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Mission

To improve public education in Arizona by sponsoring
charter schools that provide quality educational
choices.
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Strategic Goals

1. The Board will approve quality applications and grant charters to qualified applicants.

2. Toincrease quality of the Board’s portfolio of charter schools by monitoring academic
performance and fiscal and contractual compliance.

3. Promote the Board’s mission in providing quality educational choices.
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Budget

State Board for Charter Schools

FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016

ACTUAL ESTIMATE APPROVED
OPERATING BUDGET
Full Time Equivalent Positions 5.0 11.0 14.0
Personal Services 429,300 549,000 763,500
Employee Related Expenditures 178,800 203,700 194,600
Professional and Outside Services 32,000 65,400 65,400
Travel - In State 3,600 8,000 8,000
Travel - Out of State 0 3,600 3,600
Other Operating Expenditures 143,200 158,500 159,300
Equipment 0 6,500 6,500
AGENCY TOTAL 786,900 994,700 1,200,900 ~
FUND SOURCES
General Fund 786,900 994,700 1,200,900

SUBTOTAL - Appropriated Funds 786,900 994,700 1,200,900

Other Non-Appropriated Funds 105,300 101,900 101,900
TOTAL - ALL SOURCES 892,200 1,096,600 1,302,800




FY16 Organizational Chart
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Portfolio

Charter Schools 543
Charter Holders 421
Students 163,673*

*October 1, 2014 Enrollment
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Caseload Growth
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Student Enrollment by School Type

Small K-2
0.3% -0.3%




FY 2014

Academic Dashboard Overall Ratings
4% 6%

B Exceeds MW Meets ™ Does Not Meet M Falls Far Below




FY 2014 Overall Rating and Student Enrollment
All Charter Schools

2% 49,

5’0 B Exceeds M Meets ™ Does Not Meet M Falls Far Below




FY 2014 Overall Rating and Student Enrollment
Traditional Schools

2% 0.3% gy

D% MW Exceeds M Meets m Does Not Meet M Falls Far Below m Not Rated




FY 2014 Overall Rating and Student Enroliment
Alternative Schools
1.9% 0-7%

0.2%

B Exceeds M Meets ™ Does Not Meet M Falls Far Below ™ Not Rated
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Map of Charter
Schools by
Letter Grade

* AZ LEARNS A-F Rating
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Academic Performance
Framework




A.R.S. 15-1383

R. The sponsoring entity of a charter school shall have oversight and administrative
responsibility for the charter schools that it sponsors. In implementing its oversight and
administrative responsibilities, the sponsor shall ground its actions in evidence of the charter
holder's performance in accordance with the performance framework adopted by the sponsor.
The performance framework shall be publicly available, shall be placed on the sponsoring
entity's website and shall include:

1. The academic performance expectations of the charter school and the measurement of sufficient
progress toward the academic performance expectations.

2. The operational expectations of the charter school, including adherence to all applicable laws and
obligations of the charter contract.

3. Intervention and improvement policies.
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Academic Performance Framework

Academic Performance Expectations

o Indicators

o Measures

Models
o Traditional School
o Small School

o Alternative School
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Academic Performance Expectations

A Charter Holder meets the Board’s academic performance expectations if all schools operated
by the Charter Holder receive an Overall Rating of “Meets Standard” or “Exceeds Standard” in
the two most recent fiscal years that State assessment data is available.
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Indicator Measure Metric
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Student Growth

A Student Growth Percentile (SGP) calculates each student’s progress in comparison to his or her
academic peers—students with similar performance on previous assessments.

A student with an SGP of 50 demonstrated higher growth than at least half of his academic peers
across the state with similar performance in current and past years.

A school median SGP of 50 indicates that at least half of the students in the school showed more
growth than at least half of their academic peers with similar performance across the state in
current and past years.

