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Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. - Entity ID 79218

School: Telesis Preparatory Academy and Telesis Preparatory

Renewal Executive Summary

Performance Summary

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

The charter holder did not meet the financial performance expectations of the Board as set forth in the
Performance Framework and was required to submit a financial performance response. Staff’s
evaluation of the response resulted in zero “Acceptable” and three “Not Acceptable” determinations.
The charter holder stated in the DSP that additional resources will be committed to purchase new
curriculum and a valid and reliable benchmark assessment program in an effort to improve academic
performance.

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

| Profile

Telesis Center for Learning operates two schools in Lake Havasu City; Telesis Preparatory serves grades
K-8 and Telesis Preparatory Academy serves grade 9-12. The graph below shows the charter holder’s
actual 100™ day average daily membership (ADM) for fiscal years 2010-2014.

Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.:
Historical ADM for FY 2010-2014
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A dashboard representation of Telesis Preparatory’s academic outcomes, based upon the indicators and
measures adopted by the Board, is provided below.

Telesis Preparatory

2012 2013
Traditional Traditional
Elementary School (K-8) Elementary School (K to 8)
1. Growth Measure AZ;‘;:: 4 | Weight | Measure ASP;;:: 4 | Weight
Math 12.5 12.5
9. S0R 'Reading £ 50 | 12.5 43 50 | 12.5
1b. SGP Bottom 25% Math 1255 38 50 12.5
Reading 51 715) 12.5 43 50 12.5
2. Pr’oﬁciency Measure A:;L;:: 4 | Weight | Measure AsP;;:: 4 | Weight
Math 56 / 63.7 50 7.5 |52.4 7 63.9 50 11525

2a. Percent Passing :
Reading |85/ 77.3 75 7.5 [BF a8 2 75 11:25

2b. Composite School Math -11.8 50 7D 1125

Comparison Reading 3.7 75 7.5 -2.8 50 1125
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup ELL -
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0
Math 49 / 53.7 50 3.75 NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup FRL :
Reading |81/ 70.4 75 3.75 NR 0 0
Math 8/23.8 50 3.75 NR 0 0
2¢. Subgroup SPED =
Reading |33 / 36.4 50 3.75 NR 0 0
3. State Accountability Measure A:;g: 4 | Weight | Measure A:;g‘nt: 4 | Weight
3a. State Accountability (@ 50 5 (€ 50 5
Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating

Scoring for Overall Rating

89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard 51 .56 100 46,88 100
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard
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A dashboard representation of Telesis Preparatory Academy’s academic outcomes, based upon the
indicators and measures adopted by the Board, is provided below.

Telesis Preparatory Academy

2012 2013
Small Traditional
High School (9-12) High School (9 to 12)
1. Growth Measure A:;g: 4 | Weight | - Measure A:;‘gnr:: 4 | Weight
Math 25 25 15 49 50 15
o 5 |25
Reading 355 50 15 39 50 15
1b. SGP Bottom 25% Math MR 0 0 NR 0 0
‘ ’ Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0
| 2. Proficiency Measure A::ig\t: 4 | Weight | Measure A:;’gnnt; 4 | Weight
. Math 51 7/ 40 75 10 56.8 / 53.6 75 10
2a. Percent Passing -
Reading |77 /648 75 (Il 91.9 / 76.1 10
2b. Composﬂ:e School Math 9.4 75 7D 5.6 7i5) 7.5
Comparison Reading 9.3 75 /2D 12.6 75 75
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup ELL :
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0
Math 46 / 35.6 75 3.75 |56.8 /45.9 745 7.5
2c. Subgroup FRL -
Reading |74 / 61.4 75 3.75 SRS 745 7.5
Math 87169 50 305 NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup SPED -
Reading |36 / 31.5 75 375 NR 0 0
3. State Accountabi Iity Measure A::igwt:d Weight | Measure A:;)i]gr::d Weight
3a. State Accountability C 50 5 (¢ 50 5
4, Graduation Measure A:;E"t: d Weight Measure A:;lgr::: d Weight
4a. Graduation NR 0 0 NR 0 0
Overall Rating Overall Rating Overall Rating
Scoring for Overall Rating »
89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard 50.31 85 67.65 85
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet Standard
| Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard

I. Success of the Academic Program

The FY2013 overall rating for Telesis Preparatory on the Board’s academic performance measures was
46.88 including points received for the FY2013 letter grade of C as reported by the Arizona Department
of Education. The FY2012 overall rating for the school on the Board’s academic performance measures
was 51.56 including points received for the FY2012 letter grade of C as reported by the Arizona
Department of Education.

ASBCS, June 9, 2014 Page 3

s

a.Q}"m;r 59‘@3{,





The FY2013 overall rating for Telesis Preparatory Academy on the Board’s academic performance
measures was 67.65 including points received for the FY2013 letter grade of C as reported by the
Arizona Department of Education. The FY2012 overall rating for the school on the Board’s academic
performance measures was 50.31 including points received for the FY2012 letter grade of C as reported
by the Arizona Department of Education.

The following is a timeline of activities that have occurred related to the academic performance of
Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.

June, 2011: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. completed a five-year interval review; the charter holder
was not required to submit a PMP because Telesis Preparatory and Telesis Preparatory Academy,
schools operated by the charter holder, met the academic expectations set forth by the Board.

January, 2013: The Board released FY2012 Academic Dashboards; Telesis Preparatory and Telesis
Preparatory Academy received an overall rating of “Does Not Meet” the Board’s academic standards
and Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. did not meet the Board’s academic performance expectations. In
accordance with the Board’s academic framework intervention schedule at that time, the charter holder
was waived from any specific monitoring requirements.

September, 2013: The Board released FY2013 Academic Dashboards; Telesis Preparatory received an
overall rating of “Does Not Meet” and Telesis Preparatory Academy received an overall rating of
“Meets” the Board’s academic standards. Therefore, Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. did not meet the
Board’s academic performance expectations. In accordance with the Board’s academic framework
intervention schedule at that time, the charter holder was not assigned a DSP.

December, 2013: Board staff provided the charter holder, through its authorized representative, Ms.
Sandra Breece, with Renewal Notification Information, which included notification of the renewal
process, the date on which the charter holder would become eligible to apply for renewal (December
28, 2013), the deadline date on which the renewal application package would be due to the Board
(March 28, 2014), information on the availability of the charter holder’s renewal application as well as
instruction on how to access the renewal application, and notification of the requirement to submit
Renewal DSPs as components of its renewal application package because the charter holder did not
meet the academic performance expectations set forth by the Board.

March, 2014: A renewal application package with Renewal DSPs for Telesis Preparatory and Telesis
Preparatory Academy was timely submitted by the charter representative (portfolio: e. Renewal DSP
Submissions).

Renewal Application Package DSPs

Following a preliminary evaluation of the DSPs, staff conducted a site visit on April 22, 2014 to meet
with the schools’ leadership, as selected by the schools, to confirm evidence of the processes described
in the DSP and review additional evidence to be considered in the final evaluation (presented in the
charter holder’s renewal portfolio: c. DSP Evaluation Instrument and d. Renewal DSP Site Visit Inventory)
of the charter holder’s DSP submissions. The following representatives of Telesis Center for Learning,
Inc. were present at the site visit:

Name Role
Emily Morton Guidance Counselor
Mario Biasiucci Safety/Budget Chair
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Kathy Bingham Intervention Team Member
Andrea Helart Intervention Team Member
Ashley Miller Kinder Team Leader
Florence Fallis Early Elementary Team Leader
Debbie Binko Sped Director
Padmaja Chava JA Team Leader
Apryl Cooley Elem. Team Leader
Sandra K. Breece, Ed. D. Superintendent/Charter Holder

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

After considering information in the DSPs, evidence provided at the time of the site visit, and additional
evidence submitted following the site visit, the charter holder demonstrated the high school’s
implementation of a plan to increase the percent of entering ninth graders who graduate from high
school in four years. For both the elementary school and the high school, the charter holder failed to
provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a curriculum that
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency, implementation of a plan for monitoring the
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready (ACCR) Standards into instruction,
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting increases in student growth and proficiency,
and implementation of a professional development plan that contributed to increased student growth
and proficiency.

For the high school, data and analysis provided demonstrates improved academic performance based
on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The data and analysis specifically
demonstrates improved proficiency in Math and Reading in the whole school population.

For the elementary school, the charter holder did not provide data and analysis that demonstrates
improved academic performance based on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources.

No disaggregated data or analysis of data was presented to demonstrate increased proficiency or
growth in Math and Reading for students in the ELL, FRL or students with disabilities subgroup, and
improved growth for students in the bottom 25%.

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

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

In the area of curriculum, Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.’s DSPs were evaluated as “Approaches.” The
charter holder provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or adopt, evaluate
and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather,
the charter holder provided evidence of a fragmented approach that the school uses to implement
school curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards. The approach lacks
cohesiveness or alighment with other school improvement efforts.

The charter holder’s DSPs in the area of curriculum are not acceptable.

e The charter holder must provide evidence of implementation of a systematic process the school
uses to create/adopt curriculum. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate how and when the school
evaluates curriculum options, what findings the school makes about curriculum options, and who
is involved in the curriculum adoption process.

o The charter holder provided “Requisition Purchase Order Form 2012/2013 and 2013/2014”
documents. The documents consist of purchase orders for the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014
school years for various instructional materials. These demonstrate that the schools have
purchased many different curricula materials in the past 2 years.

o The charter holder provided “Friday Professional Learning Communities — Common Core
Meeting Minutes” documents. In the notes from the December 13, 2013 Math/Science
meeting, the minutes reflect a discussion about the adoption of new science curriculum.
During the discussion, two teachers presented different curriculum options, discussed the
success of the curriculum at other schools, and reviewed the content, resources, pacing,
mapping, and standards alignment. The teachers determined they would request sample
materials to test out the sample, and would explore other options. In the notes from the
January 24, 2014 Math/Science meeting, the minutes reflect discussion on possible Science
curriculum options for certain grades. Through this discussion teachers were assigned to
research curriculum options and present to the group later. The notes also reflect discussion
about the need to complete curriculum mapping for science in the lower level classes, and
instructional issues related to math. In the notes from the March 7, 2014 Math/Science
meeting, the minutes reflect a presentation on 3"/5" grade Science curriculum options
which included discussion about ACCR Standards alignment, the need to adopt a consistent
curriculum school wide science curriculum. In this meeting, the team decided to adopt a
curriculum. These documents provide evidence of a systematic process the schools use to
create/adopt curriculum.

o The charter holder provided “Pearson —Literature Webinar” documents. These documents
consist of notes taken during a webinar with representative from Pearson concerning a
potential literature curriculum. In this meeting, the participants reviewed information
about assessment options, mapping/pacing features, intervention features, and
instructional features included in the curriculum. These documents provide evidence of a
systematic process the schools use to create/adopt curriculum.

o The charter holder provided “ELA notes” and “Requisition” documents. The meeting note
documents from March 2014 indicate that the ELA team reviewed common core curriculum
samples from several reading programs and selected a curriculum that encompassed all
aspects of ELA including reading, writing, grammar, and spelling and that aligned with other
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grade level curricula already in place. The requisition document contains a request
completed by the ELA team providing 3 options for purchasing a new curriculum. These
documents provide evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create/adopt
curriculum.

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

Elementary School

o For Kindergarten, the charter holder provided “Super Kids Reading Kindergarten Telesis
Preparatory Academy,” “Common Core Aligned Lesson Plan Template,” and “Super Kids
Reading Lesson Plans” documents. The document titled “Super Kids Reading Kindergarten
Telesis Preparatory Academy” includes the curriculum units and lessons, the approximate
pacing for each unit, and an explanation of how the curriculum implements the ACCR
Standards. The charter holder provided a variety of lesson plan documents including
undated “example” lesson plans for one unit, one dated lesson plan, and a textbook teacher
edition lesson plan. Without additional context, it is unclear how these multiple tools with
the same apparent purpose are utilized or whether they align to one another.

o For Kindergarten, the charter holder provided “envision Math Pacing Guide,” “Math
Kindergarten Telesis Preparatory Academy,” “Common Core Aligned Lesson Plan,” and
“Pearson SuccessNet Lesson Plan” documents. Two of these documents are conflicting
pacing guides. The document titled Math Kindergarten Telesis Preparatory Academy contains
a list of “topic numbers” organized by month with standards listed below each topic. The
document titled “envision Math Pacing Guide” identifies unit/topic pacing on a yearly
calendar. The topics do not match between the two pacing guides and the timing at which
certain topics are taught do not match. Without additional context, it is unclear how or if
these different tools with the same apparent purpose are utilized. The charter holder also
provided conflicting lesson plan documents. The documents titled “Common Core Aligned
Lesson Plans” list standards, objectives, resources, and assessments. The documents titled
“Pearson SuccessNet Lesson Plan” list materials, objectives, standards, pacing, a “daily
common core review,” instructional strategies, and assignments. Without additional context,
it is unclear how these different tools with the same apparent purpose are utilized or
whether they align to one another. One of the Common Core Aligned Lesson Plans states the
planis an example and the “example days are not consecutive.” This statement, without
additional context, makes it unclear if these documents are utilized by the teachers or if they
were created to send to the Board. Not only do the documents with the same purpose
conflict, but the different types of document also conflict. The standards listed in the
undated Common Core Aligned Lesson Plans (not the ones identified as non-consecutive
examples), were compared to the Math Kindergarten Telesis Preparatory Academy
document. The standards identified in the plans were not standards that scheduled to be
taught within the same month. The lesson plans also did not align to the envision Math
Pacing Guide. These conflicting and duplicative purposed documents demonstrate disjointed
efforts to implement the Kindergarten math curriculum.

o For 1 and 2"grades, the charter holder did not provide a document similar to the
Kindergarten document titled “Super Kids Reading Kindergarten Telesis Preparatory
ASBCS, June 9, 2014 Page 7






Academy.” No document that would fill the same “pacing guide” purpose was provided; it is
unclear if the 1°* and 2™ grade teachers utilize any tools to implement appropriate pacing of
the 1% and 2" grade reading curriculum through the school year. For 1" and 2™ grade, the
charter holder provided a variety of 5-day lesson plan documents for what appeared to be
the same dates. The documents titled “Common Core Aligned Lesson Plans” list lessons
(although the template indicates they should list standards), objectives, resources, and
assessments. The documents titled “Super Kids Five Day Planner” list days (undated), units
names and numbers, lesson numbers, resources, activities, and standards. For 2™ grade,
untitled handwritten planner pages identify dates and contain handwritten notes with page
numbers. The handwritten notes are difficult to read, but it appears that the page numbers
on the untitled handwritten planner do not match up to the page numbers identified for the
same lesson in the Super Kids Five Day Planners and do not align to the objectives listed in
the Common Core Aligned Lesson Plans. For the 1st grade, the Super Kids Five Day Planner
and Common Core Aligned Lesson Plans were compared by lesson number. The two lesson
plan documents do not consistently align, listing different student activities, different
objectives and different resources. Without additional context, it is unclear how these
multiple tools with the same apparent purpose are utilized or whether they align to one
another.

o For 1* and 2"grades, the charter holder provided an “envision Math Pacing Guide” that
identifies unit/topic pacing on a yearly calendar. For the 1* grade, an additional untitled
pacing guide was provided; the pacing guide lists the topic number and subject, the number
of days, the lesson numbers and names, the “Common Core State Standards” and the
archived Arizona state standards. The topic names and number on the envision Math Pacing
Guide and the 1* grade pacing guide do not match and the timing at which certain topics are
taught also do not match. Without additional context, it is unclear how or if these different
tools with the same apparent purpose are utilized. No other document that would fill the
same “pacing guide” purpose was provided for 2™ grade; it is unclear what tools, if any, the
2" grade teachers utilize to implement appropriate pacing of the math curriculum through
the school year. These documents provide evidence that there are no consistent
expectations with regards to whether to, or how to create or utilize pacing guides to
implement the curriculum. For math lesson plans, the 2™ grade teachers provided untitled
handwritten planner pages that identify dates and contain handwritten notes with lesson
numbers. The 2" grade teachers also provided Common Core Aligned Lesson Plans that
identify dates, ACCR Standards, objectives, activities, and resources including “prearson
success net.” The 2™ grade teachers also provided Pearson SuccessNet Lesson Plans that list
materials, objectives, standards, pacing, a “daily common core review,” instructional
strategies, and assignments. For the 2™ grade math, the Common Core Aligned Lesson Plans,
handwritten planner pages, and Pearson SuccessNet Lesson Plans all align with each other,
but do not align with the envision Math Pacing Guide. For math lesson plans, the 1* grade
teachers provided Common Core Aligned Lesson Plans that that identify dates, ACCR
Standards, objectives, activities, and resources including “pearson.com worksheets” and a
typed weekly lesson plan that identifies the math lesson number. The 1* grade teachers did
not provide Pearson SuccessNet Lesson Plans. It is unclear whether those plans are utilized
by 1* grade teachers or if there are consistent expectations for their use by all teachers in the
school. For the 1* grade math, the Common Core Aligned Lesson Plans, and typed weekly
lesson plans align with each other, but do not align with the envision Math Pacing Guide.
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These documents failed to demonstrate consistent expectations for lesson planning and
curriculum pacing among the 15t grade team, or across the school.

o Forthe3™and4™ grade, the charter holder provided a “Reading Scope and Sequence”
document that lists instruction topics in “reading” for grades K-5. The documents do not
provide pacing, standards, lessons, units, or any other information to provide context for the
document. The charter holder also provided Common Core Aligned Lesson Plan documents
that list standards, objectives, resources, and assessments for 3 and 4" grade; the 3 grade
and some, but not all, of the 4™ grade plans are dated. These documents failed to
demonstrate consistent expectations for lesson planning and curriculum pacing across the
school.

o For the 3" and 4™ grade, the charter holder provided the “envision Math Pacing Guide” that
identifies unit/topic pacing on a yearly calendar. The charter holder also provided a
conflicting “Grade 3 Domain: Pacing Guide” that identified topics by number and name, and
the number of days pacing. No 4™ grade lesson plans were provided. The charter holder
provided “Common Core Aligned Lesson Plan” documents that indicate they are for 3™ and
4™ grade classes, but cover only 3" grade standards. These lesson plans list ACCR Standards,
learning objectives, student activities, resources, assessments, and dates for implementing
the 3" grade math curriculum. The lesson plans do not align to the “envision Math Pacing
Guide”; some topics are numbered differently and cover different topics, and the lesson
plans do not consistently align to the pacing. These documents demonstrate disjointed
efforts to implement the 3™ and 4™ grade math curriculum. These documents failed to
demonstrate consistent expectations for lesson planning and curriculum pacing among the
3rd. gt grade team, or across the school.

o Forthe 5" and 6™ grade, the charter holder did not provide a document similar to the
Kindergarten document titled “Super Kids Reading Kindergarten Telesis Preparatory
Academy.” No document that would fill the same “pacing guide” purpose was provided; it is
unclear if the 5™ and 6™ grade teachers utilize any tools to implement appropriate pacing of
the 5" and 6™ grade reading curriculum through the school year. The charter holder provided
“Standards-Based Lesson Plan Template” documents. These documents list Learner
Outcomes / Objectives, ACCR Standards, materials, anticipatory set, instructional strategies
and questioning, differentiated instruction strategies, guided practice, closure, independent
practice and a summary/evaluation method. The lesson plans are not dated. These
documents contain different information from lesson plans provided at other grade levels
and demonstrate a lack of consistent expectations for lesson planning and curriculum pacing
across the school. These documents demonstrate a fragmented approach to implement the
5" and 6" grade reading curriculum.

