due to the 
elimination of any programs that did not improve student 
achievement.  
Fees and Dues - This expense line item increased to support new 
teachers in implementing best instructional practices.  


NON-INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENSE NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS
Property, Casualty, Liability Insurance - This expense line item 
decreased due to the school using less square footage on the 
charter holder's property. Insurance for Florence Crittenton is done 
through an allocation based on square footage. 


Purchased Services (Consultants) - This expense line item is 
higher than normal due to remitting the remaining 50% payment for 
the WestEd services as identified in the FY11 notes and 
assumptions.This is a nonrecurring expense. Additionally, ADE 
required WestEd expenses to be split between two fiscal years. 
This expense line item is 15% lower than FY11 as a result of hiring 
regular highly qualified classroom teachers. Hiring these teachers 
provided for a huge reduction in the use of substitute teachers.   


Purchased Services (Special Education) - This expense line 
item is lower than FY11 because of the decrease in enrollment due 
to fewer grade levels being served and a lower SPED population. 
Additionally, because the residential girls were no longer being 
arbitrarily enrolled in the school this significantly decreased 
enrollment and students receiving SPED services.  
Technology - This expense line item increased due to the year 2 
SIG funded technology integration implementation which included 
the purchase of computers, software and support services for all 
GLAA students.
Textbooks - This expense line item decreased as a result of 
reusing textbooks previously purchased for the school. 


Instructional Supplies - This expense line item increased to 
support the implementation of the amended academic curriculum 
which included the implementation of concurrent enrollment college 
courses.
Professional Development - This expense line item decreased in 
proportion to the decrease in faculty and support staff. 


Travel - This expense line item increased because many of the 
required professional development activities to support student 
achievement were out of state, which meant an increase in hotel 
and flight expenses. 
Conferences & Training - This expense line item decreased in 
proportion to the decrease in faculty and support staff. 







Other - The amount in the expense line item includes depreciation 
and allocated overhead costs. Florence Crittenton allocates 
administrative overheard which includes the following: executive, 
general administrative, information technology, finance and human 
resources expense, based on full-time equivalent employees per 
department.  The allocation rate is determined at the beginning of 
each fiscal year and a monthly allocation is recorded in the 
accounting records as part of the month-end close. Additionally, 
this line item increased due to the increased depreciation expense 
associated with capital assets (technology) purchased for every 
classroom. 







ADM NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS:


PER PUPIL DOLLAR (M & O) 
NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS:


PER PUPIL DOLLAR (CSF) NOTES 
& ASSUMPTIONS:


Extracurricular Tax Credits - This revenue line item is an 
estimate based on the consistent interest in GLAA being the first 
single gender public high school in the state of Arizona. The charter 
holder plans to launch an aggressive "Tax Credit Champions" 
campaign to ensure a dramatic increase in tax credit funds, with an 
expectation of $400 per enrolled student. If a family can not 
contribute, the campaign will encourage "champions" to contribute 
on behalf of a student. The projection includes an increase to 
$50,000.


Fiscal 13 Notes & Assumptions
The ADM for FY13 is a projection that is based on the 
assumptions associated with a rigorous marketing and 
recruitment campaign that has generated interest in the 
school. The increase of enrollment from and ADM of 81.90 to 
125 is an estimate approved by the School Governing Board of 
GLAA. 


State Equalization Assistance - This revenue amount was 
determined by using the established per pupil dollar. The per pupil 
dollar was then multipled by the projected ADM to produce this 
amount.  


Food Service - This revenue line item was calculated by dividing 
the FY12 amount expected by the FY12 ADM, which provides a per 
pupil dollar amount. This amount was then multipled by the 
projected ADM for FY13. 