A school median SGP of 35 indicates that at least half of the students in the school showed less
growth than 65 percent of their academic peers with similar performance across the current and




Student Achievement

* Proficiency on state assessments for math and reading

* Based on FAY students only
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Student Achievement

Grade level Number tested at Percentage of students meeting
charter school proficiency statewide
0

51%

I 0 60%
5 ] 0 55%
6 0 53%
0 65%
| 8 000000 0 75%
288 60%
135 65%
134 75%
557 -

State average weighted to charter school grade-level number tested = 64.82%

(288x60%) + (135x65%) + (134 x75%)
557




Student Achievement

* Comparative proficiency to a statewide composite

* Comparative proficiency for individual subgroups
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Student Achievement

40% 3.20

State-wide Expected Number of Students
Subgroup o Number Tested 0
Proficienc Proficient
‘:i- 10 8

I 38% 5 19
I 39% 5 1.95
10 73% 124 90.52
e o 69% 50 345
s o 75% 50 375
B o 57% 4 228
e n 53% 1 53
I 60% 0 0
10 27% 25 6.75
I 28% 8 224
e o 30% 8 24
10 21% 7 1.47
I 13% 0 0
e o 15% 1 15
10 34% 10 3.40
I 39% 3 117
I 45% 0 0
10 20% 3 60
I 12% 0 0
e o 15% 1 15
10 90% 107 96.30
@ State , I 86% 68 58.48
&S 2 I 90% 69 62.1
< > ] Total: 407.59

Composite proficiency rate = 73.17%

D] (Total Expected Number of Students Proficient)  407.59
(Total Number of Students Tested) 557




State Accountability and Post-Secondary
Readiness

* Rating from ADE
* Graduation Rate
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Weighting of the Academic Framework

Traditional and Small Charter Schools Weight Alternative Charter Schools Weight

Elementary and

Elementary and Middle High School K-12 Middle High School K-12
25% 15% 20% 30% 5% 15%
1b. SGP of Bottom 25% (Improvement for 25% 15% 20% 20% 25% 25%

alternative high schools)

2b. Composite School Comparison (Not used
for alternative schools)

3a. A-F Letter Grade State Accountability
System

4a. High School Graduation Rate NA 15% 15% NA 15% 15%

4b. Academic Persistence — (Alternative
Schools)

15% 15% 10% NA NA NA

5% 5% 5% 10% 5% 5%

NA NA NA 15% 20% 15%




Traditional Schools

Example of Traditional Elementary

<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet
Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard

2012 2013 2014
Traditional Traditional Traditional
» Elementary School (K-6) Elementary School (K to 6) Elementary Schoolr (K to 6)
1. Growth Measure A:;'g,‘t: 4 | Weight | Measure A:?iignnt: 4 Weight | Measure A;T;:: 4 Weight
1a. SGP Math 45 50 12.5 53 ‘ 75 12.5 12.5
' Reading | 49 50 125 | 59 N 125 125

Math 53 75 12.5 56 75 12.5 12.5

1b. SGP Bott 25% —— g
erem Reading | 55 = 75 125 125 | 50.5 | 75 | 125
2. Proficiency Measure A:::;:: 4 | Weight | Measure A:;‘gnnt: 4 Weight | Measure | A:;T’:: 4 Weight

Math 2 50 75 | 61765 50 | 7.5 7.5
2a. Percent Passing :

: 80/ 81.2/ 765/

Reading 76.9 75 7.5 777 75 7.5 783 50 7.5
2b. Composite School | Math -Z.L 7507 7.5 Q? | 7757 7.5 -9.27 750 7D
Comparison Reading | 4.8 75 | 75 7.5 B 5.5 75 | 75

40/ 35.2/ 19.1/

Math 423 50 2.5 40.8 50 2.5 38.4 50 2.5
2c. Subgroup ELL 58.3 / 487/

Reading | 62 / 51 75 2.5 50.3 75 2.5 50.4 50 2.5

Math . EEBA  EA  ES
2¢. Subgroup FRL 81.l =0 3 : v

Reading 69.1 75 2:9 76.2 75 2.5 70‘_4 75 2.5

Math I s O 2. [ 2.
2¢. Subgroup SPED > 6' . e :

Reading 38.6 50 2.5 38..3 50 2.5 |[g22Egd0 50 2.5

3. State Accountabi lity Measure ASP;.::: 4 | Weight | Measure AsP:iigr::: 4| Weight [ Measure A:;‘;:: 4| Weight
3a. State Accountability B 75 5 B | 75 5 € 50 | 5

Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating

Scoring for Overall Rating

89 or higher: Exceeds Standard

<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard 63 1 3 100 74 38 100 47 5 100