o Forthe 5™ and 6™ grade, the charter holder provided “envision Math Pacing Guide,”
“Intermediate Math envision Math/Pearson Telesis Preparatory Academy.” These two
documents are conflicting pacing guides. The document titled Intermediate Math envision
Math/Pearson Telesis Preparatory Academy contains the curriculum topics and lessons,
number of days pacing, and ACCR Standards. The document titled “envision Math Pacing
Guide” identifies unit/topic pacing on a yearly calendar. The topics do not match between
the two pacing guides and the timing at which certain topics are taught do not match.
Without additional context, it is unclear how or if these different tools with the same
apparent purpose are utilized. The charter holder also provided “Intermediate Math Lesson
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Plans” documents that list the objective, lesson number and pages, review topic, math facts,
learning strategies, guided and independent practice, problem solving, and homework.
These documents contain different information from lesson plans provided at other grade
levels and demonstrate a lack of consistent expectations for lesson planning across the
school. From the sample of plans the charter holder sent, the 6™ grade lesson contains a 5™
grade standard but provides no explanation for why. Several of the lesson plans the charter
holder sent are illegible scans that cannot be read. These documents failed to demonstrate
consistent expectations for lesson planning and curriculum pacing across the school and
provide evidence of a fragmented approach to implement the curriculum.

o Forthe 7" and 8" grade, the charter holder provided “JA Lesson Plans” and “JA 7 English
Assignments aligned to Standards” and “Daily Teacher Objective Log” documents. The
documents titled English Assignments aligned to Standards act as pacing guides, identifying
due dates, lesson titles, and the ACCR standards. The lesson plan documents include a
description of the students in each class, the subject, the concept, the core standards, the
objectives, perquisite knowledge, materials, models of instruction, procedures including the
lesson opening, teacher input, guided practice, independent practice, closing, and
assessment for each lesson. These documents contain different information from lesson
plans and pacing guides provided at other grade levels and demonstrate a lack of consistent
expectations for lesson planning and pacing across the school. These documents
demonstrate a fragmented approach to implement the curriculum.

o Forthe 7" and 8™ grade, the charter holder provided “Completed Framework for Course
Content and identified pacing for Grade 7 CCSS Math Standards,” and “Completed
Framework for Course Content and identified pacing for Grade 8 CCSS Math Standards.”
These documents act as pacing guides, listing topics, content, objectives, ACCR Standards,
and pacing for each lesson. The “JA 8 Math Assignments aligned to Standards,” and “Daily
Teacher Objective Log” documents also act as pacing guides that align to the Completed
Framework for Course Content documents. The charter holder explained that the teachers
utilize these documents with the teacher edition textbook lesson plans to implement the
curriculum. The Daily Teacher Objective Log documents identify the lessons taught each day.
These documents contain different information from pacing guides provided at other grade
levels, and provide evidence of a systematic approach to implement curriculum that is not
utilized at other grade levels; they demonstrate a lack of consistent expectations for lesson
planning, pacing, and curriculum implementation across the school. These documents
demonstrate a fragmented approach to implement the curriculum.

o Asevidenced by the discussion above, at the elementary school level, a variety of different
documents, of varying quality, intended to act as pacing guides and/or lesson plans were
provided for several grade levels. However, some grade levels did not provide evidence of
any pacing tools or lesson plans. Collectively, these documents did not provide evidence of
consistent expectations for how to appropriately implement curriculum through pacing and
lesson planning. Additionally, several of the documents provided conflicting pacing within
grade levels and demonstrated that the pacing guides were not being used to implement the
curriculum. These documents demonstrate disjointed efforts across the school to implement
the elementary math and reading curriculum.

o For the elementary school, the charter holder provided “Field Trip Standards Covered”
documents. These documents include a letter from the YMCA concerning a field trip and the
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ACCR Standards covered during the field trip. These documents do not provide any evidence
concerning a system to implement the curriculum.

o The charter holder provided a “Common Core Team Meeting (3/7/14)” document. In the
document the goal identified for the team was to “[f]inish course descriptions by Friday,
April, 11" 2014.” The minutes further indicate that at that time “teams will have necessary
materials to develop curriculum maps at each level/subject to guide pacing instruction and
content standards.” These documents indicate that the charter does not currently have a
system in place for implementing the curriculum consistently across the elementary school or
the high school; rather, the charter holder is in the beginning stages of creating a system and
the tools to do so.

High School

o For the high school reading curriculum, the charter holder provided “ELA Course Packages” as
course overviews. These documents list topics and content for each grade level and a
description of the texts that will be used in each class. These documents do not provide
pacing or serve as pacing guides. The charter holder provided “ELA Pacing Guides- grade 9,”
and “English 11 Assignments aligned to Standards” documents. The ot grade pacing guides
identify units by ACCR Standards, the timing and pacing for each unit, and resources and
vocabulary. However, the gt grade pacing guides do not align to the course descriptions.
Specifically, the gt grade “Informational Texts” pacing guide does not use any of the texts
identified in the course description, rather the “Informational Texts” pacing guide indicates
the students will be using the same texts as those identified for the literature standards,
which would not align to the ACCR Standards for informational texts. The English 11
Assignments aligned to Standards document could act as a pacing guide, identifying due
dates, lesson titles, and the ACCR Standards. However, the 11" grade assignments do not
clearly align to the course description; several of the texts that were to be used in the course
are not evident in the assignments. No pacing guides were provided for 10" or 12" grades.
These documents do not provide evidence that the school utilizes tools that identify what
must be taught, the expected pacing, strategies, methods, and activities, nor do they provide
evidence that the school has communicated expectations for the consistent use of such tools.
These documents demonstrate disjointed efforts to implement the high school reading
curriculum.

o For the high school reading curriculum, the charter holder also provided lesson planning
documents including “"Romeo and Juliet Instructional Questions and Unit Plan” and “Joy Luck
Club Lesson Plan” documents. These documents consist of questions and ACCR Standards for
a 9" grade unit and a lesson plan for an 11" grade unit. No lesson plans were provided for
the 10™ and 12" grade courses. These documents do not provide evidence that the school
utilizes tools that identify what must be taught, the expected pacing, strategies, methods,
and activities, nor do they provide evidence that the school has communicated expectations
for the consistent use of such tools. These documents demonstrate disjointed efforts to
implement the high school reading curriculum.

o For the high school, the charter holder provided “Completed Framework for Course Content
and identified pacing for HS CCSS Math Standards” and “HS Geometry Assignments aligned to
Standards” documents. These documents act as pacing guides, listing topics, content,
objectives, ACCR Standards, and pacing for each lesson. The charter holder explained that the
teachers utilize these documents with the teacher edition textbook lesson plans to
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implement the curriculum. These documents contain different information from pacing
guides provided in other content areas, and constitute a system to implement curriculum
that is not utilized in other content areas; they demonstrate a lack of consistent expectations
for lesson planning, pacing, and curriculum implementation across the school. These
documents demonstrate a fragmented approach to implement the curriculum.

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

o The charter holder provided “Friday Professional Learning Communities — Common Core
Meeting” documents for both schools. In a document dated, December 13, 2013 the teams
were provided instructions on conducting the meetings including guiding questions around
resources, curriculum, curriculum implementation tools (maps/pacing guides), professional
development, curricular gaps, and special education. In the notes from the December 13,
2013 Math/Science meeting, the minutes reflect a discussion about the adoption of new
science curriculum, a discussion about the need to map and pace the math curriculum for
the lower level classes, and a discussion about the need to compare the curriculum to the
ACCR Standards requirements for the upper level math and science classes. In the agenda
for the January 24, 2014 Common Core meetings the meeting goal was to analyze
summative assessments in each subject at each grade level to determine ACCR-alignment
and alignment with curriculum and teaching goals and develop curriculum maps and pacing
guides. In the notes from the January 24, 2014 Math/Science meeting, the minutes reflect
discussion on possible Science curriculum options. Through this discussion teachers were
assigned to research curriculum options and present to the group later. The notes also
reflect discussion about the need to complete curriculum mapping for science in the lower
level classes, and instructional issues related to math. In the agenda for the March 7, 2014
Common Core meetings the meeting goal was to analyze current curriculum in each subject
and grade level to determine ACCR-alignment and satisfaction with the curriculum, finish
course descriptions by April 11, and then begin curriculum mapping/pacing guides. In the
notes from the March 7, 2014 Math/Science meeting, the minutes reflect a presentation on
3"/5™ grade Science curriculum options which included discussion about ACCR Standards
alignment, the need to adopt a consistent curriculum school wide, consistency with other
adopted curricula. In this meeting, the team decided to adopt a curriculum. This document
demonstrates the implementation of a systematic process for evaluating and revising
curriculum.

o The charter holder provided a “PLC Goals for September 13, 2013” document. This
document reflects minutes from a PLC meeting at which the elementary team reviewed the
ELA curriculum to determine if there were any gaps and if resources currently in place could
be used to fill the gaps. This document demonstrates the implementation of a systematic
process for evaluating and revising curriculum.

o The charter holder provided “Board of Directors” documents. These documents contain
meeting minutes at which the Board of Directors considered curriculum modification
requests. The minutes from the Board’s March 5, 2014 meeting reflect that an intervention
specialist and math instructor, members of the schools’ curriculum committee, made
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presentations to the Board concerning competency testing, re-requisites, dual enroliment,
and Honors and AP courses. The Board adopted the recommendations.

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

Elementary

o For grades K-2, the charter holder provided Super Kids Reading documents. These
documents explain how the Super Kids Reading curriculum is aligned to the ACCR Standards.
These documents provide evidence that the school has a curriculum aligned to the ACCR
Standards in reading for K-2; however, as evidenced above, the charter holder has not
provided evidence of effective implementation of this curriculum.

o For grades 3-6, the charter holder provided lesson plan documents of varying form and
content that identify ACCR Standards for the 3, 4" 5™ and 6" grade reading curricula.
These documents provide evidence that the school has a curriculum aligned to the ACCR
Standards in reading for grades 3-6; however, as evidenced above, the charter holder has
not provided evidence of effective implementation of this curriculum.

o Forthe grades 7-8, the charter holder provided “documents of varying form and content
that identify ACCR Standards for the 7" and 8" grade reading curricula. These documents
include a description of the core ACCR Standards and assignment due dates and standards
assessed for each ACCR Standard. These documents provide evidence that the school has a
curriculum aligned to the ACCR Standards in reading for grades 7-8; however, as evidenced
above, the charter holder has not provided evidence of effective implementation of this
curriculum.

o Forthe grades K-6, the charter holder provided various documents that provide evidence
that the charter holder’s primary math curriculum is the envision math curriculum, which is
identified as a curriculum that aligns to the ACCR standards. These documents provide
evidence that the school has a curriculum aligned to the ACCR standards in math for K-6;
however, as evidenced above, the charter holder has not provided evidence of effective
implementation of this curriculum.

o Forthe grades 7-8, the charter holder provided “Completed Framework for Course Content
and identified pacing for Grade 7/8 CCSS Math Standards.” These documents identify ACCR
Standards per lesson for the year. These documents provide evidence that the school has a
curriculum aligned to the ACCR Standards in math for grades 7-8; however, as evidenced
above, the charter holder has not provided evidence of effective implementation of this
curriculum.

High School

o For the high school, the charter holder provided “ELA Course Packages,” and “ELA Pacing
Guides- grade 9,” and “English 11 Assignments aligned to Standards” documents. These
documents include topics and content for each grade level, identify the standards and
assignments for the 11" grade course, and provide descriptions of units that align with
some, but not all, 9" grade ELA ACCR Standards. Nothing was provided for 10" or 12" grade
to indicate curricular alignment with the ACCR Standards. These documents do not provide
evidence that the school has a curriculum aligned to the ACCR Standards in reading for
grades 10 and 12, and provide weak evidence of alignment for grades 9 and 11. Further, as
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evidenced above, the charter holder has not provided evidence of effective implementation
of this curriculum.

o For the high school, the charter holder provided “Correlation of Standards for Mathematical
Content,” “Completed Framework for Course Content and identified pacing for HS CCSS
Math Standards,” and “Assignments aligned to Standards” documents. These documents
identify ACCR Standards per lesson. These documents provide evidence that the school has
a curriculum aligned to the ACCR Standards in math for the High School.

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

o The charter holder provided “Student Performance Trendline for Relevant Writing, Creative
Writing, and Composition Builder” and “Student Performance Trendline for Transition
Math” documents. These documents identify students assigned to remedial courses and
their performance in the course. These documents provide evidence of implementation of a
curriculum adapted to meet the needs of subgroup populations.

o The charter holder provided “SPED Lesson Plans and Alignment” documents. These
documents include student goals and performance objectives for IEPs, ELA and Math lesson
plans for special education students that contain ACCR Standards, objectives, activities from
the traditional curriculum, resources, and assessments, and teacher edition lesson plans
that include differentiated instruction strategies. These documents provide evidence of
implementation of a curriculum adapted to meet the needs of subgroup populations.

o The charter holder provided “A+ Assignment Manager” documents. These documents
identify credit recovery courses provided through the A+ system. These documents provide
evidence of implementation of a curriculum adapted to meet the needs of subgroup
populations.

o The charter holder provided “Intervention Meeting Minutes” and “PLC Notes” documents.
These documents reflect discussions that demonstrate discussion of curriculum adaptations
for students in the bottom 25% and curriculum supplements. These documents provide
evidence of implementation of a curriculum adapted to meet the needs of subgroup
populations.

o The charter holder provided “Math Intervention Log” documents. These documents log
interventions provided to students identified as the bottom 25% in math. These documents
provide evidence of implementation of a curriculum adapted to meet the needs of subgroup
populations.

Monitoring Instruction:

In the area of monitoring instruction, Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.’s DSPs were evaluated as
“Approaches.” The charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that
includes implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the ACCR Standards into instruction.
Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the integration of ACCR
Standards into instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.

The charter holder’s DSPs in the area of monitoring instruction are not acceptable.
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e The charter holder must provide evidence of implementation of a system to monitor the
integration of ACCR Standards into instruction. Sufficient evidence will demonstrate that the
school ensures all grade level standards are taught within the school year in all classrooms and
that teachers implement an ACCR Standard-aligned curriculum with fidelity.

o For the elementary school, the charter holder provided “SuperKids Kindergarten Class
Record Form” documents. These documents identify Kindergarten student names and their
test results for test objectives at the beginning of the year, progress, and end of year tests;
the objectives from SuperKids align to the ACCR Standards. These documents are used only
by the Kindergarten teacher, to track the implementation of the standards. These
documents demonstrate an approach utilized at only one grade level, Kindergarten, to
monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into reading instruction. This does not provide
evidence of implementation of a system to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into
instruction.

o For the elementary school, the charter holder provided “JA 7 Math/English Assignments
aligned to Standards” and “Daily Teacher Objective Log” documents. These documents
include the ACCR Standards covered each day of instruction, and assighnment due dates and
standards assessed for each ACCR Standard. These documents are evidence of an approach
utilized at two grade levels, 7" and 8" to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into
reading and math instruction. This does not provide evidence of implementation of a system
to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into instruction.

o For the high school, the charter holder provided “HS Geometry Assignments aligned to
Standards” and “English 11 Assignments aligned to Standards” documents. These
documents include the objective, ACCR Standard, and assignment due dates and standards
assessed for each ACCR Standard for two high school courses. These documents
demonstrate an approach utilized in two courses, one math and one reading, to monitor the
integration of ACCR Standards into reading and math instruction. This does not provide
evidence of implementation of a system to monitor the integration of ACCR Standards into
instruction.

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

o The charter holder provided “Formal evaluations” documents. These documents consist of
teacher self-evaluations, administrator evaluations, scripted notes of lessons observed, and
lesson plans. The evaluation forms identify teacher strengths, areas for improvement, and
strategies for development. These documents are evidence of components of a system to
evaluate the instructional practices of teachers.

o The charter holder provided one completed “Teacher Evaluation Summary” document. This
document consists of an evaluation summary of one teacher completed after two
evaluations. The evaluation summary identifies areas of strength, areas for improvement,
and strategies for development, and includes a growth plan. This document is evidence of a
component of a system to evaluate the instructional practices of teachers.

o The charter holder provided several completed “Peer Observation Instrument” documents.
These documents consist of peer observations completed for teachers across grade levels
and subjects. In the observations, teachers evaluate one another’s instructional practices.
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None of the observations include any identification of teacher learning needs or
weaknesses, all comments and feedback were entirely positive. It is unclear whether this is
an effective evaluation system, because no constructive feedback was provided through any
of the observations. This document demonstrates a weak approach to evaluate the
instructional practices of teachers.

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

o The charter holder provided a “Teacher Evaluation Summary” document. This document
consists of an evaluation summary of one teacher completed after two evaluations based on
concerns about the teacher’s performance. The evaluation summary identifies areas of
strength, areas for improvement, strategies for development, and includes a growth plan.
This document demonstrates that teachers needing a growth plan receive feedback, have
access to the resources necessary to address identified weaknesses and learning needs, and
the school ensures teacher development is ongoing for teachers on growth plans. However,
it does not demonstrate a system to ensure all teachers receive feedback and/or have
access to the resources necessary to address identified weaknesses and learning needs, or a
system that ensures teacher development is ongoing for all teachers.

o The charter holder provided a “Staff Development and Growth Plan” document. This
document includes areas of concern and solutions, implementation goals, and a monitoring
schedule for a growth plan implemented based on concerns about a teacher’s performance.
This document demonstrates that teachers needing a growth plan receive feedback, have
access to the resources necessary to address identified weaknesses and learning needs, and
the school ensures teacher development is ongoing for teachers on growth plans. However,
it does not demonstrate a system to ensure all teachers receive feedback and/or have
access to the resources necessary to address identified weaknesses and learning needs, or a
system that ensures teacher development is ongoing for all teachers.

o The charter holder provided several completed “Peer Observation Instrument” documents.
These documents consist of peer observations completed for teachers across grade levels
and subjects. In the observations, teachers evaluate one another’s instructional practices.
None of the observations include any identification of teacher learning needs or
weaknesses, all comments and feedback was entirely positive. It is unclear whether this is
an effective evaluation system, because no constructive feedback was provided through any
of the observations. The comments include a record of a post-observation conference
between the teachers. This document demonstrates a weak approach to evaluate the
instructional practices of teachers and ensure teachers receive the feedback to develop the
instructional system.

o The charter holder provided “informal observations for teachers on a growth plan”
documents. These documents include informal “walk-though” observation forms conducted
for teachers on growth plans. The forms identify specific areas of observation connected to
the teacher growth plan. This document demonstrates that the school ensures teacher
development is ongoing for teachers on growth plans. However, it does not demonstrate a
system to ensure all teachers receive feedback and/or have access to the resources
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necessary to address identified weaknesses and learning needs, or a system that ensures
teacher development is ongoing for all teachers.