REVENUE NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS: 


The per pupil dollar for FY13 M & O is based and disbursed on 
a weighted average that's used as a part of a formula with 
unknown variables. Therefore, the assumption was based on 
information known. To calculate the projection we took an 
average of the two previous fiscal years and divided by 2. This 
calculation provided us with a workable number that 
fluctuates with student enrollment. This number is the result 
of what the school hypothetically receives per pupil 
membership identified...which has been calculated by taking 
the FY11 actual and the FY12 anticipated M & O dollar 
amounts and dividing by the ADM identified on the ADMS540-1 
report dated 12/13/11.
The per pupil dollar for FY13 CSF is based and disbursed on a 
weighted average that's used as a part of a formula with 
unknown variables. Therefore, the assumption was based on 
information known. To calculate the projection we took an 
average of the two previous fiscal years and divided by 2. This 
calculation provided us with a workable number that 
fluctuates with student enrollment. This number is the result 
of what the school hypothetically receives per pupil 
membership identified...which has been calculated by taking 
the FY11 actual and the FY12 anticipated CSF dollar amounts 
and dividing by the ADM identified on the CSF301 dated 
07/12/11 for FY11 and 03/16/12 for FY12.


Classroom Site Fund - This revenue amount was determined by 
using the established per pupil dollar. The per pupil dollar was then 
multipled by the projected ADM to produce this amount.  


Federal Funds/Grants - This amount assumes only the receipt of 
year 3 of the School Improvement Grant & the receipt of Title 1 
dollars. These are estimates based on a historical average 
increase of 22.73%. 







STRATEGY 1 - ACTION STEP 1a. 


STRATEGY 1 - ACTION STEP 1c. 


STRATEGY 1 - ACTION STEP 5


STRATEGY 3 - ACTION STEP 1a. 


STRATEGY 4 - ACTION STEP 4a. 


STRATEGY 4 - ACTION STEP 4a. 


Fundraising - This revenue line item is estimated at a 50% 
increase from FY12. The 50% estimate is based on launching an 
aggressive fundraising campaign. Previous fundraising efforts 
focused on supporting the organization as a whole, but the new 
direction will be to implement specific fundraising efforts to meet 
the needs of GLAA. 


Supplies - This expense line item reflects decreased costs from 
the FY12 implementation of new curriculum and orientation of new 
teachers.  


Textbooks/Curriculum/Library - This expense line item 
includes the budgeted expense from action step 1c in strategy 
1: Cost of Reading/Math textbooks/instructional materials max 
$2400 annually 
Salaries - This expense line item includes the budgeted 
expense from action step 5 in strategy 1: Curriculum 
development to occur during teacher’s 10 month employment. 
2012-2014 Summer school = $25/hr X 20 hrs/week X 2 weeks X 
1 teacher = $1000 annually
Salaries - This expense line item includes the budgeted 
expense from action step 1a in strategy 3: $25/hr X 40 hrs X 1 
Teacher= $1000
Professional Development - This expense line item includes 
the budgeted expense from action step 4a in strategy 4: AVID 
Summer Institute Registration: $700 per teacher X 6 teachers 
=$4200 
Travel - This expense line item includes the budgeted expense 
from action step 4a in strategy 4: Out of state travel expenses 
includes AVID Leadership Training (airfare-$1600, food-$2400, 
hotel-$1600, total=$5600 


INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENSE NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS


All remaining non-restricted revenue projections assume a 10% 
increase based on organizational trend and interest of donors to 
support GLAA and its new mission. 
Restricted Contributions & Donations - The LEA anticipates 
applying for and receiving another service learning grant from 
American express. This grant is for $40,000 and can be used over 
a two year period.   


Salaries - This expense line item includes the budgeted 
expense from action step 1a in strategy 1: July 2012: $25/hour 
at 80 hrs=$2000 per teacher X 8 teachers=$16000)


Salaries, payroll tax, and benefits - These expense line items 
take into consideration the increase in teachers (2 full-time).


Purchased Services (Consultants) - This expense line item is 
lower because the school is no longer using the services of 
WestEd. Additionally, the school is not planning on using an 
abundance of substitute teachers, which also reduced this 
expense.  


All other instructional expenses assume a 1% increase over 
FY12 for inflation. The charter school does not project any 
major fluctuations in expenses and believes the 1% estimate is 
a solid projection. 