Example of Traditional K-12

2012 1 2013 ' 2014
Traditional Traditional Traditional
K-12 School (7 to 12) K-12 School (7 to 12) K-12 School (7 to 12)
1. Growth Measure ASP;‘I;:: d ‘ Weight | Measure ‘ A's,soi:‘ntes d Weight | Measure A:;::: d Weight
een  Math 360 E0NN 10 10 | 44 50 10
' Reading 50 75 10 37 | 5 | 10 M | 50 10
Math 47 50 10 46 50 10 46 50 10
1b. SGP Bottom 25% - ] Y =t
ortem Reading | 52 75 10 4 50 | 10 | #45 50 10
'2. Proficiency , Measure | AsP::gr:\t:d \'Weight | Measure | A;T;r:esd Weight | Measure . A:;:::d Weight
65 / 619/ - 65.7/
2a. Percent Passing | e el B © : L. & | e [ | ” i
: ; 87 / | 847/ | 854/
| Reading | g s | 75 | 7.5 81 75 | 7.5 | 77 k 75 | 7.5
2b. Composite School Math 2.5 75 5 -2.8 50 ‘ 5 1.2 [ 75 5
Comparison Reading | 5.6 75 5 1 o 5 1.9 75 5
] | !
Math N 2 N 2 R 2.5
45.5 489 | 39.2
2c¢. Subgroup ELL f 84 8—/*-: | 61.5 / !
Reading | 86 / 64 75 ‘ 2.5 69'.7 75 ‘ 2.5 58..2 ’ 75 2.5
| | !
Math SRR 2 I 2 IR 2.5
2¢. Subgroup FRL - — — ~ ! ] —
: 86 / 79.9/ 78.6 /
Reading | -2 75 25 I 525 | 5 t 75 2.5
Math s o5 [ B 2 [ 2
2c. Subgroup SPED 62‘ " t 1 + 7 6; o
Reading 36.1 75 2.5 |40/ 349 75 | 2.5 40.5 \ 75 2.5
3. State Accountabi |ity Measure AsP:i‘Ignnt: 4 Welght | Measure A:s(:i;v:es 4| Weight | Measure AsPsc:T'gd Weight
3a. State Accountability B 75 5 B P75 5 B 75 5
»74_ Graduation ‘ Measure A:;::‘t:d “Weighy Measure A:;‘g'::: d ‘We1ght— Measure A:;Egd ‘WeightA
@ Statee | Overall Rati ng | Overall Rating ‘ Overall Rating | Overall Rating
’{\9 %, Scoring for Overall Rating ‘
2
é (-4 89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
> but o= 1039 Do Notmeet | 7375 | 100 | 64.38 10 | 68.75 100
Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard




Small Schools

* Fewer than 30 test records from FAY students in either math or reading

* ADE definition is based on fewer than 30 test records from FAY students as a
combined total for math and reading

* Pooled data of FAY students from each of the past 3 years
* Same measures and weights as a traditional school
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Example Performing Small - Traditional K-8 School

[

‘ 2012 2013 2014
\ Small Traditional Traditional
" Elementary School (K-8) Elementary School (K to7) | Elementary School (K to 8)
1. Growth Measure AsP;‘;nt: 4 Weight ieas;ji A;;'?’:: 4 Weight 7M;eaistﬁ 4 éspglgnnt:i Weight
| 1 sGP ‘Math SO 12.5 125 [ 2
e ‘Reading | 52 7500 12.5 64 750 12.5 [RNGANINT5 N 12.5
Math 56.5 75 | 125 I | ¢ B 125
1b. SGP Bott 25% | 1 - | :
| s Reading | 52 75 | 125 | 65 | 75 | 125 | 60 75 | 125
J 2. Proficiency Measure _ A:;‘gnnt: 4| Weight | Measure AsP:ii;:: 4 | Weight | Measure As:‘:r:: d| Weight
\ Math 7.5 7.5 7.5
. 2a. Percent Passing - - »
| Reading 7:5 7.5 7.5
| 2b. Composite ‘Math 75 75 7.5
| School ' . !
Comparison Reading | 75 |RMOTRINIEEN 7.5 [NNMOSENNGEE 7.5
| ‘Math NR 0 0 NN |0 0 NN 0 0
2c. Sub ELL ‘ i f “
| e Reading | NR o o NR o | o NR o | o0
| Math — 3.75 7.5 7.5
2c. Subgroup FRL ‘ | -
| Reading [96/61.8 75  3.75 7.5 7.5
| i | , |
Math 3.75 NR 0 0 NR 0 0
| 2¢. subgroupspeD | M@ | ‘
ﬂ 'Reading |86/32.9 75 375 | MR 0 0 NN 0 | 0
3. State Poi
i Measure NS | weight | Measure |, FOINS | weight | Measure | POINtS | waight
13 Assigned Assigned Assigned
' Accountability G | e 7 i
" 3a.State Accountabity ; I .
'Overall Rati ng Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating
i. Scoring for Overall Rating
| 89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard
‘ <63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet 85‘63 100 100 88'75 100
| Standard
| Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard




Alternative Schools

Indicator Measure Metric

Adequate growth lowest 25%: SGP

udent proficiency

Student
Achievement

L e proficiency: individual subgroups

Post-Secondary 4.a Graduation rate

Readiness




Example of Alternative K-12 school

2012
Alternative
K-12 School (K-12)

2013
Alternative
K-12 School (K to 12)

2014
Alternative
K-12 School (K to 12)

1. Growth

Measure | Points Weight

Measure |  Foints Weight

Measure Points Weight

| Assig1ed ‘Assiﬂgned | __Assigned
D Math 32 50 7.5 33 50 | 75 31.5 50 7.5
: Reading 34 50 7.5 39 50 75 “4 75 7.5
5. s6p Bottom 25 M2tn I NEEEIN 62> NI ¢ | 33 50 625
' " |Reading | 41 50 625 | 395 50 625| 47 50 | 625
et Math 365 75 @ 6.25 26 50  6.25 6.25
- 1mp Reading 46 75 | 625| 50.5 | 75 | 6.25 45 75 625
2. Proficiency Measure A::it;\t: 4 Weight [ Measure ‘ A:;‘gr::: 4 Weight [ Measure A:;g:: 4 | Weight
Math 271/ 75 | 75 |287246 75 | 75 | 243/ 50 7.5
. 243 25.2
2a. Percent Passing 48/ 7.7/ 54.8 /
Reading 468 75 7.5 ol 50 7.5 53.3 75 7.5
23/ 24.6 / ' 24.1 /
N— Math 7.1 75 1.67 168 75 | 1.67 |48 \ 75 1.67
- . 35/ 35.4 / 50.9 /
Reading | 35 N 1.67 [ N 1.7 [ \ 75 1.67
Math 22;7/ 75 | 1.67 | 297244 75 | 167 |264726 75 | 1.67
2b. Subgroup FRL 48' 7 T
Reading | 44 | 75 | 1.67 | 555 50 | 1.67 |563/53 75 | 1.67
Math 6/8 50 | 1.67 | 3.6/9 50  1.67 |7.8/93 50 | 1.67
2b. Sub SPED
Lbgroup Reading | 22/21 75  1.67 | 13/24 50 167 |11.1/23 50  1.67

3. State Accountability

Measure | Points Weight

Measure Points Weight

Measure Points Weight

[F el iad = Assinad | = [ Assiznad
3a. State Accountability C-ALT 50 5 C-ALT 5 5 C-ALT 50 5
4. Graduation Measure AsP:ii;:: 4 Weight | Measure | AsP:iigr:: 4 Weight [ Measure A:;‘gnnt: 4 Weight
4a. Graduation Met 75 15 Met 75 15 Met 75 15
4b. Academic Persistence j 15 15 -I
Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating
Scoring for Overall Rating i
89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard 68.66 100 64.38 100 71 .35 100

<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet
Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard




Improvement

* Non-proficient students showing an increase on state assessments in reading and
math.