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

o The charter holder provided “Formal evaluations” documents. These documents consist of
teacher self-evaluations, administrator evaluations, scripted notes of lessons observed, and
lesson plans. Evaluations were conducted for all teachers, including special education
teachers. The evaluation forms identify teacher strengths, areas for improvement, and
strategies for development. Included in the evaluation criteria is differentiation for students
in subgroups. These documents demonstrate components of a system to evaluate the
instructional practices of teachers that addresses the needs of subgroup students.

o The charter holder provided “informal observations for teachers on a growth plan”
documents. These documents include informal “walk-though” observation forms conducted
for teachers on growth plans. The forms identify specific areas of observation connected to
the teacher growth plan, including differentiated assignments. These documents
demonstrate components of a system to evaluate the instructional practices of teachers
that addresses the needs of subgroup students.

Assessment:

In the area of assessment, Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.’s DSPs were evaluated as “Falls Far Below.”
The charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student proficiency. Rather, the charter
holder’s evidence demonstrated that the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined performance measures and is not collecting
data to monitor student growth.

The charter holder’s DSPs in the area of assessment are not acceptable.

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

o The charter holder provided “Junior Academy 7" Grade Assessment Policy” documents.
These documents describe the assessments given to students in the elementary school. The
7" grade document indicates the prior year’s AIMS is used to assess intervention needs and
5 different types of reading assessments are given throughout the year; this document does
not indicate that any math assessments are given or analyzed. The charter representative
indicated that at the 7™ and 8" grade level, they use A+, but not consistently. These
documents do not provide evidence of the implementation of a comprehensive assessment
system.

o The charter holder provided “Assessment Plan” documents. The general assessment
document describes several different types of reading assessments that are given
throughout the school year including CPAA for K-3, DIBELS for K-3, Star Reading 3-8,
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Accelerated Reader 3-8, and text-based classroom assessments given at the end of each unit
in math and reading. No evidence was provided to demonstrate administration of math
benchmarks or common assessments. During the discussion, the charter representatives
indicate they had not done math benchmarking, but planned to begin it at the end of May.
The charter representatives indicate that the other assessments were being used as
intervention benchmarks. These documents demonstrate the implementation of reading
assessments throughout the school year to regularly and timely assess students to monitor
student progress in reading for intervention students, but do not provide evidence of the
implementation of a comprehensive assessment system.

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

o The charter holder provided “PLC Notes (grades 1-2),” “Intervention Meeting minutes,” “PLC
Goals (3" and 4™ grade),” and “Academic Enrichment/Intervention” documents. The PLC
Notes documents reflect discussions about “math scores” in the first month of school and
students who need “help,” implementing math “benchmarks,” and other logistical
conversations about testing; they do not reflect discussion about data from comprehensive
assessment systems for all students and subjects. The Intervention documents reflection
discussions about DIBELS data, data from monitoring intervention students, and logistical
issues around providing interventions; they do not reflect discussion about data from
comprehensive assessment systems for all students and subjects. The Academic
Enrichment/Intervention document describes the use of AIMS/Stanford-10 data to assign
enrichment or interventions for students in 7-9, the use of AIMS data to group students and
focus instruction and provide tutoring for students in 5-6, and the lack of data use at the
early elementary level. This document was written as a summary by the teachers, but does
not provide evidence of the use of data. The documents do not demonstrate how or when
the elementary school analyzes assessment data, what findings the elementary school
makes from assessment data, who is involved in the analysis of assessment data, and how
data is used to inform and adapt instruction.

o The charter holder provided “Agenda Topics — Academy Team” documents. These
documents are agendas for the high school PLCs/staff. They reflect logistical conversations,
but do not reflect data analysis. The documents do not demonstrate how or when the high
school analyzes assessment data, what findings the high school makes from assessment
data, who is involved in the analysis of assessment data, and how data is used to inform and
adapt instruction.

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

o The charter holder did not provide evidence of implementation of an assessment system
that meets the needs of subgroup students.
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Professional Development:

In the area of professional development, Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.”s DSPs were evaluated as
“Approaches.” The charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that
includes implementation of a professional development plan that contributed to increased student
growth and proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum and instructional practices. The
professional development described lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at

the schools.

The charter holder’s DSPs in the area of professional development are not acceptable.

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

O

The charter holder provided a “Friday PD Calendar Agenda” document. This document
contains a calendar of scheduled professional development sessions and staff/team
meetings from August 30, 2013 — May 23, 2014. This document indicates 10 professional
development sessions including sessions on A+, Common Core, “Capturing Kids Hearts,”
“Close Reading,” “Character First,” and “Socratic Seminars.” The charter holder indicated
that many of the professional development sessions were on Common Core and were
provided because the state was requiring implementation of the Common Core. These
documents provide evidence of professional development sessions that were offered as
part of a plan to address teacher learning needs.

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

O

O

e}

The charter holder provided “Advanced standards binder materials from RTI PD”
documents. These documents consist of the materials provided during the RTI professional
development to ensure high quality implementation of the strategies learned. These
documents demonstrate some strategies the schools use to support high quality
implementation through providing resources necessary to implement the information and
strategies.

The charter holder provided “Common Core PD Overview” documents. These documents
consist of the materials provided during the Common Core PD Overview professional
development to ensure high quality implementation of the strategies learned. These
documents demonstrate some strategies the schools use to support high quality
implementation through providing resources necessary to implement the information and
strategies.

The charter holder provided “Technology/PARCC Team Meeting Summary 12/13/13”
documents. These meeting minutes include discussion about the need to provide additional
training on certain technology previously taught in PD early in the year. The minutes also
reflect setting implementation goals. These documents demonstrate some strategies the
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schools use to support high quality implementation through providing resources necessary
to implement the information and strategies.

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

o The charter holder did not provide any evidence of implementation of a system to follow-up
on and monitor the implementation of the strategies and information learned through a
professional development plan; specifically, the charter holder indicated that
implementation is observed and evaluated through teacher-self reporting/monitoring and
communications are oral, but did not provide any evidence of this.

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

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

Data:

For the high school, data and analysis provided demonstrates improved academic performance based
on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources. The data and analysis demonstrates
improved growth and proficiency in Math and Reading in the whole school population as well as for
students within the students with disabilities subgroup. The charter holder indicated that at the high
school level they do not serve any ELL students.

The charter holder’s DSP for the high school is acceptable in the area of data.

However, the charter holder did not provide data and analysis that demonstrates improved academic
performance based on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for the elementary
school. The charter holder did not demonstrate improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for students in the ELL, FRL, and students with
disabilities subgroups.

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

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

o For the elementary school, the charter holder provided Star Reading assessment data
consisting of student Percentile Ranking scores by grade level for FY2012, FY2013, and
FY2014. The percentile ranking scores express student ability relative to the scores of other
students in the same grade based on normed performance and indicates the percentage of
students performing at a lower level than the student. The data shows that for students in
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some grade levels the percentage of students scoring in the 40+ Percentile Ranking has
increased over time and for students in other grade levels the percentage of students
scoring in the 40+ Percentile Ranking has decreased over time. When aggregated for all
grade levels in the Elementary School, grades 3-8, the percentage of students scoring in the
40+ Percentile Ranking declined from 62% to 55% between FY2013 and FY2014; the
percentage of students scoring in the 1-9 Percentile Ranking increased from 9% to 11%
between FY2013 and FY2014. This data does not provide evidence of improved academic
performance based on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources.

o For the elementary school, the charter holder provided Star Reading assessment data
consisting of State Performance Reports by Class/Grade Level for assessments taken
between August 2013 and February 2014. No comparative data was provided for the prior
year. For grades 7-8 the data consisted only of one data point for each grade that indicates
the “average scaled scores” for students that have at least one test score for the testing
period. For both 7" and 8" grades, the data indicates the average scaled score is above the
“pathway to proficiency.” For grades 3-6 the data included the “average scaled scores” data
point as well as a breakdown of the number and percentage of students whose scaled
scores placed them on the “pathway to proficiency.” For all grades 3-6, the data indicates
the average scaled score is above the “pathway to proficiency.” However, when evaluated
by student and aggregated across the grade levels, the percentage of students on the
“pathway to proficiency” was lower than the percentage of students who scored proficient
on the AIMS last year. This data does not provide clear evidence of improved academic
performance based on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources, but
rather provides mixed data.

o For the elementary school, the charter holder provided DIBELS data which, the charter
holder indicated demonstrates student growth in reading between 2012 and 2013. This data
does not align with the AIMS growth data, which indicated that in reading student growth
declined or stayed the same between 2012 and 2013. However, this data does align with
AIMS proficiency data which improved between 2012 and 2013. This data does not provide
any information about whether these trends in the AIMS data will continue in the current
year. This data does not provide evidence of improved academic performance based on
data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources.

o For the elementary school, the charter holder provided ACT EXPLORE data for 8" grade
students. The data includes the percent of the Telesis Prep 8" grade students scoring within
College Readiness Standards score ranges in English, Math, Reading, and Science as
compared to students nationwide and as compared to the Telesis Prep g™ grade students
last year. In both math and reading the percentage of FY2014 Telesis Prep 8" grade students
who scored “At or Above Benchmark” was below the percentage of 8" grade students who
scored “At or Above Benchmark” nationally. Specifically, in math 17% of FY2014 Telesis
Prep 8" grade students scored “At or Above Benchmark” as compared to 36% of 8" grade
students nationally. In reading 34% of FY2014 Telesis Prep 8" grade students scored “At or
Above Benchmark” as compared to 36% of 8" grade students nationally. The data also
provides the school’s EXPLORE Average Test Score for FY13 and FY14. In both math and
reading the school’s EXPLORE Average Test Score for FY14 is slightly lower than for FY13.
This data does not provide evidence of improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources.
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o For the elementary school, the charter holder provided three individual student Star
Reading State Performance Reports, the charter holder did not explain why it was providing
three individual student reports. In one report it demonstrates that the student has had
consistently declining scores from August 2013 through April 2014 and that the scores are
below the “pathway to proficiency.” The other two student reports demonstrate
consistently improving scores from August 2013 through April 2014 and that the scores are
above the “pathway to proficiency.” This data does not provide evidence of improved
academic performance based on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources.

o For the elementary school, the charter holder provided SAT-10 data from FY2013. According
to that data 73% of the 2™ graders taking the test were on track to pass the reading AIMS in
FY2014 and 49% of the 2™ graders taking the test were on track to pass the math AIMS in
FY2014. Both of these percentages are lower than the school’s AIMS proficiency rates for
FY2013, as a result they would cause the school’s percent passing to decline. This data does
not provide evidence of improved academic performance based on data generated from
valid and reliable assessment sources.

o For the elementary school, the charter holder provided DIBELS data for grades K-3, labeled
for the year 2013, but it is unclear whether this is the current or prior year data. This data
contains test data for two administrations, in the “beginning” and the “middle.” For
students in grade K-2, the data shows an increase in the percentage of students scoring as
“low risk.” The data for 3™ grade students, however, shows a decline in the percentage of
students scoring as “low risk,” an increase in the percentage of students scoring as “some
risk,” and no change in the percentage of students scoring as “at risk.” This data does not
provide evidence of improved academic performance based on data generated from valid
and reliable assessment sources.

o For the elementary school, the charter holder provided Fall and Winter benchmark
assessment data from the Children’s Progress Academic Assessment, which tests Listening,
Phonics/Writing, Phonemic Awareness, Reading, and Reading Mechanics for grades K-3. In
all areas in each grade, this data shows that the school/class average has increased from fall
to winter, but does not provide any comparative data for prior years. In the Phonics/Writing
area in K and 2, the class performance level dropped from “Above Expectation” to “At
Expectation.” Additionally, in several areas for several grade levels the performance level
graph shows that while the average score has increased, the performance level is remaining
the same or declining. This data does not provide evidence of improved academic
performance based on data generated from valid and reliable assessment sources.

o The charter holder did not provide any math data for students in grades K-7.

o For the high school, the charter holder provided FY2014 Fall AIMS data as compared to
FY2013 Spring AIMS to demonstrate improved proficiency. In reading, 5 out of the 6
students (86%) in the 2015 cohort who retook the exam from the spring attained
proficiency. In math, 6 out of the 13 students (46%) who retook exam from the spring
attained proficiency. The charter holder also provided the same data for students in the
bottom 25% to demonstrate improved growth, but this data does not provide sufficient
information to evaluate growth. The charter holder provided this same data for one high
school student with disabilities, which indicated the student scored proficient on the Fall
AIMS.
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o For the high school, the charter holder provided HS AIMS reading data for FY2011-2014. The
data demonstrates that in 2014 96% of students scored proficient in reading, an
improvement of 4% from FY2013.

o For the high school, the charter holder provided HS AIMS math data for FY2014 Fall. The
data demonstrates that for the 2014 and 2015 cohorts 13 of 16 students saw an
improvement in their scores from Spring FY2013 to Fall FY2014.

Increasing Graduation Rate:

In the area of increasing graduation rate, Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.’s DSP was evaluated as
“Meets.” The charter holder did provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
increasing the percent of entering ninth graders who graduate from high school in four years. The
charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that the charter holder has implemented strategies to ensure
students in grades 9-12 graduate on time, and the school presented data that demonstrates success in
ensuring students graduate on time.

e The charter holder must provide evidence of strategies the school uses to ensure students in
grades 9-12 graduate on time. These strategies should ensure that students have a plan to direct
them in meeting graduation requirements that is kept up-to-date, and should include practices to
address early academic difficulty.

o The charter holder provided “ACIS student surveys” documents. These documents
demonstrate the completion and updating of ECAPs through the ACIS system. These
documents provide evidence of strategies the high school uses to ensure students in grades
9-12 graduate on time.

o The charter holder provided “A+ Courses used for credit recovery” documents. These
documents demonstrate that the A+ system is utilized to enable students to recover credit
for failed courses. These documents provide evidence of strategies the high school uses to
ensure students in grades 9-12 graduate on time.

o The charter holder provided “Guidance Counseling Program” documents. The documents
describe the “comprehensive guidance and counseling program” which includes “credit
management” starting in 9" grade that is updated twice a year, course selection services,
credit recovery and independent study to address early academic difficulty, and college and
career planning including ECAP counselling. These documents provide evidence of
strategies the high school uses to ensure students in grades 9-12 graduate on time.

e The charter holder must provide evidence that demonstrates success in ensuring students
graduate on time.

o The charter holder provided evidence of the graduation rate. The high school’s 2012
graduation rate was 90%, the 2013 graduation rate was 95%, and the school anticipated the
2014 graduation rate will be 100%.

| 1. Viability of the Organization

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

Financial Data

$323,284 $173,979

2013 2012 2011
Statement of Financial Position
Cash $398,612 $544,649
Unrestricted Cash $352,821 $488,013 $285,980
Other Liquidity -
Total Assets $3,381,624 $3,585,281 $1,779,903
Total Liabilities $2,984,013 $2,932,610 $1,234,211
Current Portion of Long-Term Debt &
Capital Leases $1,104,038 $101,136 $95,617
Net Assets $397,611 $652,671 $545,692
Statement of Activities
Revenue $3,418,364 $3,504,357 $3,131,915
Expenses $3,673,424 $3,397,378 $2,999,891
Net Income ($255,060) $106,979 $132,024
Change in Net Assets ($255,060) $106,979 $132,024
Financial Statements or Notes
Depreciation & Amortization Expense $251,592 $134,310 $100,316
Interest Expense $173,824 $145,799 $104,389

Lease Expense

$40,386

Financial Performance

| o 2012 2011 __|3.yr cumulative

Going Concern No No No N/A
Unrestricted Days Liquidity* 35.06 52.43 34.80 N/A
Default No No No N/A
Net Income ($255,060) $106,979 $132,024 N/A
Cash Flow (5146,037) $221,365 $149,305 $224,633
Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio 0.13 1.57 1.57 N/A

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

framework's previous "Unrestricted Days Cash" measure.

The charter holder was required to submit a financial performance response based on the fiscal year
2013 audit (portfolio: g. Financial Response). Staff’s evaluation of the financial performance response

resulted in zero “Acceptable” and three “Not Acceptable” determinations (portfolio: f. Financial

Response Evaluation).
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The charter holder stated in the DSP that additional resources will be committed to purchase new
curriculum and a valid and reliable benchmark assessment program in an effort to improve academic
performance.

\ lll. Adherence to the Terms of the Charter

A. Compliance Matters Requiring Board or Other Agency Action

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

B. Other Compliance Matters

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

C. Charter Holder’s Organizational Membership

Because the organizational membership on file with the Board was not consistent with the information
on file with the Arizona Corporation Commission, the charter holder was required to submit the charter
holder’s Organizational Membership portion of the Detailed Business Plan Section. In the renewal
application package, the charter holder submitted the corporate officer information from the Arizona
Corporation Commission. The corporate officers on file at the Arizona Corporation Commission did not
align with the corporate officers on file with the Board. On March 31, 2014, the charter holder
submitted a School Governing Body Notification Request; this was not the correct request and was
deemed administratively incomplete. After further discussion with the charter representative, the
charter holder has provided evidence of the appropriate filings to align organizational membership on
file with the Board and the Arizona Corporation Commission and the organizational membership on file
with the Board is currently in alignment with the Arizona Corporation Commission.

\ Board Options

Option 1: The Board may grant a conditional renewal which is a denial of the renewal unless specific
provisions are included. Staff recommends the following language provided for consideration: | move
that, having considered the statements of the representatives of the charter holder today and the
contents of the renewal portfolio which includes the academic performance, the fiscal compliance, and
legal and contractual compliance of the charter holder provided to the Board for consideration of this
request for charter renewal, the Board has sufficient basis to deny the request for charter renewal and
to not grant a renewal contract for Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. on the grounds that the charter
holder failed to meet or make sufficient progress toward the academic performance expectations set
forth in the performance framework as stated in the Renewal Executive Summary. All that taken into
consideration, the charter holder operates one school that has a current Overall Rating of Meets
Standard. Therefore, the Board will grant a renewal contract to Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. for the
continuation of that school, Telesis Preparatory Academy. The Board’s grant of a renewal contract will
not, however, include the school that does not currently have an Overall Rating of Meets or Exceeds
Standard which is Telesis Preparatory.

Option 2: Notwithstanding staff’'s recommendation to grant a conditional renewal, the Board may
determine that there is a basis to deny the renewal. The following language is provided for
consideration: Having considered the statements of the representatives of the charter holder today and
the contents of the renewal portfolio which includes the academic performance, the fiscal compliance,
and legal and contractual compliance of the charter holder provided to the Board for consideration of
this request for charter renewal, | move to deny the request for charter renewal and to not grant a
renewal contract to Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. on the bases that the charter holder failed to meet

ASBCS, June 9, 2014 Page 25






or make sufficient progress toward the academic performance expectations set forth in the
performance framework as reflected in the Renewal Executive Summary and currently operates one
school that has received overall ratings of “Does Not Meet Standard” or “Falls Far Below Standard” in
both of the two most recent fiscal years for which there is State assessment data available. [IF
APPLICABLE] Additionally, Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.’s failure to meet the Board’s financial
expectations reflects a lack of capacity to support improved performance.