NON-INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENSE NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS


Technology - This expense line item reflects decreased costs from 
the FY12 due to one time technology purchases.


With the exception of the audit, legal, and 
advertising/marketing  expenses, most other expenses 
assume only a 1% increase or FY12 for inflation. The charter 
school does not project any major fluctuations in expenses 
and believes the 1% estimate is a solid projection. Any 
additional exceptions have been identified below. 







Food Service - This projection is based on the assumption of the 
annualized expenses for FY12 divided by the identified ADM. The 
total was then multipled by the new projected ADM for FY13. 


Transportation - This projection is based on the assumption of the 
annualized expenses for FY12 divided by the identified ADM. The 
total was then multipled by the new projected ADM for FY13. 


Other - The amount in the expense line item includes depreciation 
allocated overhead costs. Florence Crittenton allocates 
administrative overheard, which includes the following: executive, 
general administrative, information technology, finance and human 
resources expense, based on full-time equivalent employees per 
department. The allocation rate is determined at the beginning of 
each fiscal year and a monthly allocation is recorded in the 
accounting records as part of the month-end close. Additionally, 
this line item increased due to the increased depreciation expense 
associated with capital assets (technology) purchased for every 
classroom. 


Audit - This expense line item is a flat rate identified as the cost of 
the single audit for the school. The charter school as a part of 
Florence Crittenton also receives an audit allocation to assist in the 
payment for audit services to complete the consolidated financial 
report.  
Advertising/Marketing - This expense increased to reflect the 
charter holder's plan for an aggressive marketing strategy to 
support the growth of GLAA. 
Conferences/Training- This expense line item decreased because 
previous travel expenses were associated with the implementation 
of the Turnaround model. Non-instructional staff are now 
committed to job-embedded, capacity building professional 
development. 







ADM NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS:


PER PUPIL DOLLAR (M & O) 
NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS:


PER PUPIL DOLLAR (CSF) NOTES 
& ASSUMPTIONS:


Federal Funds/Grants - This amount assumes only the receipt of 
Title 1 dollars. 


Food Service - This revenue line item was calculated by dividing 
the FY13 projected amount expected by the FY13 ADM, which 
provides a per pupil dollar amount. This amount was then multipled 
by the projected ADM for FY14. 


Fiscal 14 Notes & Assumptions
The ADM for FY14 is a projection that is based on the 
assumptions associated with a rigorous marketing and 
recruitment campaign that has generated interest in the 
school. 


State Equalization Assistance - This revenue amount was 
determined by using the established per pupil dollar. The per pupil 
dollar was then multipled by the projected ADM to produce this 
amount.  
Classroom Site Fund - This revenue amount was determined by 
using the established per pupil dollar. The per pupil dollar was then 
multipled by the projected ADM to produce this amount.  


REVENUE NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS: 


The per pupil dollar for FY14 M & O is based and disbursed on 
a weighted average that's used as a part of a formula with 
unknown variables. Therefore, the assumption was based on 
information known. To calculate the projection we took an 
average of the two previous fiscal years and divided by 2. This 
calculation provided us with a workable number that 
fluctuates with student enrollment. This number is the result 
of what the school hypothetically receives per pupil 
membership identified...which has been calculated by taking 
the FY12 actual and the FY13 anticipated M & O dollar 
amounts and dividing by the ADM.


The per pupil dollar for FY13 CSF is based and disbursed on a 
weighted average that's used as a part of a formula with 
unknown variables. Therefore, the assumption was based on 
information known. To calculate the projection we took an 
average of the two previous fiscal years and divided by 2. This 
calculation provided us with a workable number that 
fluctuates with student enrollment. This number is the result 
of what the school hypothetically receives per pupil 
membership identified...which has been calculated by taking 
the FY12 actual and the FY13 anticipated CSF dollar amounts 
and dividing by the ADM.