* Cannot be calculated for FY15 due to change in state assessment
* AzMERIT is course based rather than content area based
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Academic Persistence

* The percentage of students who remained enrolled in school from the previous year

* Students must enroll in either the same school or a different school by October 1
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State Accountability
Transition




Estimated Data Availability Schedule

The data reporting schedule below refers to the availability of this in-
formation statewide. While there 1s NO embargo on any of the data
below so schools may report their own rates, ADE will report this in-

FY 2 O 1 5 formation with Accountability business rules applied. *Updated May
D h b d 2015.

a S O a r S August 2015 Graduation 4. 5. 6, and 7 year Rate (s)

Data required to run the FY 2015 August 2015 Persistence Rate

dashboards is not available until

A t 2015 D t rat
January 2016 ugus ropout rate

*September 2015 |Reclassification on AZELLA rate

ADE’s Accountability Department .
projects that FY 2015 dashboards August 2015 AZELLA Test Participation Rate

could be delivered to ASBCS by August 2015 AIMS & AIMS A Science Proficiency

April 2016.
November 2015 |College and/or Career Readiness Index Information

The Accountability Department
projects FY 2016 dashboards to be

November 2015 |ELA/Math/Science Test Participation Rate

available in July 2016. November 2015 |AzMERIT (All Subjects) Pass or CCR rate

January 2016 Student Growth Percentiles

January 2016 INCSC pass rate

February 2016  |Reward. Focus, Priority PILOT Determinations




Arizona’s
Accountability
Transition Plan

2015-2016

Arizona’s Accountability Transition Years: Reward, Focus, & Priority

August

Begin Year 1 of
implementation
for newly
identified Focus
& Priority
schools

October-

November

2014-2015
student
achievement
data available,
reported

December

January

February

March

Year 1 of new Assessment aligned to Arizona standards

Suspend

A-F for FY15 and
FY16 based on
SB1289; Develop
criteria for
Reward, Focus,
& Priority

SBE adopts new
Priority criteria
to identify
“below average”
schools for FY15
and FY16 as
required by
SB1289

Development of Arizona’s new state accountability system

Submit revised
accountability
legislation

Submit AMOs

Use new criteria
to EXIT Cohort 1
Focus & Priority
schools based on
14-15 data.

June

Request ESEA
Waiver with
updated criteria,
current priority
& focus schools;

Use new criteria
to identify
qualifying
Reward, Focus,
& Priority
schools using
FY14 (Priority),
FY15, and FY16
data.

First year of Implementation of Arizona’s Revised State Accountability System

Use new criteria
to identify
and/or exit
qualifying
Reward, Focus,
& Priority
schools using
FY14 (Priority A-
F points) thru
FY17 data.

36

July

Begin reporting
available 2014-
2015 data ASAP

PILOT new state
accountability
system based on
2015-2016 data
{informational
purposes)

Issue 2017
Accountability
determinations
based on 2016-
2017 data;
Request to
realign ESEA
criteria with new
state system.



Impact to the Framework

* Delayed data availability and timing of the FY 2015 dashboards
* State Accountability profiles currently make up 5% of the Framework
* Improvement scores for alternative schools will not be available with AzZMERIT
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Academic Intervention
Schedule




Charter Accountability

Implementation of Intervention Schedule
° Annual Monitoring

o 2Md Year Review
o 5-Year Interval Reviews

Required Information
o Performance Management Plan
o Demonstration of Sufficient Progress
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Purpose

* An evaluation is conducted annually to confirm that the charter holder meets the
performance expectations as set forth in the Board’s Academic Performance
Framework.

* When expectations are not being met, provide an opportunity for the charter holder
to demonstrate it is making sufficient progress toward the Board’s expectations.
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History of Academic Interventions

Performance Management Plans (2010)
> Renewals

° Interval Reviews

Academic Performance Framework and Guidance (2012)

> October 9, 2012

o September 9, 2013
° January 13, 2014

o October 14, 2014

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress (2013)

> Annual Reports for FY2012 — FY2013
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Intervention Schedule

(Il

If all schools operated by the charter holder have a
current overall rating of meets or exceeds the Board'’s
standard for academic performance = Waived from
submitting any required information for current FY.

For each school operated by the charter holder that
has a current overall rating of DNM or FFB the
Board’s standard for academic performance =
Required to submit PMP or DSP. If this is the first time
the school has received a rating of DNM or FFB, the
charter holder will be required to submit a
Performance Management Plan. If a Performance
Management Plan has previously been submitted as
an improvement plan for the school, the charter
holder will be required to submit a Demonstration of
Sufficient Progress.

A charter holder that meets the Board’s academic
performance expectations will be waived from
submitting any required information. The charter
holder will be reviewed again at the five-year interval
review.

However, if the charter holder has a change of 50% or
more of its governance structure, changes its charter
representative, or exr)ands operations the Board will
resume monitoring all of the schools operated under
the charter.