Option 3: Notwithstanding staff’s recommendation to grant a conditional renewal, the Board may
determine that there is a basis to approve the renewal as requested by the charter holder. The
following language is provided for consideration: Renewal is based on consideration of academic, fiscal
and contractual compliance of the charter holder. In this case, the charter holder did not meet the
academic performance expectations set forth in the Board’s performance framework but was able to
demonstrate sufficient progress toward the Board’s expectations when: [provide specific findings related
to curriculum, monitoring of instruction, assessment, professional development, and/or data].
Additionally, the Board has adopted an academic performance framework that allows for additional
consideration of the charter holder throughout the next contract period. There is a record of past
contractual noncompliance which has been reviewed. With that taken into consideration, as well as
having considered the statements of the representatives of the charter holder today and the contents of
the renewal portfolio which includes the academic performance, the fiscal compliance, and legal and
contractual compliance of the charter holder provided to the Board for consideration of this request for
charter renewal, | move to approve the request for charter renewal and grant a renewal contract to
Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.
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Report Date: 05/14/2014 Report Type: Renewal
Charter Contract Information Hide Section
Charter Corporate Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 08-87-02-000 Charter Entity ID: 79218
Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 06/29/2000
Authorizer: ASBCS Contractual Days:
Number of Schools: 2 e Telesis Preparatory: 180
o Telesis Preparatory Academy: 180
Charter Grade Configuration: K-12 Contract Expiration Date: 06/28/2015
FY Charter Opened: 2000 Charter Signed: 06/17/2003
Charter Granted: 05/19/2003 Corp. Commission Status gtharé?r Holder is in Good
anding
Corp. Commission File # 0240476-9 Corp. Type Non Profit
82{2. Commission Status 07/14/2010 Charter Enrollment Cap 650

Charter Contact Information Hide Section

Mailing Address: 2598 Starlite Lane Website: _
Lake Havasu City, AZ 86403
Phone: 928-855-8661 Fax: 928-855-9302
Mission Statement: Telesis Preparatory Academy is a Kindergarten through twelfth grade school committed to

offering curriculum designed and delivered to meet the needs of each student in real
preparation for lifelong learning.

Charter Representatives: Name: Email: FCC Expiration Date:
1.) Ms. Sandra Breece sbreece@telesis-academy.org  05/20/2016
Academic Performance - Telesis Preparatory Academy Hide Section
School Name: Telesis Preparatory Academy School CTDS: 08-87-02-001
School Entity ID: 78857 Charter Entity ID: 79218
School Status: Open School Open Date: 07/01/2000
Physical Address: 2598 Starlite Lane Website: _

Lake Havasu City, AZ 86403



http://www.az.gov/

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/charterholders/manage/289/telesis-center-for-learning-inc

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/charterholders/manage/289/telesis-center-for-learning-inc

http://online.asbcs.az.gov/charterholders/manage/289/telesis-center-for-learning-inc

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



Phone: 928-855-8661 Fax: 928-855-9302
Grade Levels Served: 9-12 FY 2013 100" Day ADM: 96.45

Academic Performance Per Fiscal Year Hi ion

Telesis Preparatory Academy

2012 2013
Small Traditional
High School (9-12) High School (9 to 12)
Point ; Point i
1. Growth Measure As;)igjnn;d Weight Measure As;)ilgnn;d Weight
’ Reading 35.5 50 15 39 50 15
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0
1b. SGP Bottom 25% ;
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0
- - Point ' Point :
2. Pr0f|C|ency Measure As;)ilgnneszd Weight Measure As?ilgnn;d Weight
2a. Percent Passin Math 51 / 40 75 10 56.8 / 53.6 75 10
' J Reading |77/ 64.8 75 0 T o
2b. Composite School Math 9.4 75 7.5 5.6 75 7.5
Comparison Reading 9.3 75 7.5 12.6 75 7.5
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup ELL :
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0
2¢. Subaroun FRL Math 46 / 35.6 75 3.75 |56.8 7 45.9 75 7.5
’ LR Reading |74/ 61.4 75 3.75 |91.9 7 70.3 75 7.5
Math 87 16.9 50 3575 NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup SPED =
Reading |36 / 31.5 75 SN/5) NR 0 0
T Point ' Point :
3. State Accou ntab|||ty Measure As:ilgnneszd Weight | Measure Ass(,)ilgnn;d Weight
3a. State Accountability © 50 5 @ 50 5
. Point . Point: -
4. Graduation Measure Asgi:gnn;d Weight |  Measure Assoilgnn;d Weight
4a. Graduation NR 0 0 NR 0 0
Overall Rat”‘]g Overall Rating Overall Rating
Scoring for Overall Rating
89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard 50.31 85 67.65 85
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard

Save

Academic Performance - Telesis Preparatory

School Name: Telesis Preparatory School CTDS: 08-87-02-002
School Entity ID: 80980 Charter Entity ID: 79218
School Status: Open School Open Date: 08/26/2004
Physical Address: 2598 Starlite Lane Website: _

Lake Havasu City, AZ 86403
Phone: 928-855-8661 Fax: 928-855-9302
Grade Levels Served: K-8 FY 2013 100" Day ADM: 340.995

Academic Performance Per Fiscal Year Hide Section

Telesis Preparatory





2012 2013
Traditional Traditional
Elementary School (K-8) Elementary School (K to 8)

Point . Point .
1. Growth Measure Asg;;nnéd Weight | Measure Asé)ilgnn;d Weight
’ Reading 50 12.5 43 50 12.5
Math 12.5 38 50 12.5

1b. SGP Bottom 25% - -

Reading 51 75 12.5 43 50 12.5

. . Point . Point .
2. Pr0f|C|ency Measure Assoi;;nnéd Weight |  Measure Assilgnn:d Weight
Math 56 / 63.7 50 7.5 |52.4 7/ 63.9 50 11.25

2a. Percent Passin
g Reading |85/ 77.3 75 7.5 |87.3778.2 75 11.25

2b. Composite School | Math -11.8 so 75 [

Comparison Reading 3.7 75 7.5 -2.8 50 11.25
Math NR 0 0 NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup ELL =
Reading NR 0 0 NR 0 0
Math 49 / 53.7 50 3.75 NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup FRL :
Reading |81/ 70.4 7% N5 NR 0 0
Math 8/ 23.8 50 SN NR 0 0
2c. Subgroup SPED =
Reading |33/ 36.4 50 3.75 NR 0 0
1: Point ] Point .
3. State Accou ntab|||ty Measure Assoi;;nnéd Weight | Measure ASSOiIgnngd Weight
3a. State Accountability © 50 5 © 50 5
Overall Ra‘“ng Overall Rating Overall Rating

Scoring for Overall Rating

89 or higher: Exceeds Standard
<89, but > or = to 63: Meets Standard 51.56 100 46.88 100
<63, but > or = to 39: Does Not Meet Standard
Less than 39: Falls Far Below Standard

Academic Performance - Telesis Preparatory Academy (MC) (Member Campus)

School Name: -(rﬁ(lze)SiS Preparatory Academy  school CTDS: 08-87-02-001
School Entity ID: 78857 Charter Entity ID: 79218
School Status: Closed School Open Date: 08/16/2010
Physical Address: 1055 Empire Drive Website: _

Lake Havasu City, AZ 86403
Phone: 928-855-8661 Fax: 928-855-9302
Grade Levels Served: 9-12

Academic Performance - Telesis Preparatory Academy (Member Campus) Hide Section
School Name: Telesis Preparatory Academy School CTDS: 08-87-02-002
School Entity ID: 80980 Charter Entity ID: 79218
School Status: Closed School Open Date: 08/26/2004
Physical Address: 1055 Empire Drive Website: _
Lake Havasu City, AZ 86403
Phone: 928-855-8661 Fax: 928-855-9302

Grade Levels Served: 7-8





Financial Performance

Charter Corporate Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 08-87-02-000 Charter Entity ID: 79218
Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 06/29/2000
Financial Performance - Fiscal Year 2013 Audit Hide Section

Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.

Near-Term Indicators

Going Concern No Meets
Unrestricted Days Liquidity 35.06 Meets
Default No Meets

Sustainability Indicators

Note: Negative numbers are indicated below by parentheses.

Net Income ($255,060) Does Not Meet
E;?g Charge Coverage 0.13 Does Not Meet
gﬁmu'lzéct’;’\‘;e()s'\(ear $224,633 Does Not Meet

cash Flow Detail by FY 2013 FY2012 FY 2011

($146,037) $221,365 $149,305

Does Not Meet Board's Financial Performance Expectations

Charter/Legal Compliance

Charter Corporate Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 08-87-02-000 Charter Entity ID: 79218
Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 06/29/2000

Timely Submission of AFR  Hide Section Timely Submission of Budget Hide Section
Year Timely Year Timely
2013 Yes 2014 Yes
2012 Yes 2013 Yes
2011 Yes 2012 Yes
2010 Yes 2011 Yes
2009 Yes 2010 Yes

Audit Compliance Hide Section
Charter Corporate Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.
Charter CTDS: 08-87-02-000 Charter Entity ID: 79218
Charter Status: Open Contract Effective Date: 06/29/2000
Timely Submission of Annual Audit Hide Section

Year Timely





2013 Yes

2012 Yes
2011 Yes
2010 Yes
2009 Yes

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

There were no repeat findings for fiscal years 2009 to 2013.






		az.gov

		Five-Year Interval Report





		9pbnRlcnZhbF9yZXBvcnQvNzA1AA==: 

		form3: 

		input2: 

		input2_(1): 










Charter Holder Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.
School Name: Telesis Preparatory
Date Submitted: March 31, 2014
Academic Dashboard: FY13/FY12

| = Result after initial evaluation

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evaluation Instrument

Required for: Renewal

Initial Evaluation Completed: April 11, 2014
Final Evaluation Completed: June 4, 2014

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

Measure Acceptable Not Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments
Acceptable
1a. Student Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
Median Growth describes a system evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
Percentile (SGP) evidenced by lesson plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal | adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
Math classroom observations. However, the narrative does not describe a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
Ready Standards into instruction evidenced by standards checklists, proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a
data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor does the fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not | The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the improvement efforts.
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction in Math. Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder did
not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
1/S Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s

narrative describes a professional development plan that is aligned with
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a
professional development plan that includes follow-up and monitoring
strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high
quality implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that
contributed to increased student growth in Math.

Data: Limited data and no analysis of data was provided to
demonstrate increased student growth in Math on Arizona's College
and Career Ready Standards.

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

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not

Initial Evaluation Comments

Final Evaluation Comments

Acceptable
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement
plan that includes implementation of a professional development plan
that contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather,
the charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
and instructional practices. The professional development described
lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
school.
Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources.
1a. Student Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
Median Growth describes a system evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
Percentile (SGP) evidenced by lesson plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal | adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
Reading classroom observations. However, the narrative does not describe a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
Ready Standards into instruction evidenced by standards checklists, proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a
data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor does the fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not | The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the improvement efforts.
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
I/S instruction in Math. Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder did

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
narrative describes a professional development plan that is aligned with
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a
professional development plan that includes follow-up and monitoring
strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high
quality implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that
contributed to increased student growth in Reading.

Data: Limited data and no analysis of data was provided to

not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
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Not

Measure Acceptable Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments
Acceptable
demonstrate increased student growth in Reading on Arizona's College | the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
and Career Ready Standards. comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement
plan that includes implementation of a professional development plan
that contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather,
the charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
and instructional practices. The professional development described
lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
school.
Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources.
1b. Student Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
Median Growth describes a system evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
Percentile (SGP) evidenced by lesson plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal | adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
Bottom 25% classroom observations. However, the narrative does not describe a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
Math system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
Ready Standards into instruction evidenced by standards checklists, proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a
data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor does the fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
/s feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not | The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school

demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction in Math for students in the bottom 25%.

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
narrative describes a professional development plan that is aligned with
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a
professional development plan that includes follow-up and monitoring
strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high

improvement efforts.

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

Measure Acceptable Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments
Acceptable
quality implementation. Nor did the narrative describe how the system
is adapted to meet the needs of students in the bottom 25%. The Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a | did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
professional development plan that contributed to increased student implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
growth in Math for students in the bottom 25%. proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
Data: No Math data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
increased student growth for students in the bottom 25% in Math. performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement
plan that includes implementation of a professional development plan
that contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather,
the charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
and instructional practices. The professional development described
lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
school.
Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for students in the
bottom 25% in math.
1b. Student Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
Median Growth describes a system evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
Percentile (SGP) evidenced by lesson plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal | adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
Bottom 25% classroom observations. However, the narrative does not describe a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
Reading system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
/s Ready Standards into instruction evidenced by standards checklists, proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a

data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor does the
narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction in Reading for students in the bottom 25%.

fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
improvement efforts.

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder did
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Not

Measure Acceptable Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments
Acceptable
not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Professional Development: his area was scored as approaches. The implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
narrative describes a professional development plan that is aligned with | College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
professional development plan that includes follow-up and monitoring integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.
quality implementation. Nor did the narrative describe how the system
is adapted to meet the needs of students in the bottom 25%. The Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a | did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
professional development plan that contributed to increased student implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
growth in Reading for students in the bottom 25%. proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
Data: No Reading data and analysis of data was provided to comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
demonstrate increased student growth for students in the bottom 25% | performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
in Reading. growth.
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement
plan that includes implementation of a professional development plan
that contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather,
the charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
and instructional practices. The professional development described
lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
school.
Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for students in the
bottom 25% in Reading.
2a. Percent Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
Passing describes a system evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
Math /s evidenced by lesson plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a

classroom observations. However, the narrative does not describe a
system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career
Ready Standards into instruction evidenced by standards checklists,

sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a
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data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor does the
narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction in Math.

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
narrative describes a professional development plan that is aligned with
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a
professional development plan that includes follow-up and monitoring
strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high
quality implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that
contributed to increased student proficiency in Math.

Data: Limited Math data and no analysis of data was provided to
demonstrate increased student proficiency.

fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
improvement efforts.

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

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.

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

Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources.
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Acceptable
2b. Composite Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
School describes a system evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
Comparison evidenced by lesson plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal | adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
(Traditional and classroom observations. However, the narrative does not describe a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
Small Schools system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
only) Ready Standards into instruction evidenced by standards checklists, proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a
Math data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor does the fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not | The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the improvement efforts.
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction in Math. Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder did
not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
narrative describes a professional development plan that is aligned with | College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
professional development plan that includes follow-up and monitoring integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.
/s quality implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate

that the school implemented a professional development plan that
contributed to increased student proficiency in comparison to expected
performance levels in Math for ELL, FRL, and students with disabilities
as compared to similar schools.

Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate
increased student proficiency in Math to expected performance levels
for ELL, FRL, and students with disabilities as compared to similar
schools.

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement
plan that includes implementation of a professional development plan
that contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather,
the charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
and instructional practices. The professional development described
lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
school.
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Acceptable
Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for ELL, FRL, and
students with disabilities as compared to similar schools.
2c. Subgroup Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
Comparison describes a system evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
(2b. for evidenced by lesson plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal | adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
Alternative) classroom observations. However, the narrative does not describe a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
ELL system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
Math Ready Standards into instruction evidenced by standards checklists, proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a
data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor does the fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not | The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the improvement efforts.
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction in Math for ELL students. Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder did
not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
narrative describes a professional development plan that is aligned with | College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
1/S teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the

professional development plan that includes follow-up and monitoring
strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high
quality implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that
contributed to increased student proficiency in in Math for ELL
students.

Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate
increased student proficiency in math for ELL students.

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

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder [has not developed or is at the beginning stages of
developing] a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly
defined performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor
student growth.

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement
plan that includes implementation of a professional development plan
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Acceptable
that contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather,
the charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
and instructional practices. The professional development described
lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
school.
Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for ELL students.
2c. Subgroup Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
Comparison describes a system evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
(2b. for evidenced by lesson plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
Alternative) classroom observations. However, the narrative does not describe a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
ELL system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
Reading Ready Standards into instruction evidenced by standards checklists, proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a
data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor does the fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not | The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the improvement efforts.
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction in Reading for ELL students Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder did
/s not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
narrative describes a professional development plan that is aligned with
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a
professional development plan that includes follow-up and monitoring
strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high
quality implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that
contributed to increased student proficiency in Reading for ELL
students.

Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate
increased student proficiency in reading for ELL students.

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

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
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Acceptable
growth.
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement
plan that includes implementation of a professional development plan
that contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather,
the charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
and instructional practices. The professional development described
lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
school.
Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for ELL students.
2c. Subgroup Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
Comparison describes a system evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
(2b. for evidenced by lesson plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal | adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
Alternative) classroom observations. However, the narrative does not describe a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
FRL system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
Math Ready Standards into instruction evidenced by standards checklists, proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a
data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor does the fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not | The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the improvement efforts.
1/S integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into

instruction in Math for FRL students

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
narrative describes a professional development plan that is aligned with
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a
professional development plan that includes follow-up and monitoring
strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high
quality implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that
contributed to increased student proficiency in Math for FRL students.

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

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
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Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate
increased student proficiency in Math for students with disabilities.

implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.

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

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

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

Reading

1/s

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

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
narrative describes a professional development plan that is aligned with
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a

Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a
fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
improvement efforts.

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder did
not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
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Acceptable
professional development plan that includes follow-up and monitoring integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.
quality implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
contributed to increased student proficiency in Reading for FRL did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
students. implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
increased student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities. comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement
plan that includes implementation of a professional development plan
that contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather,
the charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
and instructional practices. The professional development described
lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
school.
Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for FRL students.
2c. Subgroup Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
Comparison describes a system evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
(2b. for evidenced by lesson plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal | adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
Alternative) classroom observations. However, the narrative does not describe a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
SPED system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
Math /S Ready Standards into instruction evidenced by standards checklists, proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a

data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor does the
narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into

fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
improvement efforts.
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Acceptable
instruction in Math for students with disabilities. Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder did
not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
narrative describes a professional development plan that is aligned with | College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
professional development plan that includes follow-up and monitoring integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.
quality implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
contributed to increased student proficiency in Math for students with did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
disabilities. implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
increased student proficiency in math for students with disabilities. comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement
plan that includes implementation of a professional development plan
that contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather,
the charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
and instructional practices. The professional development described
lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
school.
Data: The charter holder did not provide data and analysis that
demonstrates improved academic performance based on data
generated from valid and reliable assessment sources for students with
disabilities.
2c. Subgroup Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
Comparison describes a system evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
(2b. for 1/S evidenced by lesson plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal | adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a

Alternative)
SPED

classroom observations. However, the narrative does not describe a
system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career

sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
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Reading

Ready Standards into instruction evidenced by standards checklists,
data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor does the
narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the
integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction in Reading for students with disabilities.

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
narrative describes a professional development plan that is aligned with
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a
professional development plan that includes follow-up and monitoring
strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high
quality implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that
contributed to increased student proficiency in Reading for students
with disabilities.

Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate
increased student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities.

proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a
fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
improvement efforts.

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

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.

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

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

3a. A-F Letter Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
Grade State describes a system evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
Accountability evidenced by lesson plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal | adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
System classroom observations. However, the narrative does not describe a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a

system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and

Ready Standards into instruction evidenced by standards checklists, proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a

data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor does the fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school

narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.

feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not | The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school

demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the improvement efforts.

integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into

instruction. Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder did

not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s

narrative describes a professional development plan that is aligned with | College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the

teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the

professional development plan that includes follow-up and monitoring integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into

/S strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.

quality implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that
contributed to increased student growth and proficiency in Math and
Reading.

Data: No data was provided to demonstrate increased growth and
proficiency in Math and Reading.

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.