Extracurricular Tax Credits - This revenue line item is an 
estimate based on the consistent interest in GLAA being the first 
single gender public high school in the state of Arizona. The charter 
holder plans to launch an aggressive "Tax Credit Champions" 
campaign to ensure a dramatic increase in tax credit funds, with an 
expectation of $400 per enrolled student. If a family can not 
contribute, the campaign will encourage "champions" to contribute 
on behalf of a student. The projection includes an increase to 
$70,000.







STRATEGY 1 - ACTION STEP 1a. 


STRATEGY 1 - ACTION STEP 1c. 


STRATEGY 1 - ACTION STEP 5


Food Service - This projection is based on the assumption of the 
projected expenses for FY13 divided by the identified ADM. The 
total was then multipled by the new projected ADM for FY14. 


Transportation - This projection is based on the assumption of the 
projected expenses for FY13 divided by the identified ADM. The 
total was then multipled by the new projected ADM for FY14. 


All remaining non-restricted revenue projections assume a 10% 
increase based on organizational trend and interest of donors to 
support GLAA and its new mission. 


Salaries - This expense line item includes the budgeted 
expense from action step 1a in strategy 1: July 2013 : $25/hour 
at 80 hrs=$2000 per teacher X 8 teachers=$16000)


INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENSE NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS


Salaries, payroll tax, and benefits - These expense line items 
decrease because two additional full time faculty eliminates the 
need for adjuncts. Additionally, there was an elimination of salaries 
funded by SIG.


NON-INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENSE NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS


Textbooks/Curriculum/Library - This expense line item 
includes the budgeted expense from action step 1c in strategy 
1: Cost of Reading/Math textbooks/instructional materials max 
$2400 annually 
Salaries - This expense line item includes the budgeted 
expense from action step 5 in strategy 1: Curriculum 
development to occur during teacher’s 10 month employment. 
2012-2014 Summer school = $25/hr X 20 hrs/week X 2 weeks X 
1 teacher = $1000 annually


All other instructional expenses assume a 1% increase over 
FY13 for inflation. The charter school does not project any 
major fluctuations in expenses and believes the 1% estimate is 
a solid projection. 


With the exception of the audit, legal, and 
advertising/marketing  expenses, most other expenses 
assume only a 1% increase or FY12 for inflation. The charter 
school does not project any major fluctuations in expenses 
and believes the 1% estimate is a solid projection. Any 
additional exceptions have been identified below. 


Audit - This expense line item is a flat rate identified as the cost of 
the single audit for the school. The charter school as a part of 
Florence Crittenton also receives an audit allocation to assist in the 
payment for audit services to complete the consolidated financial 
report.  


Advertising/Marketing - This expense is paid for 100% with 
restricted dollars designated for the charter school. 


Fundraising - FY14 includes an estimated 10% increase over 
FY13. FY13 includes an aggressive 50% increase over FY12 as a 
result of launching an aggressive fundraising campaign. Previous 
fundraising efforts focused on supporting the organization as a 
whole, but the new direction will be to implement specific 
fundraising efforts to meet the needs of GLAA. Fundraising efforts 
will continue in order to ensure this 10% increase.  







Other - The amount in the expense line item includes depreciation 
allocated overhead costs. Florence Crittenton allocates 
administrative overheard, which includes the following: executive, 
general administrative, information technology, finance and human 
resources expense, based on full-time equivalent employees per 
department.  The allocation rate is determined at the beginning of 
each fiscal year and a monthly allocation is recorded in the 
accounting records as part of the month-end close. Additionally, 
this line item increased due to the increased depreciation expense 
associated with capital assets (technology) purchased for every 
classroom. 







ADM NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS:


PER PUPIL DOLLAR (M & O) 
NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS:


PER PUPIL DOLLAR (CSF) NOTES 
& ASSUMPTIONS:


REVENUE NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS: 


Fiscal 15 Notes & Assumptions
The ADM for FY15 is a projection that is based on the 
assumptions associated with a rigorous marketing and 
recruitment campaign that has generated interest in the 
school. 