®
l

Waived

Required
Information

l

l

Monitor
Requi
Waived eqUIre.d
Information
Monitor

Y <

Required

Waived .
Information

Board

Consideration/

Discipline

Year 3

Board
Consideration/
Discipline

Year 4

—

Board
Consideration/
Discipline




2 — %2
< >

=9 ¢

. Board
Waived Required = Consideration/
Information
Discipline
Monitor
_ ([[I]]) . < Year 6
Required Board
Waived eqmre. — Consideration/
Information e
Discipline
Monitor
-0 ® (—=
. Required Board
Waived Information | =—— Consideration/
Discipline

|

=9 09

Board

Consideration/

Discipline

Year 11

Waived Reqmreld
Information
Monitor
Required
Waived equire =]

Information

I 1

Board
Consideration/

Discipline

Year 12

Board
Consideration/
Discipline

Year 13

Monitor
‘ ' ﬂ]]:[D . Year 8
Board
Waived Required Consideration/
Information D

Monitor
- ([[I]]) . <
Waived Required
ave Information =
Monitor
-() @ <
Required
Information _

Board
Consideration/
Discipline




Post Renewal
Renewal +1

Waived

Information

Required

l

l

Maonitor

—() @®
I

—¢ <

=0 0 ®
I

Board

Consideration/
Discipline

Renewal +2

Waived

Required
Information

l

l

Monitor

Waived

Required
Information

Board

Consideration/
Discipline

Renewal +3

=

Board
Consideration/
Discipline




Annual Monitoring Tiered Interventions— FY15

*Renewal - DNM/FFB Overall Rating in Current Year

eInterval Review - DNM/FFB Rating in Current Year and previously completed PMP
eAcademic Monitoring with FFB Overall Rating in Current Year

eAcademic Monitoring with DNM Overall Rating and D Letter Grade in Current Year
oF Letter Grade in Current Year

eExpansion Request - DNM/FFB Overall Rating in Current Year

DSP —
no site visit

e

eAcademic Monitoring with DNM Overall Rating and Letter Grade C or

better
Completed by March 4, 2015
eFirst Annual Academic Monitoring with
PMP DNM/FFB/NR Overall Rating
Q‘\a Statea eInterval Review - Does not meet Academic
é{" 0'9,0 Completed by November 14, 2014 Performance Expectations and has not

previously been assigned a PMP




FY2015 Academic Interventions

60
50
40
4
9]
el
o
T
g 30
©
<
(@)
Y—
o
+
20
10 I I
Renewal . Interval Review  Interval Review Amendment n'nua_ n.nua.
. Renewal with ] . . L - Monitoring Monitoring
Applications e w/o Academic = with Academic PMP Notification | Failing Schools . .
Site Visit . . DSP w/o site DSP w/ Site
w/o DSP Requirement Requirement DSPs

visit Visit
& %
é 2 H FY2015 16 17 6 8 52 7 6 50 21
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FY2016 Academic Interventions

75
50
4
9]
)
o
T
g
©
ey
(@]
Y—
o
*
| I I
0 R | Int | Revi Int | Revi Heightened
Sta enewa ) nterval Review = Interval Review eightene .
"\99 Applications Regiizvslisvi\ilth w/o Academic | with Academic PMP Monitoring DSP Data 2nd T/Ei!s?tr Site
é\ "o. w/o DSP Requirement Requirement Data
L FY2016 25 25 57 24 52 20 52 62




Recommendation

Differentiate use of the intervention schedule based on prior year required information

FY 15 FY 16

No Prior Required Information Assign PMP

Assigned PMP Revise PMP in early August
Assign DSP data in January

No Prior Required Information 2" year review
Assign DSP data for YR 1 (beginning to end) in
early August

Assign DSP data for YR 2 (comparative) in January
Data determines if a PMP is required

Assigned DSP - comprehensive Assign DSP data and documentary evidence based
on final evaluation of prior year DSP in early
October
Assigned DSP — limited systems (PMP) Revise PMP in early August
Assign DSP data in January
Sta Assigned DSP — ad hoc (PMP and target goals) Heightened monitoring (revise PMP and quarterly
W\ teg L
A0 monitoring)
<, e
omas mee Assigned DSP with no site visit Assign DSP data or DSP data with desk audit in

early October




Performance
Management Plan




PMP

* Purpose: A Performance Management Plan is
an improvement plan and an accountability
agreement between the charter holder and the
Board for the academic performance of schools
operated by the charter holder.
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PMP

Through creation of comprehensive, detailed, implementable plan in:

o Curriculum

o

Assessment

o

Monitoring Instruction

o

Professional Development

o

Data

Focus school on meeting Board’s academic performance expectations

Sta
S,
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Preparing a PMP

»Each area requires detailed action steps

» For each action step, components include:
o Essential Details
o Responsible Party(ies)
° Intervals

o Evidence of Meeting Action Step

BITAT DAVS




What's a System?