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

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

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

Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative

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

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.
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Acceptable

describes data collection from multiple assessments, such as formative

and summative assessments. However, the narrative does not describe | Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The

a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement

performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional plan that includes implementation of a professional development plan

methodology and includes common/benchmark assessments, and data | that contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather,

review teams. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the the charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional

school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting increases development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum

in student growth on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards for | and instructional practices. The professional development described

Math. lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the

school.

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The

narrative describes a professional development plan aligned with Data: The charter holder provided data and analysis that demonstrates

teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a improved academic performance based on data generated from valid

comprehensive professional development plan that includes follow-up and reliable assessment sources. The data and analysis demonstrates

and monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and improved growth and proficiency in Math and Reading.

supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not

demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development

plan that contributed to increased student growth in Math.

Data: Limited data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate

increased student growth in Math on Arizona's College and Career

Ready Standards.
1a. Student Curriculum: This area was scored as a fragmented approach. The Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
Median Growth narrative describes steps to create, implement, evaluate, and revise provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
Percentile (SGP) curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
Reading College and Career Ready Standards. However, the narrative does not sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a

describe a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and

curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a

/s College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school

alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional material
adoptions, committee work, data review teams, and clearly defined and
measureable implementation across the school. he narrative provided
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that
contributes to increased student growth in Reading on Arizona's
College and Career Ready Standards for Reading.

curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
improvement efforts.

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

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

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
narrative describes a professional development plan aligned with
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a
comprehensive professional development plan that includes follow-up
and monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development
plan that contributed to increased student growth in Reading.

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

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

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.

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

Data: The charter holder provided data and analysis that demonstrates
improved academic performance based on data generated from valid
and reliable assessment sources. The data and analysis demonstrates
improved growth and proficiency in Math and Reading.
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Measure Acceptable Initial Evaluation Comments Final Evaluation Comments
Acceptable
1b. Student Curriculum: This area was scored as a fragmented approach. The Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
Median Growth narrative describes steps to create, implement, evaluate, and revise provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
Percentile (SGP) curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
Bottom 25% College and Career Ready Standards. However, the narrative does not sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
Math describe a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a
College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional material curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
adoptions, committee work, data review teams, and clearly defined and | The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided | improvement efforts.
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that
contributes to increased student growth in Math on Arizona's College Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder did
and Career Ready Standards for students in the bottom 25% for Math. not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative does College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.
/S reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations,

standards checklists, data review teams, and standards-based
assessments. Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for
some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. The
narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a
plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career
Ready Standards into instruction in Math for students in the bottom
25%.

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

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.

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

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The Data: The charter holder provided data and analysis that demonstrates

narrative describes a professional development plan aligned with improved academic performance based on data generated from valid

teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a and reliable assessment sources. The data and analysis demonstrates

comprehensive professional development plan that includes follow-up improved growth and proficiency in Math and Reading.

and monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and

supports high quality implementation. Nor does the narrative describe

how this system is adapted to meet the needs of students in the

bottom 25%. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the

school implemented a professional development plan that contributed

to increased student growth in Math for students in the bottom 25%.

Data: Limited Math data and analysis of data was provided to

demonstrate increased student growth for students in the bottom 25%

in Math.
1b. Student Curriculum: This area was scored as a fragmented approach. The Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
Median Growth narrative describes steps to create, implement, evaluate, and revise provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
Percentile (SGP) curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
Bottom 25% College and Career Ready Standards. However, the narrative does not sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
Reading describe a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and

curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a

College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school

alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional material curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.

adoptions, committee work, data review teams, and clearly defined and | The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school

measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided | improvement efforts.

/s did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that

contributes to increased student growth in Reading on Arizona's
College and Career Ready Standards for students in the bottom 25%.

Instruction: This area was scored as falls far below. The narrative does
not describe a system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College
and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan

reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal classroom observations,
standards checklists, data review teams, and standards-based
assessments. Nor does the narrative describe a system that provides for
some analysis and feedback to further develop the system. The

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

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student

Page 5 of 13






Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Initial Evaluation Comments

Final Evaluation Comments

narrative provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a
plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s College and Career
Ready Standards into instruction in Reading for students in the bottom
25%.

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

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
narrative describes a professional development plan aligned with
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a
comprehensive professional development plan that includes follow-up
and monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and
supports high quality implementation. Nor does the narrative describe
how this system is adapted to meet the needs of students in the
bottom 25%. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a professional development plan that contributed

to increased student growth in Reading for students in the bottom 25%.

Data: Limited Reading data and analysis of data was provided to
demonstrate increased student growth for students in the bottom 25%
in Reading.

proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.

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

Data: The charter holder provided data and analysis that demonstrates
improved academic performance based on data generated from valid
and reliable assessment sources. The data and analysis demonstrates
improved growth and proficiency in Math and Reading.

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

Math

Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a
fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
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curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
improvement efforts.

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

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.

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

Data: The charter holder provided data and analysis that demonstrates
improved academic performance based on data generated from valid
and reliable assessment sources. The data and analysis demonstrates
improved growth and proficiency in Math and Reading.
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2c. Subgroup
Comparison
(2b. for
Alternative)
ELL

Reading

Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a
fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
improvement efforts.

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

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.

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

and Career Ready Standards into instruction and evaluate the
instructional practices of the teachers evidenced by lesson plan

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

Assessment: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative
describes data collection from multiple assessments, such as formative
and summative assessments. However, the narrative does not describe
a comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures aligned with the curriculum and instructional

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

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
charter holder did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement
plan that includes implementation of a professional development plan
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Acceptable
methodology and includes common/benchmark assessments, and data | that contributed to increased student growth and proficiency. Rather,
review teams. The narrative provided did not demonstrate that the the charter holder provided evidence of an approach to professional
school implemented a plan for monitoring and documenting increases development that is not comprehensive nor aligned with the curriculum
in student proficiency in Math on Arizona's College and Career Ready and instructional practices. The professional development described
Standards for students with disabilities. lacks a process for implementing new procedures and processes at the
school.
Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
narrative describes a professional development plan aligned with Data: The charter holder provided data and analysis that demonstrates
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a improved academic performance based on data generated from valid
comprehensive professional development plan that includes follow-up and reliable assessment sources. The data and analysis demonstrates
and monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and improved growth and proficiency in Math and Reading for students
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not within the students with disabilities subgroup.
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development
plan that contributed to increased student proficiency in Math for
students with disabilities.
Data: Limited data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate
increased student proficiency in math for students with disabilities.
2c. Subgroup Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
Comparison describes a system evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
(2b. for evidenced by lesson plan reviews, formal teacher evaluations, informal adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
Alternative) classroom observations. However, the narrative does not describe a sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
SPED system to monitor the integration of Arizona’s College and Career curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
Reading Ready Standards into instruction evidenced by standards checklists, proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a
data review teams, and standards-based assessments. Nor does the fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
narrative describe a system that provides for some analysis and curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
feedback to further develop the system. The narrative provided did not | The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
1/S demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the improvement efforts.

integration of the Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction in Reading for students with disabilities.

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
narrative describes a professional development plan that is aligned with
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a
professional development plan that includes follow-up and monitoring
strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and supports high
quality implementation. The narrative provided did not demonstrate

Instruction: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder did
not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring the integration of the Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards into instruction. Rather, the
charter holder provided evidence of an approach to monitor the
integration of Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards into
instruction and evaluate the instructional practices of the teachers.
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that the school implemented a professional development plan that
contributed to increased student proficiency in Reading for students
with disabilities.

Data: No data and analysis of data was provided to demonstrate
increased student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities.

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.

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

Data: The charter holder provided data and analysis that demonstrates
improved academic performance based on data generated from valid
and reliable assessment sources. The data and analysis demonstrates
improved growth and proficiency in Math and Reading for students
within the students with disabilities subgroup.

3a. A-F Letter
Grade State
Accountability
System

1/s

Curriculum: This area was scored as a fragmented approach. The
narrative describes steps to create, implement, evaluate, and revise
curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards. However, the narrative does not
describe a system to create, implement, evaluate, and revise
curriculum, including supplemental curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s
College and Career Ready Standards, evidenced by curriculum
alignment, curriculum maps, pacing guides, instructional material
adoptions, committee work, data review teams, and clearly defined and
measureable implementation across the school. The narrative provided
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that
contributes to increased student growth and proficiency in Math and

Curriculum: This area was scored as approaches. The charter holder
provided evidence of a systematic process the schools use to create or
adopt, evaluate and revise curriculum, but did not provide evidence of a
sustained improvement plan that includes implementation of a
curriculum that contributes to increased student growth and
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder provided evidence of a
fragmented approach that the school uses to implement school
curriculum, aligned with Arizona’s College and Career Ready Standards.
The approach lacks cohesiveness or alignment with other school
improvement efforts.
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Reading on Arizona's College and Career Ready Standards.

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

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

Professional Development: This area was scored as approaches. The
narrative describes a professional development plan aligned with
teacher learning needs. However, the narrative does not describe a
comprehensive professional development plan that includes follow-up
and monitoring strategies, focuses on areas of high importance, and
supports high quality implementation. The narrative provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a professional development
plan that contributed to increased student growth and proficiency in
Math and Reading.

Data: Limited data and analysis was provided to demonstrate increased
growth and proficiency in Math and Reading.

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

Assessment: This area was scored as falls far below. The charter holder
did not provide evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
implementation of a plan for monitoring and documenting student
proficiency. Rather, the charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
the charter holder is at the beginning stages of developing a
comprehensive assessment system based on clearly defined
performance measures and is not collecting data to monitor student
growth.

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

Data: The charter holder provided data and analysis that demonstrates
improved academic performance based on data generated from valid
and reliable assessment sources. The data and analysis demonstrates
improved growth and proficiency in Math and Reading.
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Acceptable
4a. Graduation Graduation Rate: This area was scored as approaches. The narrative Graduation Rate: This area was scored as meets. The charter holder did
describes strategies that include individual student plans for academic provided evidence of a sustained improvement plan that includes
and career success, which are monitored, reviewed, and updated increasing the percent of entering ninth graders who graduate from high
annually. However, the narrative does not describe strategies the school in four years. The charter holder’s evidence demonstrated that
/s school uses to ensure students in grades 9-12 graduate on time. The the charter holder has implemented strategies to ensure students in

narrative does not describe highly effective practices the school uses
for addressing early academic difficulty.

Data: Limited data and analysis was provided to demonstrate success in
ensuring students graduate on time.

grades 9-12 graduate on time, and the school presented data that
demonstrates success in ensuring students graduate on time.
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory

Charter Holder Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. Required for: Renewal
School Name: Telesis Preparatory Evaluation Criteria Area: Curriculum

Site Visit Date: April 22, 2014

Document Name/Identification

op

4/11/14 _ Pearson Literature
Webinar

Nash Requisition — Pearson ELA
Curriculum

Requisition order forms fy12-13
fy13-14

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: meeting to demonstrate
process for identifying holes in alighment with Common Core

Review that was sent back for record keeping purposes regarding Pearson Literature curriculum, and providing
feedback regarding curriculum.

Catalog teacher input
(requisition documents included to document order of materials based on conclusion of curriculum committee

review process)

ASBCS staff evaluation: Documentation of adopting curriculum. Requisition forms document adoption of curriculum

A copy of this document was taken because: document the curriculum adoption review process, demonstrate
adoption of curriculum

ELA Notes 3/7

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate:

ASBCS staff evaluation: it seems to address ELA curriculum adoption

A copy of this document was taken because: documents the adoption process for ELA curriculum
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Math/Science Common Core
Team Meeting March 7, 2014

Math/Science Team Meeting
12/13/13

January 24, 2014

Common Core Meeting Guiding
questions to related meeting
minutes: 11/15/13, 12/13/13,
3/7/14, 1/24/14,

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: documentation of math
curriculum adoption, Prentice Hall mathematics

ASBCS staff evaluation: documentation of curriculum adoption system and revision of curriculum

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates math curriculum adoption process as documented in
meeting minutes

Super Kids Reading Kindergarten

Superkids Kindergarten Program
standards alignment

Lesson Plan for Unit 10 “F”
Lesson 64

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: implementation of curriculum
curriculum pacing guide, alignment to standards,

ASBCS staff evaluation: documentation of implementation of curriculum for Kindergarten

A copy of this document was taken because: Lesson plan and Super Kids Reading Kindergarten document alignment
between lesson plan and pacing document

standards alignment document NOT taken, because we did review documentation and confirm alignment between
Lesson plan and unit activities aligned to standards

’

Intermediate Math envision
Math/ Pearson grade 5 and 6
pacing guides

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: pacing and alignment to
standards

ASBCS staff evaluation: demonstrates alignment of lesson plans to pacing guides and standards

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates pacing and alignment with lesson plans and lesson plan
alignment with standards
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SPED curriculum documentation Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate:
—IEP and Lesson Plans

ASBCS staff evaluation: reviewed student IEP goals and SPED comments for instructional days log (brief description of
lesson plan)

A copy of this document was not taken because: contains student names.

Intervention Meeting Minutes Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: adoption process for
August 28, 2013 intervention resources that were recently adopted but not yet fully implemented

ASBCS staff evaluation: item 5 on August 28 minutes discussion of curriculum supplements

A copy of this document was taken because: it shows the process for adopting curriculum supplements for bottom

25%
PLC Notes for EE (grades K-2) Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: documentation of how
September 2013, November curriculum is adapted to meet the needs of students in the bottom 25%

2013, January 2014
ASBCs staff evaluation: document demonstrates discussion of adaptations to curriculum for students in bottom

25%.

A copy of this document was taken because: documentation of meetings where discussion for intervention which
demonstration of adaptation of curriculum for bottom 25% occurred.
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Academic Enrichment
/Intervention

Meeting Minutes for January 22

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: adaptions of curriculum for
bottom 25%

ASBCS staff evaluation: Document

A copy of this document was taken because: documentation of curriculum for bottom 25% for grades 7-8

4t Grade Lesson Plan

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: implementation of curriculum
aligned to the standard

ASBCS staff evaluation: curriculum provided “lesson plan” identifies teachers edition where lesson is available, but
teacher has provided own lesson. Unable to align two documents.

A copy of this document was not taken because: unable to align lesson plan to pacing and standards, provided only 1
lesson plan,

7th-8th grade Math pacing guides
and lesson plans

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: alignment of curriculum

ASBCS staff evaluation: documentation of lesson plans and pacing, includes standard and date of lesson

A copy of this document was taken because: pacing guide and aligned lesson plan for 7""-8t" math

l, K&‘HVCVW‘C/ i O [OS , completed this Site Visit Inventory during the site visit conducted
by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on C'Ul\?ﬂ( ‘Q; P c;'b ILF
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory

Charter Holder Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. Required for: Renewal
School Name: Telesis Preparatory Academy Evaluation Criteria Area: Curriculum

Site Visit Date: April 22, 2014

Document Name/Identification

Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

Standards for Mathematical
Content Prentice Hall Geometry,
Algebra 1, Algebra 2

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: alignment of curriculum to
Common Core standards

ASBCS staff: teachers uses teacher edition as lesson plans

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates alignment of curriculum to Common Core as well as
pacing in lesson planning

Romeo and Juliet Instructional
Questions Aligned with CCSS

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: alignment of curriculum to
Common Core standards

ASBCSs staff: instructional questions paired with specific Common Core State Standards

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates alighment of questions to Common Core Standards

Romeo and Juliet Unit Plan from
Teacher’s Pet Publications, Inc.

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: curriculum mapping and pacing
guide

ASBCS staff: unit does not document identify standards

A copy of this document was not taken because: a unit plan, but does not demonstrate curriculum mapping, and
pacing of standards
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Pearson SuccessNet Lesson Plan
for Math

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: implementation of the
curriculum

ASBCS staff: lesson plan documents alignment with curriculum map, derived from textbook

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates alignment with curriculum map

English/Language Arts lesson
plan (The Joy Luck Club

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: implementation of the
curriculum

ASBCS staff: lesson plan does not include common core standards, not aligned with common core standards

A copy of this document was taken because: does not demonstrate alignment to the standards

English 9, 10, 11 Course
Packages

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: implementation of the
curriculum

ASBCS staff: describes course and lists topics, but no standards are included

A copy of this document was taken because: does not demonstrate alignment of the standards

Algebra 1, Algebra 2, Geometry,
and Algebra 3 Course Package

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate:

ASBCS staff: describes and lists topics, but no standards are included

A copy of this document was taken because: does not demonstrate alignment of the standards
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Common Core Team Meeting
Minutes

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: adoption of ELA curriculum

ASBCS staff: demonstrated the process to adopt curriculum

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrated process to adopt curriculum

Requisition Purchase Order Form

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: adoption of ELA curriculum

ASBCS staff: demonstrates process for adoption of ELA curriculum

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates process for adoption of ELA curriculum

Board of Director Meeting
Minutes

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: evaluation and revision of
curriculum

ASBCS staff: demonstrates process for evaluation and revision of high school curriculum

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates process for evaluation and revision of high school
curriculum

Student Performance Trendline
for Transition Math

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: modification of curriculum for
students in the bottom 25%

ASBCS staff: reviewed documents on site that demonstrate a curriculum for students in the bottom 25%

A copy of this document was not taken because: demonstrates curriculum for students in the bottom 25% had
identifiable student information on documents
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Student Performance Trendline
for Relevant Writing, Creative
Writing, Composition Builder

Charter hoider indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: modification of curriculum for
students in the bottom 25%

ASBCS staff: reviewed documents on site that demonstrate a curriculum for students in the bottom 25%

A copy of this document was not taken because: demonstrates curriculum for students in the bottom 25% had
identifiable student information on documents

Amlw R‘/ 165 , completed this Site Visit Inventory during the site visit conducted

by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on 7‘!‘77/‘” 5202 / Qol‘f
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, received a copy of this document at the end of the site visit

conducted by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on 4,&’/1 / 2’ Z 2/0 /'7/
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory

Charter Holder Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. Required for: Renewal
School Name: Telesis Preparatory Evaluation Criteria Area: Instruction

Site Visit Date: April 22, 2014

Document Name/Identification

Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

SuperKids Kindergarten Class
Record Form for (The Beginning
of the Year Test, Class Record
Form for Progress Test 5, Class
Record Form for Progress Test 1,
Class Record Form for Progress
Test5

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate:

ASBCS staff: although documents are from assessment, skills are tracked individually by student for mastery

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates process for monitoring integration of standards into
instruction

Formal evaluations — includes
teacher self-evaluation,
administrator evaluation,
scripted notes of lesson
observed, and lesson plan
{included evaluation of SPED
teachers)

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: evaluation of instructional
practices of teachers

ASBCS staff: Observation forms are complete, evaluations are completed, scripted notes align to evaluation areas on
form. Form does identify differentiation as an area.

A copy of this document was not taken because: we have observed the completion of teacher evaluation forms

Peer Observations (4 samples)

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: peer observations of
instruction

ASBCS staff: demonstrates informal observations of teacher instruction

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates process of peer observations (informal observations)
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Growth Plan

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: strategies of improvement for a
teacher

ASBCS staff: growth plan identifies areas of concern and solutions for each area, includes timeframes for
implementation, monitoring of progress, and final review of progress.