The per pupil dollar for FY15 M & O is based and disbursed on 
a weighted average that's used as a part of a formula with 
unknown variables. Therefore, the assumption was based on 
information known. To calculate the projection we took an 
average of the two previous fiscal years and divided by 2. This 
calculation provided us with a workable number that 
fluctuates with student enrollment. This number is the result 
of what the school hypothetically receives per pupil 
membership identified...which has been calculated by taking 
the FY13 actual and the FY14 anticipated M & O dollar 
amounts and dividing by the ADM.


The per pupil dollar for FY15 CSF is based and disbursed on a 
weighted average that's used as a part of a formula with 
unknown variables. Therefore, the assumption was based on 
information known. To calculate the projection we took an 
average of the two previous fiscal years and divided by 2. This 
calculation provided us with a workable number that 
fluctuates with student enrollment. This number is the result 
of what the school hypothetically receives per pupil 
membership identified...which has been calculated by taking 
the FY13 actual and the FY14 anticipated CSF dollar amounts 
and dividing by the ADM.


State Equalization Assistance - This revenue amount was 
determined by using the established per pupil dollar. The per pupil 
dollar was then multipled by the projected ADM to produce this 
amount.  
Classroom Site Fund - This revenue amount was determined by 
using the established per pupil dollar. The per pupil dollar was then 
multipled by the projected ADM to produce this amount.  


Federal Funds/Grants - This amount assumes only the receipt of 
Title 1 dollars. 


Food Service - This revenue line item was calculated by dividing 
the FY14 projected amount expected by the FY14 ADM, which 
provides a per pupil dollar amount. This amount was then multipled 
by the projected ADM for FY15. 
Extracurricular Tax Credits - This revenue line item is an 
estimate based on the consistent interest in GLAA being the first 
single gender public high school in the state of Arizona. The charter 
holder plans to launch an aggressive "Tax Credit Champions" 
campaign to ensure a dramatic increase in tax credit funds, with an 
expectation of $400 per enrolled student. If a family can not 
contribute, the campaign will encourage "champions" to contribute 
on behalf of a student. The projection includes an increase to 
$80,000.







STRATEGY 1 - ACTION STEP 1a. 


STRATEGY 1 - ACTION STEP 1c. 


STRATEGY 1 - ACTION STEP 5 


All remaining non-restricted revenue projections assume a 10% 
increase based on organizational trend and interest of donors to 
support GLAA and its new mission. 


Fundraising - FY15 includes an estimated 10% increase over 
FY14. FY13 includes an aggressive 50% increase over FY12 as a 
result of launching an aggressive fundraising campaign. Previous 
fundraising efforts focused on supporting the organization as a 
whole, but the new direction will be to implement specific 
fundraising efforts to meet the needs of GLAA. Fundraising efforts 
will continue in order to ensure this 10% increase each year.


Food Service - This projection is based on the assumption of the 
projected expenses for FY14 divided by the identified ADM. The 
total was then multipled by the new projected ADM for FY15. 


Transportation - This projection is based on the assumption of the 
projected expenses for FY14 divided by the identified ADM. The 
total was then multipled by the new projected ADM for FY15. 


INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENSE NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS


Salaries - This expense line item includes the budgeted 
expense from action step 5 in strategy 1: Curriculum 
development to occur during teacher’s 10 month employment. 
2012-2014 Summer school = $25/hr X 20 hrs/week X 2 weeks X 
1 teacher = $1000 annually


All other instructional expenses assume a 1% increase over 
FY14 for inflation. The charter school does not project any 
major fluctuations in expenses and believes the 1% estimate is 
a solid projection. 


NON-INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENSE NOTES & ASSUMPTIONS


Salaries - This expense line item includes the budgeted 
expense from action step 1a in strategy 1: July 2014:  $25/hour 
at 80 hrs=$2000 per teacher X 8 teachers=$16000


Textbooks/Curriculum/Library - This expense line item 
includes the budgeted expense from action step 1c in strategy 
1: Cost of Reading/Math textbooks/instructional materials max 
$2400 annually 


With the exception of the audit, legal, and 
advertising/marketing  expenses, most other expenses 
assume only a 1% increase for inflation. The charter school 
does not project any major fluctuations in expenses and 
believes the 1% estimate is a solid projection. Any additional 
exceptions have been identified below. 
Audit - This expense line item is a flat rate identified as the cost of 
the single audit for the school. The charter school as a part of 
Florence Crittenton also receives an audit allocation to assist in the 
payment for audit services to complete the consolidated financial 
report.  