Decision

/

Evaluation

N\

Implementation

/

Outputs

System :

a set of connected things or parts
forming a complex whole, in
particular.

a set of things working together
as parts of a mechanism or an
interconnecting network.

a set of principles or procedures
according to which something is
done; an organized scheme or
method.

These “systems” are the implementation of continuous improvement plans. Plans are intentional by
definition and result in measurable outputs.
The Board expects that each of the “parts” of these systems

are intentionally executed.



PMP Evaluations FY 15

Percent of Schools that Meet, Do Not Meet and Fall
Far Below for Action Steps

100
90
80
70
60
50 B Action Steps M
40 B Action Steps DNM
30
20 W Action Steps FFB
10
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PMP Evaluations FY 15

Percent of Schools that Meet, Do Not Meet and Fall
Far Below for Evidence
100
ad
80
70
60
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PMP Process and Planned Improvements

BITAT Dave
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Preparation

Current

Charter Holder completes
Reflection and Template

Planned Improvements

Clarify guiding questions based on criteria,
include key terms, and make Reflection
optional

Provide workshop

Expected Benefits

More efficient use of Charter
Holder time

Initial Evaluation

Criteria and evaluation rating
based, each evaluation
includes technical guidance

Conduct an administrative completeness
review

For an initial evaluation that DNM or FFB,
provide opportunity for revisions with
specific timeframe

Allows Charter Holder
opportunity to improve PMP
and Board staff to evaluate a
complete document

Final Evaluation

Criteria and evaluation rating
based

No change

Provides a higher quality PMP
for Charter Holder based on
staff feedback which may result
in quality DSP




Recommendations

Revisions to the PMP

o Clarify guiding questions

° Modify instructions

o

Provide key terms

o

Allow for a revised PMP based on feedback

o

Provide workshop
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Demonstration of
Sufficient Progress




DSPs

* Purpose: A Demonstration of Sufficient Progress is an opportunity for a charter
holder to report on the progress and success of the charter holder’s efforts to
improve academic performance of schools operated by the charter holder through
implementation of its performance management plan.

* Elements:

Systematic Improvement Efforts — evidence of the implementation of systems around
curriculum, monitoring of instruction, assessment, and professional development (increasing
Graduation Rate, and Academic Persistence)

Data and Analysis — evidence of improved student performance, as compared to prior
years, in relation to indicators on Academic Dashboard
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DSP Evaluations FY15

Percent of Schools that Meet per Area
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DSP Process and Planned Improvements

Preparation

Recent

Charter Holder narrative based
on guiding questions

Planned Improvements

Clarify guiding questions based on criteria
and include key terms
Align with PMP revisions

Provide workshop

Expected Benefits

More efficient use of Charter
Holder time

Initial Evaluation

Criteria and evaluation rating
based, include technical
guidance

Conduct an administrative completeness
review

Technical guidance can be used
to prepare for final evaluation
Board staff will evaluate a
complete document

Site Visit

Staff guided with guiding
guestions based on criteria
Within limits, Charter Holder is
able to structure time to ensure
most efficient use of time and
opportunity to manage visit

In FY 15, # schools and
expansions received a site visit

Conduct site visits or desk audits to provide
Charter Holder opportunity to provide
evidence implementation

Differentiate required information based on
prior year academic required information

More efficient use of Charter
Holder time and Board staff time

Final Evaluation

Detailed analysis of the
evidence provided by the
Charter Holder

No change

Supports the legal processes
when the board takes action




Recommendations

* Revise the DSP Report template to align with PMP revisions

* Modify instructions
* Consider review of evidence implementation for all DSPs assigned

* Provide workshop
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Any Questions?