A copy of this document was taken because: documentation of follow-up and monitoring following teacher
evaluation

Informal observations for
teachers on a growth plan

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: follow-up and monitoring

ASBCS staff: informal observation forms document specific issues and identify whether it was present or needed

A copy of this document was taken because: documentation of follow-up and monitoring after teacher evaluations
are completed

(DDL[D § , completed this Site Visit Inventory during the site visit conducted

] !(Q%WIV; ¢

by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on Aﬁpﬁ'{ 02'2-. 020 ‘bf
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Charter Holder Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.
School Name: Telesis Preparatory Academy

Site Visit Date: April 22, 2014

Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory
Required for: Renewal
Evaluation Criteria Area: Instruction

Document Name/Identification

Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

SuperKids Kindergarten Class
Record Form for {The Beginning
of the Year Test, Class Record
Form for Progress Test 5, Class
Record Form for Progress Test 1,
Class Record Form for Progress
Test5

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate:

ASBCS staff: although documents are from assessment, skills are tracked individually by student for mastery

A copy of this document was taken because: documentation of process for monitoring integration of standards into
instruction

Formal evaluations — includes
teacher self-evaluation,
administrator evaluation,
scripted notes of lesson
observed, and lesson plan
(included evaluation of SPED
teachers)

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: evaluation of instructional
practices of teachers

ASBCS staff: Observation forms are complete, evaluations are completed, scripted notes align to evaluation areas on
form. Form does identify differentiation as an area.

A copy of this document Choose an item. taken because: it’s a massive binder and we have observed the
completion of teacher evaluation forms

Peer Observations (4 samples)

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: peer observations of
instruction

ASBCS staff: demonstrates informal observations of teacher instruction

A copy of this document was taken because: 3 of peer observations (informal observations)
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Growth Plan Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: strategies of improvement for a
teacher

ASBCS staff: growth plan identifies areas of concern and solutions for each area, includes timeframes for
implementation, monitoring of progress, and final review of progress.

A copy of this document was taken because: documentation of follow-up and monitoring following teacher
evaluation

Academy Team Minutes Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: monitoring instruction
February 10, 2014

ASBCS staff: documentation of monitoring of instruction through peer observations

A copy of this document was taken because: documentation of monitoring of instruction through peer observations

, K):Ehww iPOU{O’ , completed this Site Visit Inventory during the site visit conducted
by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on !ﬁpl/l ( C; a‘ &/O{L{ A P
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory

Charter Holder Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. Required for: Renewal
School Name: Telesis Preparatory Evaluation Criteria Area: Assessment

Site Visit Date: April 22, 2014

Document Name/Identification

Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

Assessment Plan

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: implementation of an
assessment plan

ASBCS staff: documentation of types of assessments given,

A copy of this document was taken because: documentation of assessment plan

PLC Notes (grades 1-2)

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: data team meetings

ASBCS staff: documentation of meetings to discuss assessments

A copy of this document was taken because: documentation of data discussion meetings

Intervention Meeting minutes
(2/26/14, 1/22/14, 12/18/14)

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: data meetings

ASBCS staff: documentation of meetings to discuss assessment administration

A copy of this document was taken because: documentation of data discussions
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Intervention Meeting Minutes Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: data team meetings
with individual student

discussions (meetings include
students, parents, and school ASBCS staff: identify specific strategies used with students based on data
staff)

A copy of this document was not taken because: includes student information

PLC Goals (elementary team Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: data team meetings
9/13/13) 3" grade and 4™ grade

ASBCS staff: indicates that it identifies strategies used and evaluates instruction, gaps, methods for addressing gaps
based on assessments

A copy of this document was taken because: documents data meetings

Junior Academy 7" Grade Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: assessment plan
Assessment Policy

ASBCS staff: identifies assessments and schedule for frequency of each assessment type

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates 7" grade assessment plan

) L/fﬂthaﬁﬂb [ - [OS , completed this Sjte Visit Inventory during the site visit conducted
by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on f#?fvt{ Dzaz GQ_DI )

)
1, \Q a1 /J/#’”C‘ B eeee F’/—B , received a copy of this document at the end of the site visit
conducted by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on )‘4 j2 ) | 2 Z 20 1£¥4
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory

Charter Holder Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. Required for: Renewal
School Name: Telesis Preparatory Evaluation Criteria Area: Assessment

Site Visit Date: April 22, 2014

Document Name/Identification

Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

Assessment Plan

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: implementation of an
assessment plan

ASBCS staff: documentation of types of assessments given,

A copy of this document was taken because: documentation of assessment plan

PLC Notes (grades 1-2)

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: data team meetings

ASBCS staff: documentation of meetings to discuss assessments

A copy of this document was taken because: documentation of data discussion meetings

Intervention Meeting minutes
(2/26/14, 1/22/14, 12/18/14)

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: data meetings

ASBCS staff: documentation of meetings to discuss assessment administration

A copy of this document was taken because: documentation of data discussions
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Intervention Meeting Minutes
with individual student
discussions (meetings include
students, parents, and school
staff)

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: data team meetings

ASBCS staff: identify specific strategies used with students based on data

A copy of this document was not taken because: includes student information

PLC Goals (elementary team
9/13/13) 3 grade and 4™ grade

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: data team meetings

ASBCS staff: indicates that it identifies strategies used and evaluates instruction, gaps, methods for addressing gaps
based on assessments

A copy of this document was taken because: documents data meetings

Junior Academy 7t Grade
Assessment Policy

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: assessment plan

ASBCS staff: identifies assessments and schedule for frequency of each assessment type

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates 7" grade assessment plan

1, ﬁ%@(lhb /ﬁ‘*’b‘s , completed this Site Visit Inventory during the site visit conducted
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory

Charter Holder Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. Required for: Renewal
School Name: Telesis Preparatory Academy Evaluation Criteria Area: Assessment

Site Visit Date: April 22, 2014

Document Name/Identification

Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

Academy team minutes
December 16, 2013

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: data team meetings

ASBCS staff: minutes demonstrate assessment schedule

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates assessment schedule for STAR testing and post-test/finals

K&'H;[&/WM %u/[d s , completed this Site Visit Inventory during the site visit conducted

by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on A'T)ﬂ.( ,2.2 2,0 {LF
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory

Charter Holder Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. Required for: Renewal
School Name: Telesis Preparatory Evaluation Criteria Area: Professional Development

Site Visit Date: April 22, 2014

Document Name/Identification

Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

Advanced standards 5 binder —
materials from RTI PD

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: high quality implementation of
PD

ASBCS staff: demonstrates high quality implementation of RTI PD

A copy of this document was not taken because: large amount of material

Common Core PD Overview

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: high quality implementation of
PD

ASBCS staff: demonstrates high quality implementation of Common Core PD

A copy of this document was not taken because: large amount of material

Friday PD Calendar Agenda
(2013-14)

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: professional development plan
addresses areas of high need

ASBCS staff: demonstrates monthly PD sessions, list of topics includes Common Core sessions.

A copy of this document was taken because: documentation of PD addressing areas of high need
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Technology/PARCC Team Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: documentation of follow-up
Meeting Summary 12/12/13 and monitoring of professional development

ASBCS staff: saw one example of follow-up

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates follow-up to professional development
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory

Charter Holder Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. Required for: Renewal
School Name: Telesis Preparatory Academy Evaluation Criteria Area: Professional Development

Site Visit Date: April 22, 2014

Document Name/Identification

Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

Advanced standards 5 binder —
materials from RTI PD

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: high quality implementation of
PD

ASBCS staff: demonstrates high quality implementation of RTI PD

A copy of this document was not taken because: large amount of material

Common Core PD Overview

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: high quality implementation of
PD

ASBCS staff: demonstrates high quality implementation of Common Core PD

A copy of this document was not taken because: large amount of material

Friday PD Calendar Agenda
(2013-14)

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: professional development plan
addresses areas of high need

ASBCS staff: demonstrates monthly PD sessions, list of topics includes Common Core sessions.

A copy of this document was taken because: documentation of PD addressing areas of high need

Page1of2






Technology/PARCC Team Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: documentation of follow-up
Meeting Summary 12/12/13 and monitoring of professional development

ASBCS staff: saw one example of follow-up to professional development

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates follow-up to professional development

MWM ?M’(og , completed this Site Visit Inventory during the site visit conducted
by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on #ﬂ/ ()ZQ &0 /C/ =l
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory
Charter Holder Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. Required for: Renewal
School Name: Telesis Preparatory Evaluation Criteria Area: Data
Site Visit Date: April 22, 2014

Document Name/Identification Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

Growth data within the year Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved student achievement

ASBCS staff: looked at growth data within the year from a variety of assessments

A copy of this document was not taken because: does not demonstrate improvement as compared to previous years

l, Kaﬂﬂwm‘b E? U;lOf , completed this,Site Visit Inventory during the site visit conducted
by the Arizona State Board of Charter Schools on @ﬂ/ 0202,, OZO / y
l, \gd mfjl/\n" /< : B —eeer i‘_c/ ‘ D ; , received a copy of this document at the end of the site visit
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory

Charter Holder Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. Required for: Renewal
School Name: Telesis Preparatory Academy Evaluation Criteria Area: Data

Site Visit Date: April 22, 2014

Document Name/Identification

Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

HS AIMS Reading Scores

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved student proficiency

ASBCS staff: demonstrates improved proficiency in Reading for 2014

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates improved student proficiency in Reading for 2014

Cohort 2014 Reports Tracking
Growth/Progress in Mathematics

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved student proficiency

ASBCS staff: demonstrates improved student proficiency in Math for two students

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates improved proficiency for two students in Math.

Cohort 2015 Reports Tracking
Growth/ Progress in
Mathematics and Reading

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: improved student proficiency

ASBCS staff: demonstrates improved student performance on AIMS in Math for 3 students and one SPED student in
Reading

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrated improved proficiency for 3 students in Math, and
demonstrates improved proficiency for one SPED student in Reading
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Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Site Visit Inventory

Charter Holder Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. Required for: Renewal
School Name: Telesis Preparatory Academy Evaluation Criteria Area: Graduation

Site Visit Date: April 22, 2014

Document Name/Identification

Intended Purpose and Discussion Outcome

ACIS student surveys

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: implementation of plan for
career success

ASBCS staff: demonstrates student plan for career success

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates implementation of a plan for career success

A+ Courses used for credit
recovery

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: credit recovery and system to
ensure students graduate on time

ASBCS staff: demonstrates system to ensure students graduate on time

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates system to ensure students graduate on time

Guidance Counsling Program

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: credit recovery and system to
ensure students graduate on time

ASBCS staff: demonstrates system to ensure students graduate on time

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates system to ensure students graduate on time
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Academy Team Meeting Minutes

December 2, 2014

Charter holder indicated the intended purpose of the document was to demonstrate: credit recovery and system to
ensure students graduate on time

ASBCS staff: demonstrates system to ensure students graduate on time

A copy of this document was taken because: demonstrates system to ensure students graduate on time
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Introduction

Telesis Preparatory is a K-8 public charter school in the heart of Lake Havasu City,
Arizona, that received its charter in 2000. The word “Telesis” (derived from Greek) means “to
bring each child to completion through intelligent and planned direction,” which is exactly what
we do for each of our students — we plan their educational progress. We want each child to
learn how to reach his or her own unique potential. Our motto is, “challenge without
frustration,” which we establish as guiding and supporting students to work at their highest
potential not only to meet and exceed academic standards, but also recognize the importance and
value of the concepts, ideas, subjects, and topics they are learning. To support this motto, we
have established the Telesis Triangle, which represents the partnership our staff establishes with
the students and parents at Telesis Center of Learning, Inc. in order to work collaboratively in
planning and monitoring the goals, performance, and progress of each individual child. It is the
responsibility of every faculty member to inquire, “What is it we want our students to learn?”
and, “How will we know when each student has learned it?”” How we answer these essential
questions is how we develop our culture of caring that is the essence of the very fabric of our
institution.

In 2013, Telesis Preparatory received a grade of C, receiving 113 points out of a possible
200; the majority of their points were earned from the percentage of students passing AIMS
(70%). This campus was evaluated using data from grades 3-8 under the Traditional Model.
Similarly in 2012, Telesis Preparatory received a grade of C, receiving 112 points out of a
possible 200 earning the same points from AIMS. In terms of overall performance, Telesis
Preparatory showed no significant change in performance (1 point difference) between the 2012
and 2013 evaluations.

Telesis Preparatory continues to support our many programs to enhance the character
education element of our schools, to include Character First, Character Councils, Positive
Strokes, Kindness is Contagious, N.O.V.A., and most recently Capturing Kids Hearts. We feel
most certainly that these programs along with the caring attitude and high expectations of our
staff will result in Telesis Center for Learning continuing to be a place where the banner on our

campus reads “Telesis — Where Character Comes First.”
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Subsection 1.a Student Growth Progress Over Time (SGP) — Mathematics and Reading

Telesis Preparatory has spent this year developing a comprehensive system of planning,
implementing, measuring, and monitoring the effectiveness of our K-8 curriculum to enhance
student growth and increase our percent passing in both mathematics and reading on the state
summative assessments as well as formative assessments and benchmarks provided by our
schools. The majority of our shifts with regards to curriculum, instruction, assessment, and
professional development have been based primarily on the results of our previous year’s AIMS
and SAT-10 scores. We have used these results to guide our decisions regarding curriculum and
instruction in the areas of reading, as well as mathematics.

Curriculum

Based on 2012 and 2013 AIMS data, we determined that our Saxon Math curriculum was
no longer meeting the needs of our students, or the requirements of Common Core. After careful
analysis of several updated Common Core aligned curriculum, we decided to adopt Pearson
enVision Math to help provide our teachers with updated curriculum and resources to address the
needs of the 21" century learner and provide intervention tools for differentiating instruction.
Since that implementation, we have discovered that Pearson enVision Math will continue to work
on improving our math interventions and increasing the number of students we can assist using a
scientifically based research intervention program for low achieving students.

However, we have also discovered noticed that the pacing of the lessons and structure of
the instruction does not fit the needs of many of our young learners. Based on this information
and our 2013 AIMS scores, we were able to determine that supplemental resources and
additional interventions would be needed to enhance instruction, and that changes in the mapping
of the curriculum would best fit our students’ needs. For these reasons, we are currently creating
frameworks of our curriculum to move forward with a revision of our curriculum maps for next
year. We have also adopted additional intervention tools to assist with Tier II and Tier I1I
interventions.

In order to address the need to build strong phonics and decoding skills for our students
in grades K-2, we chose to adopt the Common Core aligned SuperKids reading curriculum from
Rowland Reading Foundation. This curriculum simultaneously integrates instruction in
comprehension, vocabulary, and fluency. It also develops students’ skill in writing, spelling,

grammar, usage, and mechanics. SuperKids also provides suggestions and activities for Tier 11
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instruction that address the needs for students who have identified as needing strategic or
intensive interventions.

Due to the need for stronger instruction in fluency and comprehension at the Elementary
(Grades 3-4) level, we chose to adopt Common Core aligned National Geographic Reach for
Reading series. This content-driven program features authentic, multicultural literary texts with
exclusive National Geographic informational texts and content. The program offers whole group
and small group instruction using a student anthology and a level reading library, thus allowing
for us to address Tier II intervention needs within the classroom. Teachers review data
throughout the year using results of student progress from assessments such as Star Reading,
Accelerated Reader, and DIBELS Next progress monitoring.

At the Intermediate level (Grades 5-6), we use data from STAR Reading to help guide us
to make decisions for small group instruction. Students work on novel studies using instructional
strategies such as Literature Circles and Socratic Seminar to provide in depth analysis of text and
strategies to improve overall comprehension and fluency for struggling readers. Instruction is
designed to engage our students as active learners who can become leaders within their
classroom environment, working collaboratively to compare ideas and analysis of literary fiction
and non-fiction.

At the Junior Academy (Grades 7-8) level, Prentice Hall Writing and Grammar 2008 is
used to in conjunction with informational texts. Students also read novels that have been
identified as text exemplars in Appendix B of the Arizona College and Career Ready Standards
for English Language and Literacy. We are also using the recommended texts identified in he
Common Core Curriculum Maps for English Language Arts and Literacy provided by Common
Core, Inc. and published by Jossey-Bass. Many of the text exemplars and recommended text are
downloaded from the internet and reproduced as hard or electronic copies. Grade-level texts are
chosen at appropriate Lexile level to address the appropriate instructional reading level of the
students.

Instruction

While our student population continues to grow, we strive to keep our class sizes small so

teachers can work closely and effectively with students either through small group or one-on-one

instruction. This is also part of the vision of the school as well as a key component of our charter
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— to allow teachers, students, and parents to work closely to ensure our mission of “planned
progress” is maintained and upheld.

Classes at Telesis Preparatory are initially assigned and designed based on the in-depth
analysis of student performance and progress on summative assessments and student need for
instruction, intervention, and enrichment. These courses are designed specifically to cover core
content, address the Arizona College Career Ready Standards in Mathematics and English
Language Arts and Literacy, and specific skills that support demonstration of higher order
thinking and communication of deeper knowledge, understanding and awareness using oral,
written, creative, and technical expression.

At all levels (K-8), instruction is differentiated and individualized to address the specific
needs and interests of each individual student. At the Kindergarten, Early Elementary (Grades 1-
2), and Elementary (Grades 3-4) level, teachers provide both whole group and small group
instruction. Through emphasis and encouragement, students are motivated to engage themselves
in thinking critically and creatively, examining and exploring deeply, working collaboratively,
and communicating clearly their deeper knowledge, understanding, thinking, and awareness.

At the Intermediate (Grades 5-6) and Junior Academy (Grades 7-8) Levels, classes are
departmentalized. A+ is also one of the tools that assist our staff in monitoring student
performance and progress monitoring, providing us with data to help with decisions regarding
student achievement. Skills that are mastered or not mastered are evidence for planning future
instruction that fits the needs of the student rather than a one-size-fits-all approach to teaching
and learning. In addition, weekly math interventions take place at the lower level (K-6) based on
referral.

Professional Learning Communities (P.L.C.s) have also been established to research and
collaborate on a regular basis for planning and providing instruction and discussing student
performance and progress. Many of our teachers have also incorporated active learning methods
and strategies including problem-based learning, project-based learning, close reading of the text,
and Socratic Seminars to make certain that our classrooms are more student-centered and
teacher-facilitated than teacher-led and content-driven.

Assessment
The SGP data for Telesis Preparatory indicate that the average median SGP for all full

academic year students is 38; meaning that students grew better than only 38% of students with
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similar academic histories. The results for the students identified in the bottom quartile (bottom
25%) indicate that this subgroup is growing better than 40.5% of students with similar academic
histories. It should be noted that the students in the bottom 25% are also included in the all
student analysis. Therefore, these students’ scores are more heavily weighted in the formula. The
overall SGP for 2013 is 39, the result of averaging all students and the bottom 25% medians. The
overall 2013 SGP results are consistent with the overall 2012 SGP data.

According to our SAT-10 analysis, 73% of 2" Graders from the 2012-2013 academic
year are on track to pass the AIMS 2014 Spring Reading Exam in while 49% are on track to pass
the to pass the AIMS 2014 Spring Mathematics Exam (See Chart 1). The performance in math
on the SAT-10 further supported the need to adopt and implement a new math curriculum and
program LEA-wide.