Advertising/Marketing - This expense is 100% being paid for 
using restricted dollars designated for the charter school. 


Salaries, payroll tax, and benefits - These expense line items 
take into consideration the increase in teachers (2 full-time).







Other - The amount in the expense line item includes depreciation 
allocated overhead costs. Florence Crittenton allocates 
administrative overheard, which includes the following: executive, 
general administrative, information technology, finance and human 
resources expense, based on full-time equivalent employees per 
department. The allocation rate is determined at the beginning of 
each fiscal year and a monthly allocation is recorded in the 
accounting records as part of the month-end close. Also...this line 
item increased due to the additional depreciation expense 
associated with capital assets (technology) purchased for every 
classroom. 







Financial Sustainability Narrative
The charter holder, Florence Crittenton Services of AZ, Inc. is one of the oldest non‐profit social services agencies in Arizona. A committed Board of 
Directors along with enormous support and goodwill from the community ensures its place in Arizona’s history. In 1997, Florence Crittenton was 
granted a charter to operate Crittenton Youth Academy, a school for 6th – 12th grade students. As a social services agency, Florence Crittenton’s 
programs were driven primarily by the therapeutic needs of its residential population which did not always align with the educational responsibilities 
of a public charter school. This may have contributed to the school’s failure to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for 5 consecutive years resulting 
in a designation as “Persistently Lowest Achieving (PLA)” in 2009. Subsequently, in Spring 2010, the charter holder received a Federal School 
Improvement Grant (SIG) to implement the Turnaround Model in order to begin meaningful, sustainable improvement efforts at the school. SIG funds 
have been, and continue to be used to integrate technology, improve curriculum and assessment, and provide high quality job embedded 
professional development.  During this time, inspired by a vision that all young women will have the opportunity to develop as leaders shaping their 
lives for success, Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, Inc. also spearheaded the "Crittenton Bill" legislation enabling the charter’s redesign as Girls 
Leadership Academy of Arizona (GLAA), the first single‐gender public school in the state. To that end, the charter school’s Governing Body approved 
amendments to the charter’s name, mission, and grade levels served. This eliminated the self‐contained middle school classroom which had been 
serving 6th‐8th grade students.  Such a significant change resulted in a complete turnover in staff as well as a drastic decrease in enrollment, which 
resulted in reduction in state equalization.  However, by the 2014‐2015 academic year, with full implementation of the school’s improved academic 
program, the charter holder anticipates full enrollment.


Florence Crittenton continues to fully support the implementation of the redesign of GLAA and the potential financial deficit associated with such 
significant change.  As shown by the attached minutes from the Board of Directors meeting on June 23, 2011, the charter holder approved the agency 
wide FY12 budget which includes the approval of a $669,246 operating deficit for GLAA.  As the attached Consolidated Financial reports illustrate, as 
of June 30, 2011, the charter holder holds in excess of $13.8 million in net assets and very minimal debt.  The charter holder owns all but one real 
property debt‐free including the building that houses GLAA.  Additionally, the Arizona Department of Housing (ADOH) loan on one transitional 
housing property will be forgiven March 31, 2020, given that the property is maintained for its current use.  Furthermore, for at least the past eleven 
years, Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, Inc. has received unqualified opinions on its annually audited financial statements.  Clearly, the charter 
holder remains financially viable.


Since June 2011, the charter holder has experienced significant change in executive leadership (CEO, CFO and Chief Development Officer, Chief 
Human Resources Officer).  These changes are to more effectively meet the future organizational needs.  The charter holder believes FY11 results 
reflect inadequate charter school accounting knowledge and skills. However, this has been rectified as of September 2011 with the creation of a new 
position dedicated solely to the accounting, financial reporting, and fiscal compliance needs of the charter school. Additionally, our financial 
operation is supported by effective accounting software and an appropriate budget process.  Both financial accounting and recordkeeping have been 
excellent demonstrating our progress toward enhancing managerial accounting and grant reporting.  
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Comparison Schools 
 
Selection of schools: Schools were selected based on grade levels served, proximity, and availability 
of data.  
 


 Grade levels served – schools serving grades in common with the selected school site were 
included.  
Example: If the selected school serves grades K-8, a  K-3  and a 5-12 school would be listed. In 
the case of a K-12 school as the selected site, both elementary (K-8) schools and high schools 
(9-12) are included. 


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


than four school sites were located within a two mile radius, the distance was increased until at 
least four schools were located or a radius of 15 miles was reached. If the selected site is not an 
alternative school, alternative schools may be included in the list but do not count toward the 
four school minimum to be listed. If fewer than four schools were located within a 15 mile radius, 
the list consists only of schools within that 15 mile radius. 


 
 Availability of data – Additional information regarding specific data elements is included below. 


Schools that did not have current academic data for proficiency and growth, but met the criteria 
of inclusion based on grade levels served and proximity, were not included in the list. 


 
Number of Students: Enrollment information is based on the October 1, 2010 student count reported 
to the Arizona Department of Education. 
 
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible: Student eligibility percentages are provided by the school’s enrollment 
information. Data is from the 2010-2011 school year. 
 
Grades Served: Grade levels served are based on 2010-11 school year data as reported to the 
Arizona Department of Education. 
 
AZ LEARNS Label: Legacy and letter grade labels are based on the Arizona Department of 
Education’s Accountability System for the 2010-11 school year. 
 
Math and Reading Proficiency on AIMS: Proficiency is determined by the percentage of students 
earning a score of “Meets” or “Exceeds” on the math or reading portion of Arizona’s Instrument to 
Measure Standards (AIMS) tests in 2011 as reported by the Arizona Department of Education. 
 
Math and Reading Median Growth Percentile: The median growth percentile is the median percentile 
of all students in the school with AIMS and Stanford 10 test data, and shows if a school has high, 
typical or low student growth. Growth percentiles are calculated for all third- through tenth-grade 
students who took the AIMS test and second and ninth-grade students who took the Stanford 10 test. 
This model looks at the student’s progress over a number of years compared to their academic peers. 
Growth Percentile scores are calculated by the Association and are based on 2010-11 AIMS and 
Stanford 10 test scores. 







School Comparison - Girls Leadership Academy of Arizona


School Name


Girls 


Leadership 


Academy of 


Arizona


AmeriSchools 


Academy - 


Camelback


Central High 


School


Humanities 


and Sciences 


High School - 


Phoenix


International 


Commerce 


High School - 


Phoenix


The Learning 


Institute


Address
715 W. Mariposa 


St Phoenix


1333 W 


Camelback Rd 


Phoenix


4525 N. Central 


Ave Phoenix


5201 N. 7th St 


Phoenix


5201 N. 7th St 


Phoenix


5310 N 12th St 


Phoenix


School Type Charter Charter District Charter Charter
Charter 


(Alternative)


Distance from 


Charter Holder
N/A .4 mi .7 mi 1.2 1.2 1.6 mi


Number of Students 84 201 2244 8 357 114


Free/Reduced Lunch 


Eligible
88% 72% 80% N/A N/A N/A


Grades Served 9-12 K-12 9-12 9-12 9-12 7-12


AZ Learns Label Performing Performing Plus Performing Performing Performing Performing


AZ Learns A-F N/A C C N/A B N/A


Math Proficiency 7.7 48 43.7 100 66.7 35


Reading Proficiency 53.3 76 62.9 100 100 70


Math Median Growth 


Percentile
39.0 Typical 42.5 Typical 44.0 Typical 10.0 Low 86.5 High 43.0 Typical


Reading Median 


Growth Percentile
47.0 Typical 40.0 Typical 45.0 Typical 82.0 High 54.5 Typical 60.0 Typical
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