At Telesis Preparatory, we use this data as well as other information from various
resources to guide our choices in curriculum and assessments. We incorporate several data-
driven assessments to assess student learning and drive instruction. These assessments include
DIBELS Next, Childrens’ Progress Academic Assessments, Star Early Literacy/Star Reading,
Accelerated Reader, and A+ Learning Program. We have also incorporated various online-based
curriculum instructional tools to supplement instruction and overall learning. These would
include A+nyWhere Learning System, Discovery Online, and Discovery Elevate Online.
Assessment data is used to make decisions to guide instruction, as well as to identify students in
need of intervention.

However, we do not currently have a formal benchmark assessment we have
implemented to measure and monitor student progress comprehensively or extensively as a grade
level or subgroup. Traditionally, we have progress monitored student achievement individually
rather than aggregately as a particular grade band, level, or subgroup such as English Language
Learner, Free and Reduced, or Special Education, which supports the mission and vision of our
charter — individual planned progress. This has allowed us to narrow down students’ areas of
strength, growth, and improvement as well as areas of need and interest. We have depended
upon on the summative results of the AIMS and STAN-10 to determine student achievement,
teacher effectiveness, and overall school performance. We are exploring purchasing a formative
benchmark assessment such as Galileo or Acuity to gather more aggregate data based upon grade

level and subgroup performance.
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AIMS data is primarily used to measure annual growth in student performance and
progress and determine the need for support across the campus in Grades 3-8. SAT-10 data is
used to analyze student progress for Grade 2. This information, along with benchmark
assessments and daily student progress, is used to determine the students who are in the greatest
need of intervention.

We also use results of current student performance on instructional tasks and assessments
provided through the curriculum packages and programs we have implemented in our schools to
provide consistent analysis of student improvement. Based on analysis of this data, much
progress has been to improve curriculum, instruction, and professional development. Now that
these systems are set, we are working on strengthening our assessment system to better measure
and monitor student progress formatively and identify struggling in need of targeted and strategic
interventions more quickly and effectively. The core content area highly qualified teachers
collaborate to assess data and design grade level, intervention, and enrichment courses. Teachers
use data driven decision-making to plan and provide instruction, assessment, and evaluation
under the guidance of the academic team leader and in cross-curricular collaboration with their
team members.

At the Junior Academy (Grades 7-8) level, data is used in mathematics performance
through the use of curriculum designed progress monitoring tools, assignments generated by
Khan Academy, as well as benchmark assessments provided through Pearson Common Core
Course 2 and 3 curriculum. Section quizzes are administered after study and completion of
homework to gauge overall class understanding of concepts prior to advancing or to initiate
review and remediation of concepts.

For reading, in Grades K-6, data is used from formative assessments such as DIBELS
Next, Childrens’ Progress Academic Assessment, STAR Reading, Accelerated Reader, and other
progress monitoring tools to guide instruction and determine need for intervention. At the Junior
Academy level (Grades 7-8), data from AIMSWeb comprehension assessments, STAR Reading
assessments, and fluency passages (WPM) are used to guide instruction and determine overall
student need. Students are continually assessed and data is monitored throughout the year to
determine student progress.

At the Junior Academy (Grades 7-8), data from AIMSWeb comprehension assessments,

STAR Reading assessments, and fluency passages (WPM) are used to guide instruction and
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determine overall student need. Students are continually assessed and data is monitored
throughout the year to determine student progress. Low performing students are identified for
Tier II interventions, which occur within the classroom environment. Students who are not
showing significant progress are identified for Tier Il interventions. Those who are identified as
the lowest 10% in reading receive an additional 30 minutes per day of instruction in close
reading strategies, Socratic Seminar discussion techniques, and oral reading practice through the
use of Common Core aligned text exemplars that have been identified at their independent
reading level.

Our plan is to have the Center of Student Achievement at the Arizona Charter School
Association conduct another in-depth analysis of our AIMS scores at the end of the current year
to determine whether the changes and improvement we made to our education program were
appropriate and effective and drive our decisions regarding curriculum, instruction, and
assessment for the 2014-2015 academic year.

Professional Development

Teacher training in mathematics has focused heavily on shifting instruction from factual
knowledge and procedural understanding in order to the attain the correct answer to conceptual
understanding in which students analyzed and evaluated how and why answers were attained
through reasoning and proofing. Training has been provided in Pearson enVision Math to assist
teachers in planning and instruction using online tools to assess student progress and provide
feedback for instructional purposes. Additional training has been planned to further assist in this
process. Training has also extended to challenge and engage student to demonstrate and
communicate meta-cognition of mathematics practices and processes by engaging them in
chapter project-based learning and experiences with practical concepts such as STEAM (Science,
Technology, Engineering, Arts, Mathematics) and financial literacy, which our staff has
identified and addressed as an essential 21* Century skill that will benefit students in their
personal and professional lives after high school graduation.

Teacher training in literacy has also focused heavily on how reading across the
curriculum and establish the 50/50 split and 70/30 balance of reading and responding to literary
fiction and non-fiction. Professional development has been offered for reading intervention
instruction and assessment tools such as A+nyWhere Learning System, Reading Horizons

Discovery Online, Reading Horizon’s Elevate, Childrens’ Progress Academic Assessment, and
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DIBELS Next progress monitoring tools. Professional development has also focused on how to

incorporate active learning strategies such as close reading of the text and Socratic Seminars to

examine and explore concepts, ideas, subjects, and topics deeply orally and in writing.

According to the benchmark assessments of the Children’s Progress Academic

Assessment, as of the winter benchmark, all students in Grades K-3 are performing at expectation

(See Chart 3).

Data
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Chart 3
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Subsection 1.b Student Growth Progress Over Time of Bottom 25% (SGP Bottom 25%) —
Mathematics and Reading

Based upon data and evaluation of procedures from the previous year, a decision was
made to improve our resources for intervention — specifically strategic interventions for the
students who have been identified the Bottom 25% using performance on AIMS as primary
criteria, in-class performance as secondary criteria, and talking points consisting of teacher
feedback and input.

In previous years, our Intervention Team consisted of one full-time reading specialist.
This year, two others were added to the team: a Reading Specialist -- who also is proficiently
trained in The Arizona College and Career Ready State and is the Team Leader — and a Reading
Recovery teacher. We have also implemented the Response to Intervention model this year to
assist in making informed decisions with regard to student placement for interventions.

To address the need to improve the performance of the Bottom 25% in reading, the
Intervention Team and the Special Education Team were both enlarged and strengthened. The
Intervention Team consisted of one fulltime reading specialist last year. This year two others
were added to the team: a reading specialist who also is proficiently trained in The Arizona
College and Career Ready State and is the Team Leader, plus a reading recovery teacher.
Interventionists use the Response to Intervention model to make informed decisions with regard

to student placement.

Curriculum

A key factor in the improving our math curriculum were the math program were
supplemental supports and tools we decided to adopt that would provide academic assistance and
interventions to struggling students, especially those identified as the Bottom 25%. Motivation
Math and Motivation Reading intervention tools have been adopted to assist with Tier II and Tier
IIT interventions. In addition, intervention curriculum provided through Pearson enVision Math
Diagnostic and Intervention tools, allow for teachers and interventionists to determine student
need and assist with curriculum aligned intervention supports.

With regard to the Bottom 25% of students who struggle to attain proficiency in reading,
students are provided Tier II and Tier III interventions through Lexile appropriate passages

designed to support fluency and comprehension at the appropriate level. They are also provided
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opportunities to engage in Close Reading instruction with small groups using text exemplars
identified by the Arizona College Career Ready Standards.
Instruction

Low-performing students are identified for Tier II interventions. Students who are not
showing significant progress are identified for Tier III interventions. Those who are identified as
the lowest 10% in reading receive an additional 30 minutes per day of instruction in close
reading strategies, Socratic Seminar discussion techniques, and oral reading practice through the
use of Common Core aligned text exemplars that have been identified at their independent
reading level.

The team works throughout the day with students in grades K-8 to address reading and
math interventions. Regular progress monitoring determines the students’ continuation in the
program or a return to Tier I or Tier II instruction. The three-member Intervention Team
members plan and conduct regular weekly meetings to discuss data and progress. In addition,
they also attend the regular weekly meetings at each academic level. Teachers collaborate to
assess data and design Tier II intervention, as well as enrichment activities for those students

ready to address the content through higher-level engagement activities..

Interventionists use the Response to Intervention model to make data based decisions for
placing students in either Tier I (Core), Tier II (strategic-small group), or Tier III (intensive)
interventions. In order to implement Tier II interventions, teachers have increased instructional
time to include an additional 30 minutes for small group instruction. Additional Tier II time has
also been added to Intervention instruction for those teachers who have difficulty adding extra
time into their schedules. Students needing Tier III interventions are scheduled with our
Intervention Team for an additional 30 minutes of intensive/explicit instruction (2 to 3 times per
week).

With literacy Tier I instruction and interventions are provided during the regular day
instructional period by having the instructor use active learning techniques such as peer reading
and discussions, paired reading, and group reading. Supplemental text such as study guides and
Books on Tape help students decipher and understand the meaning and message conveyed by
complex text. Along with the grade level course, students are provided extended learning time

beyond the regular day instructional period through Tier II and Tier III intervention strategies,
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which are designed to meet the needs of those students who require further instruction to help
them achieve proficiency in the areas of literacy.
Assessment

The bottom 25% grew 33.5, compared to 24 in 2012 and the overall median SGP was 39
compared to 27 in 2012. The overall growth score in 2013 was 39, compared to 27 in 2012. The
final growth score was 40 out of 100 points. This value represents typical growth that is below
“average”.

For mathematics in grade levels K-6, data from curriculum designed in-class and
formative assessments are used to evaluate the program of instruction, including supplemental
support that should include extension and enrichment opportunities for students. Progress is
shared with both the student and the parent, who meet collaboratively with the teacher to develop
individualized learning plans with set goals and objectives for improving student proficiency in
mathematics. We will also be implementing the DDS-easyCBM Math assessment at the end of
this year. This is an online benchmark screening tool developed at the University of Oregon,
which will allow for us to screen students at three points in the year to assess academic

improvement.

For mathematics, in grades K-6, data is used from Pearson enVision Math Benchmarks,
as well as AIMS and SAT-10 data to guide instructional and determine intervention needs. This
data is used to evaluate the program of instruction, including supplemental support, which should
include extension and enrichment opportunities for students. Math interventions are provided
using Pearson enVision Math Intervention Diagnostic Tools to provide Tier II and Tier III
interventions. In grades K-6, Tier II interventions are given through additional instructional time
given through targeted and explicit instruction by the highly qualified core content teacher
during after-school interventions for periods of 30 minutes or more 3-5 times per week. Students
who are not making progress through Tier II interventions are assigned to receive math
interventions with our Intervention Team for 30 minutes per day in the targeted content areas
until they demonstrate proficiency in that content area. Students in need of intervention will be
monitored using benchmarks from the University of Oregon’s DDS-easyCBM math online
assessments.

At the Junior Academy (Grades 7-8) level, data is used in mathematics performance

through the use of curriculum designed progress monitoring tools, assignments generated by
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Khan Academy, as well as benchmark assessments provided through Pearson Common Core
Course 2 and Course 3 curriculum. Section quizzes are administered after study and completion
of homework to gauge overall class understanding of concepts prior to advancing or to initiate
review and remediation of concepts.

In reading academic performance and progress are measured and monitored using
assessments such as DIBELS Next, Children’s Progress Academic Assessment, STAR Reading,
Accelerated Reader, and grade level fluency passages. Data is monitored on a consistent basis
and discussed at weekly team meetings to provide consistent feedback on progress or need for
additional interventions.

Our plan is to have the Center of Student Achievement at the Arizona Charter School
Association conduct another in-depth analysis of our AIMS scores at the end of the current year
to determine whether the changes and improvement we made to our education program were
appropriate and effective and drive our decisions regarding curriculum, instruction, and
assessment for the 2014-2015 academic year. Our schools and staff are continuously working on
improving the use of technology for instruction, professional development, data collection, and
parent/community/school communication.

Professional Development

Teachers receive extensive training on how to provide challenging and engaging
instruction as well as deepen their own conceptual and procedural knowledge and understanding
in literary and mathematical thinking. Common Core training continues to be the emphasis and
focus for improving both student achievement and teacher effectiveness.

The Intervention Team participated in training on DIBELS Next and the Children’s
Progress Academic Assessments implementation and data analysis. They also provided training
to all instructional staff at the Kindergarten and Early Elementary (Grades 1-2) along with Grade
3 on DIBELS Next progress monitoring strategies and tools. Grades K-3 teachers also
participated in training for Discovery Online literacy interventions. Teachers also received

training for Reading Horizons Elevate literacy interventions for Grades 3-8.
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Subsection 2.a Percent Passing Mathematics

Telesis Preparatory is highly focused on improving Mathematics in K-8 instruction by
working on aligning all instructional content with the AZ College and Career Readiness
Standards, using data to drive both instruction and intervention. Our goal is to earn at least a B
according to the AZLEARNS grading scale.

Curriculum

Based on 2012 AIMS data, we determined that our Saxon Math curriculum was no longer
meeting the needs of our students, or the requirements of Common Core. Careful analysis of
several updated Common Core aligned curriculum, we decided to adopt Pearson enVision Math
to help provide our teachers with updated curriculum and resources to address the needs of the
21% century learner and provide intervention tools for differentiating instruction. It also provides
ongoing assessment, diagnosis, and intervention of student mastery. Formative assessments are
interwoven throughout the program at the lesson and topic level.

As mentioned previously, we are certain that Pearson enVision Math will continue to
work on improving our math interventions and increasing the number of students we can assist
using a scientifically based research intervention program. However, the pacing of the lessons
and structure of the instruction does not fit the needs of many of our young learners. Based on
our 2013 scores, we were able to determine that supplemental resources would be needed to
enhance instruction as well as monitor student performance progress and performance, and that
possible changes in the mapping of the curriculum would best fit our student needs. In addition,
we determined that additional interventions would be needed to improve overall student
progress. For these reasons, we are currently creating frameworks of our curriculum to move
forward with a revision of our curriculum maps for next year. We have also adopted additional
math intervention tools to assist with Tier II and Tier III interventions.

Instruction

Telesis Preparatory is also providing adequate technology resources to support
administrative data gathering and reporting, and technology tools for student instruction and
assessment data gathering. We will continue to work on improving our instruction and
interventions in mathematics, increasing the number of students we can assist, and thereby
decrease the number of students who need such assistance and support using a scientifically

based research intervention program for low achieving students. We will also continue to
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improve the use of technology for instruction, professional development, data collection, and
parent/community/school communication.
Assessment

A+nyWhere Learning System is used for all level students. The A+nyWhere Learning
System (A+) is a K-8 Core Curriculum & Assessment program that is aligned to the Arizona
State Standards and Common Core State Standards. The 4+ courseware contains over 5,500
lessons and over 200,000 content pages of research and objective-based, problem-solving
courseware — plus assessment, alignment and curriculum management tools. The assessment
tools for A+ are integral to the management system. Educators can create placement tests within
the curriculum based on any national or state learning objective.

Our schools are also currently using curriculum that contains technology based
instructional components at all levels of learning. At the lower level, Pearson enVision Math
uses online lessons or practices to support learning. At the Junior Academy Level, Pearson
Common Core Course 2 and Course 3 is used daily to guide instruction and offer practice for
students to master content knowledge.

Professional Development

In regards to professional development for increasing student achievement, teachers
watch and learn from the webinars or the resources available on Pearson's website and bring the
information back to collaborate with the team. We also contact the Pearson customer service on
any updates we need or to answer any questions we have about utilizing or updating the
resources. Teacher's who research this information share it with rest of the staff during team
meetings or PLC meetings. This information is also shared during our Common Core
professional development meetings and any staff needing more assistance is always welcome to
e-mail, call, or contact the staff in charge.

During our recent Common Core meetings, the lower level staff requested to have further
professional development on Pearson enVision Math online tools, which will be occurring in the
next few weeks. Using the progress monitoring assessments, Pearson enVision diagnostic tools,
reliable quizzes and tests from /XL for Math (Special Education) and 4+ provides teachers and

administrators reliable data for student growth and improve teacher effectiveness.
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Subsection 2.b Percent Passing Mathematics — Composite School Comparison

Currently, our student population stands at 464 students (See Chart 1). In 2013,
according to the Lake Havasu Area Chamber of Commerce website, the demographics of the city
was as follows: 89.5% White; 0.8% Black; 1.0% Native American; 1.2% Asian/Pacific Islander;
and 7.3% other. The ethnicity of student population of Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. reflects
similar numbers (See Charts 2-4). The current breakdown of our subgroup population is the
following:

* Free and Reduced = 63%

* Special Education = 10%

* English Language Learners = 2%

(See Chart 4)

Local schools in the Lake Havasu City area include the five K-6 elementary schools, one
7-8 middle school, one 9-12 high school, and the 7-12 online school provided through the local
K-12 unified school district and two charter schools both run by different charter management
organizations (See Chart 5). The majority of our student population comes primarily from the
local school district. However, considering that Lake Havasu has a very transient population due
to our primary industry is tourism, our school experiences significant fluctuations in enrollment
of students from a variety of locations both within and outside the state of Arizona and settle
locally or move away because of actions and decisions made in their parents’ occupation.
Curriculum

Most, if not all, curriculum is aligned is aligned to the Arizona College and Career Ready
Standards in Mathematics and English Language Arts and Literacy. We are currently working
on creating frameworks of all new curriculum to identify the key academic standards and
objectives that serves a breakdown of the resources available and the standards they address.
The frameworks are being used to update all curriculum maps in all core content areas to address
instructional shifts and content shifts that will align with the Arizona College and Career Ready
Standards.

Our strongest focus has been on updating and aligning our math curriculum, which is
clearly our greatest area of growth and improvement based upon the results of the AIMS Spring
math exams for the past two years, as well as teacher observations of student achievement and

progress. As mentioned previously, after conducting a in-depth analysis of whether our math
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curriculum deeply addressed the cognitive rigor the Arizona College and Career Ready
Standards in Mathematics, we decided to adopt Pearson enVision Math, which we found to be a
much more challenging and engaging curriculum that would not only be applicable for our
student needs but also address our deficiencies in student performance in mathematics. This new
math program not only allows students to practice reproducing and applying mathematical
concepts and procedures but also engage in more rigorous and relevant active, hands-on learning
activities that allow students to apply their learning to address real world issues, problems, and
situations through problem-based and project-based learning. The program offers more
opportunities for mathematical modeling, is much more coherent, and much more organized and
responsive in providing our students with challenging and engaging learning experience.
Instruction

Telesis Preparatory identifies its grade bands as the following:

* Kindergarten

* Early Elementary (Grades 1-2)

* Elementary (Grades 3-4)

* Intermediate (Grades 5-6)

¢ Junior Academy (Grades 7-8)

Even though we identify our grade levels as bands, classes are organized based upon
traditional grade levels. Grades K-4 are self-contained core content area classes instructed by a
highly qualified and effective teacher. Grades 5-8 are departmentalized that are instructed by a
highly qualified and effective teacher who is either appropriately certified or meets highly
qualified requirements for teaching a specific content area.

Telesis Preparatory maintains small class sizes in every classroom at every grade level by
capping our classroom at a maximum of 20 students. We maintain such small class sizes to be
able to differentiate and individualize learning based upon each student’s academic needs as well
as personal interests. Smaller class sizes also allow us to provide small group instruction for
those students who are in need of scaffolding techniques or further intervention strategies.
Smaller class sizes also allow our teachers to develop and utilize their in-depth knowledge,
understanding, and awareness of our students’ capabilities and ensure they are working at and

beyond their potential.
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Our school has also experienced a great shift in our staff over the last two years as we
focus on hiring teachers who are proven to be not only highly qualified but also highly effective
and experienced in their content area. This year, approximately 40% of our instructional staff
are new to Telesis Preparatory, and approximately 20% of new teachers are also first year
teachers.

Teachers are held accountable for measuring and monitoring student performance and
progress as well as provide rigorous and relevant instruction through classroom walkthroughs,
informal and formal evaluations, peer observations, and team collaboration. Our entire staff has
participated and contributed to vertical integration in Common Core not only in Grades K-8 but
also with instructional staff from our sister school, Telesis Preparatory Academy, that serves
Grades 9-12.

Assessment

The valid and reliable assessments we use along with the state summative assessments
(AIMS and STAN-10) include the following grade levels:

* DIBELS Next

* Children’s Progress Academic Assessment

* A+ Learning Systems

* STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading

* Accelerated Reader

* Reading Horizons

* Reading Horizons Discovery Online (Grades K-3)

* Reading Horizons Elevate Online (Gr. 3-8)

*  Pearson enVision Math Diagnostic and Intervention Tools

*  AIMSWeb

We are growing as a professional learning community in our ability to assess how student
performance and progress is measured and monitored, especially in regards to student
performance and progress in mathematics. We recognize the improvements that need to be made
to improve our systems of data analysis. Our staff has recently communicated that they do not
feel adequately and appropriated prepared or trained to use the metrics-based progress
monitoring tools that are provided online through Pearson envision products, therefore we are

working to provide further training to allow for even better collaboration using data analysis
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tools to drive instruction. We are also currently looking at purchasing a comprehensive progress-
monitoring tool such as Galileo and Acuity. We feel this will increase our overall picture of our
school’s progress exponentially and provide for bigger picture of overall student growth, as well
as further improvement in our ability to address our student need.

Professional Development

Due to the full implementation of the Arizona College and Career Ready Standards
(AZCCRS) and the number of teachers new to our staff in Grades K-8, we have focused heavily
on providing professional development on implementing, instructing, and integrating the
AZCCRS as well as the expectations for teacher effectiveness at Telesis Preparatory.

We enlisted the services of Maverik Education LLC to conduct a professional
development to determine the level of teacher expertise with teaching the Common Core State
Standards as well as their interest and need in further professional development. We also
surveyed instructional staff regarding what kind of training they have in teaching the AZCCRS
(See Chart 4) and their interest in specific professional development in instructional methods
and strategies that address the cognitive rigor of the AZCCRS We are currently establishing a
professional development plan that with further the AZCCRS training we will provide for the

remainder of the current school year and for the 2014-2015 academic year.
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Data: Composite School Comparison Math & Reading
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Chart 4

Very High Moderate Low No Unsure.
High Interest Interest Interest Interest Need more
Interest information.
English 31.58% 42.11% 10.53% 10.53% 5.26% 0.00%
Language 6 8 2 2 1 0
Arts /
Literacy
Mathematics 36.84% 31.58% 5.26% 15.79% 10.53% 0.00%
7 6 1 3 2 0
Literacy in 42.11% 26.32% 15.79% 5.26% 10.53% 0.00%
History and 8 5 3 1 2 0
Social
Studies
Literacy in 23.53% 35.29% 11.76% 17.65% 11.76% 0.00%
Science and 4 6 2 3 2 0
Technical
Courses
Teaching 11.76% 17.65% 17.65% 17.65% 35.29% 0.00%
the CCSS in 2 3 3 3 6 0
Special
Areas (e.g.
P.E., art,

music, CTE)

2¢. Subgroup Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL)

As mentioned previously, the percentage of students who are identified as qualifying for
Free and Reduced Lunch is 63%. This percentage qualifies our school to receive funding as
proscribed under the policies and procedures of Title I, Part A of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (ESEA).

We currently implement a Title I Targeted Assistance program for the Kindergarten and
Early Elementary Levels (Grade K-3). Most recently, we enlisted the services of Maverik
Education LLC, an education agency that specializes in providing consultation in the planning,
development, evaluation, and budgeting Title I programs, to review the effectiveness of our Title
I program and provide us guidance and support in how we may not only strengthen but also
extend our Title I interventions to assist and support all students, especially those most
academically at risk. With the assistance of Maverik Education LLC, we not only have a better
understanding of how we can effectively utilize our Title I funds to support our struggling
students but also are progressing through the transition to a Title I Schoolwide Program under
their guidance and support. We plan to transition to a Title I Schoolwide Program that
implements a comprehensive reform model (CSR) based upon Response to Intervention (RtI)
that will not only strengthen our education program, but also provide deeper and more flexible

tiered instruction and intervention to all students, especially those who are academically at risk.

Telesis Preparatory Academy 21





Curriculum

We are using research based intervention curriculum and online support through the use
of Read Naturally, as well as Reading Horizons Discovery / RH Elevate online intervention
programs. In addition to these, we used many other suggested practices for Tier III support in
phonics, fluency, and comprehension. Students needing Tier II support are also serviced daily
through small group interventions in the classroom setting. Curriculum for additional Tier IT and
Tier III supports are provided through supplemental intervention materials such as Motivation
Math and Motivation Reading.

Instruction

Our Title I Targeted Assistance Program provides academic assistance and interventions
for students across K-3. Based on an analysis of previous literacy scores, our Intervention Team
was expanded this year to improve literacy at the K-3 levels. In previous years, our Intervention
Team consisted of one full-time reading specialist. This year two others were added to the team:
a Reading Specialist -- who also is proficiently trained in The Arizona College and Career
Ready Standards and is the Team Leader — and a Reading Recovery teacher. We have also
implemented the Response to Intervention model this year to assist in making informed decisions
with regard to student placement for interventions. Interventionists use the Response to
Intervention model to make data-based decisions for placing students in either Tier I (Core), Tier
IT (strategic-small group), or Tier III (Intensive) interventions.

In order to implement Tier II interventions, teachers have increased instructional time to
include an additional 30 minutes for small group instruction. Additional Tier II time has also
been added to intervention instruction for those teachers who have difficulty adding extra time
into their schedules. Students needing Tier III interventions are scheduled with our Intervention
Team for an additional 30 minutes of intensive/explicit instruction (2 to 3 times per week).
Weekly progress monitoring is conducted and growth is discussed after every four weeks to
determine if adequate progress is being made.

Assessment

This year, the Intervention Team has also worked hard to use data from various resources
to make informed decisions regarding student placement in intervention, as well as the types of
intervention tools which should be used to address instructional needs. Through the use of

assessment tools such as: DIBELS Next, Children’s Progress Academic Assessment (CPPA)
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(Grades K-2), STAR Early Literacy Enterprise (grades K & 1), and STAR Reading Enterprise
assessment (Grade 2-8), they have been able to cross reference data to best serve our students
needs.

We used data from each of these sources to guide instruction and provide data to
determine tiered groupings, as well as appropriate intervention strategies. Tiered interventions
take place daily across the campus to help address any deficiencies our students may be showing.
Students in need of Tier II or Tier III interventions are monitored weekly using DIBELS Next
progress monitoring tools, AIMSWeb Daze, or appropriate Lexile leveled fluency/comprehension
passages. Data is discussed weekly to determine if adequate progress is being made.
Professional Development

In order to address the needs of the Bottom 25% who comprise of the students served in
our Title I Targeted Assistance Program, professional development has been offered for reading
instruction and intervention and assessment tools such as A+ Learning Systems, Discovery
Online, RH Elevate, Children’s Progress Academic and Assessment, and DIBELS Next Progress
Monitoring Tools.

As part of our transition to a Title I Schoolwide Program, we are receiving professional
development and support in how to strengthen our Title I intervention program from Maverik
Education LLC, who is facilitating our school through this transition. Professional development
includes understanding and awareness of what is a Title I Schoolwide Program, to tier instruction
and intervention using Rtl, and how to tier instruction by scaffolding the Common Core State
Standards.
2c. Proficiency — Subgroup English Language Learners (ELL)

The English Language Learner population at Telesis Preparatory Academy is significantly small
with 2% of the students currently identified as limited English proficient. One of our students is
a Kindergartner who qualified for AZELLA testing based upon the completion of the Primary
Home Language Other Than English (PHLOTE) form all Kindergarten and new students must
complete as required under A.R.S. §15-756. The student was identified as Kindergarten fully
English proficient; however, the student has been retested recently in accordance under the
policies and procedures for testing mandated by the Office of English Language Acquisition
Services (OELAS) of the Arizona Department of Education. Traditionally, our ELL population
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has been less than ten students, which why our academic framework report indicated “No
Rating”.
Curriculum and Instruction

Since our ELL student population is so low, we neither qualify nor have the capacity to
create ELL classrooms that are aligned to the Structured English Immersion 4-Hour Model. Our
students receive instruction in Structured English Immersion and English Language
Development within the general education classroom through Individualized Language Lesson
Plans (ILLP) that outline the language goals students must meet based upon their AZELLA-
assessed language proficiency levels quarterly, per semester, and annually.

The ELL coordinator designs the ILLP based upon the guidelines provided by the
Arizona Department of Education. The coordinator sets the goals of the IILP based upon the
individual students’ proficiency level and using the English Language Proficiency (ELP)
Standards of the Arizona Department of Education, breaking the instructional goals down into
the four areas addressed as part of the S.E.I. Model adopted by the state. All students on ILLPs
receive four hours daily of English Language Development in the areas of reading, writing,
speaking and listening, and language in their grade level classroom in Grades K-4 or in their core
content area class in Grades 5-8.

Students are taught English language development using the instructional text and
supplementary resources provided in the general education classroom. All teachers with ELL
students in their classroom are required to include a language objective that supplements the core
content academic performance objective being addressed. Teachers use the English Language
Proficiency (ELP) Standards developed by the Arizona Department of Education in conjunction
with the Arizona College and Career Ready Standards (AZCCS) and Arizona state core
academic standards.

Assessment

Students who indicate on one or more of the questions on the PHLOTE form are given
the AZELLA exam to assess English language proficiency in accordance with Title IIT of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 as well as the policies and procedures set by
the Arizona Department of Education. Students who have been placed into an English Language
Learner program will also take the AZELLA reassessment once per year until they achieve

proficiency. Kindergarteners who indicate on the PHLOTE form that a language other than
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English is their primary language learned or spoken at home but have tested as proficient also
take the Spring AZELLA exam to determine whether the original proficiency designation
remains valid. The Spring AZELLA is used to determine whether the student has successfully
attained English language proficiency.

Professional Development

The special education director, who is also the school’s ELL coordinator, receives on-
going training from the Office English Language Acquisition Services (OELAS) of the Arizona
Department of Education regarding procedures and strategies for identifying ELL students,
assessment and evaluation, progress monitoring, and program compliance. The ELL
coordinator participates throughout the academic year annually in training on how to provide the
AZELLA test. Since the ELL population at our campus is so small, professional development
with all staff occurs primarily through formal and information conversations, one-on-one
consultations, and team meetings with the ELL coordinator and those teachers who have ELL
students working in their classrooms with an ILLP.

All teachers have their S.E.I. endorsement and received S.E.L training from either an
S.E.L. program or S.E.I trainer approved by the Office of English Acquisition Services at the
Arizona Department of Education.
2c¢. Proficiency — Special Education (Sp.Ed.)

The special education population at Telesis Preparatory is significantly small with
approximately 10% of the students currently qualifying for and receiving special education
services, including services for speech. However, our population in 2011-2012 and 2012-2013
was lower than this figure, which is why our academic framework report indicated “No Rating”.
The benefits of having such a small population allows our special education department, which
consists of a highly qualified special education director and a highly qualified teacher, who both
have their special education endorsement, to work closely and collaboratively both with the staff
and their students.

Curriculum

The curriculum we use to teach students who qualify for and receive special education
students depends upon the ability level, needs, and goals of the individualized lesson plan
(L.E.P.) for each student. If the student demonstrates near grade competency in literacy and

mathematics, they may work with the same instructional text used in the general education
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classroom with interventions. All curriculum and materials were selected for adoption and

implementation by the special education team in consultation with the school director and

intervention team leader. We emphasized purchasing materials that both align to the cognitive

rigor of the Common Core State Standards and support the instruction occurring in the general

education classroom.

The following curriculum is used to provide special education intervention and services

in the areas of mathematics:

Kindergarten and Early Elementary (Grades 1-2): Pearson enVision as well as
various supplemental resources and manipulatives

Elementary (Grades 3-4): Pearson enVision as well as various supplemental
resources and manipulatives

Intermediate (Grades 5-6): Pearson enVision as well as various supplemental
resources and manipulatives

Junior Academy (Grades 7-8): Pearson Common Core Course 2 and 3

The following curriculum is used to provide special education intervention and services

in the areas of reading:

Kindergarten and Early Elementary (Grades 1-2): Rowland Reading Foundation
SuperKids

Elementary (Grades 3-4): National Geographic Reach for Reading

Intermediate (Grades 5-6): National Geographic Reach for Reading

Junior Academy (Grades 7-8): Pearson Common Core Literature

With reading students also work with supplemental text beginning at their Lexile level as

determined by their performance on STAR Reading to strengthen basic reading skills and

comprehension and develop the ability to analyze and evaluate literary fiction and non-fiction

deeply.

Instruction

After reviewing closely how our special education students were being serviced and

supported, we decided this year to establish a resource room where K-8 students can receive

intensive instruction, intervention, and remediation through small group and one-on-one

instruction in literacy and mathematics. This decision has benefitted our school because it
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fosters and supports more differentiation, individualization, and specialization in regards to how
special education students are being serviced and supported.

The delivery of instruction and intensity of interventions depends upon the performance,
progress, and competency level of each individual student as determined by the comprehensive
evaluation conducted by a school psychologist whose services are outsourced by Telesis Center
for Learning, Inc. and academic performance both in the classroom, on formative assessments
such as DIBELS Next (primarily for Grades K-4), STAR Reading and IXL for Math, and the goals
outlined in the students’ Individualized Education Plan (I.LE.P.). We collaborate and meet with
the general education teachers in our attempt to mirror our instruction to what is being addressed
in the mainstream classroom. The materials we use may be presented in a format that is more
easily understood and functional with the student population we serve. We also use
supplemental resources to clarify any concepts, ideas, subjects, or topics that may be too abstract
for our students to comprehend. However, through small group and one-on-one interventions,
we dialogue, discuss, and facilitate so our students may develop deeper knowledge,
understanding, and awareness of what they are learning.

Our small classroom population and the classroom size we maintain in the through our
push-in and pullout programs not only allows our special education students intensive assistance,
as well as pace extended learning time in which the student is allowed to learn concepts, ideas,
subjects, and topics more deeply. The small classroom size and one-on-one interventions also
allows the HQ special education teacher to take time to fill in the gaps in learning, should a
student be absent from school for health or personal reasons, taking instruction right from where
it was left off prior to the student’s absence.

Special education interventions and support in Grades K-6 are provided through a
combination of push-in and pullout services under the supervision of a highly qualified teacher
with a special education endorsement. Through the pullout program, which is mostly held in the
morning, students come on a daily basis to the resource room we have established to provide
intensive instruction and intervention. The number of students and the duration of time spent
working in the resource room vary by grade level, subject area, and the needs of the individual
student. In the afternoon, a member of the special education team who is an HQ teacher with a
special endorsement as well as a reading endorsement provides services and support in the

general education classroom, working collaboratively with the grade level classroom teacher
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through inclusion. If any special education student is not performing at the pace of the other
students in the general education classroom, the student may go to the resource room for more
intensive intervention and support. For mathematics, most of the special education services are
provided through push-in interventions with some pullout support for students needing more
intense assistance, intervention, and remediation. For reading, special education services are
provided primarily through pullout interventions provided in the resource room. We also utilize
the resource room as a self-contained environment for a sixth student who receives instruction
from the special education team.

At the Junior Academy Level (Grades 7-8), all interventions services for special students
are provided in the resource room 90 minutes per day in the area of their deficiency. Students
receive more intensive interventions through small group instruction and one-on-one support
provided by a highly qualified teacher with a special education endorsement to increase their
chances of attaining grade level proficiency as well as developing conceptual understanding in
literacy and mathematics and metacognition of how they can apply what they are learning to
address real world issues, problems, situations. This also mirrors how special education services
and support are provided to students at grades 9-12, Telesis Preparatory Academy, where we
hope to where our K-8 students will transition for high school. However, with the Junior
Academy, students receive instruction more through small group one-on-one instruction. Small
group instruction is highly student-centered in which the student is expected and engaged to
demonstrate and communicate learning and even provide peer instruction while the teacher
facilitates the educational interaction amongst the students.

Assessment

Students are exited from the resource room and included into the mainstream student
population for grade level instruction based upon whether they attain proficiency on the AIMS
Fall or Spring Reading and Mathematics exams, teacher input, parent feedback, and the
evaluation from the psychologist.

We measure and monitor student performance and progress based upon the results of
formative assessments such as DIBELS Next, STAR Reading, and the completion of independent
practice tasks provided through /XL For Math. We also review student performance and
progress cumulatively by reviewing their performance on the AIMS Mathematics and Reading

exams and the SAT-10 to drive decisions regarding instruction and interventions. Currently, we
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primarily use the classroom progress reports and grades from the general education and special
education teachers to measure and monitor student achievement formatively.
Professional Development

The special education team participates with the general education staff in whole staff
and targeted training on implementing, instruction, and integrating the Arizona College and
Career Readiness Standards in Mathematics and English Language Arts and Literacy. The
special education team’s input regarding how to improve teacher effectiveness in instructing,
assessing, and evaluating student achievement as it relates to the AZCCRS is an essential
component of the professional development provided on-site. The special education team also
participated in specific training provided to all math teachers at Telesis Preparatory Academy by
the school’s Common Core team regarding how to address the cognitive rigor of the AZCCRS in
Mathematics and English Language Arts to all students.

Professional development and support in special education are provided to all staff
primarily through the special education director, who meets consistently with the instructional
staff and administration individually and during team meetings to discuss and review student
progress and best practices to address students with special needs. The special education director
has received specialized training from the Director’s Institute Conference held by the Arizona
Department of Education focusing on topics such as addressing academic rigor for special
education students, writing Common Core-aligned I.E.P. goals, and college and career
transitioning. The director also attended the Intervention Conference held by Arizona
Department of Education focusing on how to write transition goals, strategies, and action steps
within each student’s L.E.P.

Section 3. State Accountability

In 2013, Telesis Preparatory Academy showed significant change in performance (13
point difference) between the 2012 and 2013 evaluations. These gains were observed in both the
increase in percentage of students passing AIMS as well as increased student growth percentiles.
Therefore, it stands to reason that at the top of our list for immediate improvements is to increase
the letter grade of our LEA and each site to at least a grade of B for 2014, not only to raise our
growth and proficiency consistently, but also exceed expectations and goals for performance.

To understand fully what goals, strategies, and action steps are needed to improve overall

school performance, we enlisted the services and support of the Center of Student Achievement
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at the Arizona Charter School Association to conduct an in-depth analysis to determine our areas
of strength, growth, and need in regards to improving not only student performance and progress
in literacy and mathematics, but also teacher effectiveness in providing high quality instruction,
assessment, evaluation, intervention, and support. Included in this report were
recommendations for improving student achievement, teacher effectiveness, and overall school
performance, which we incorporated as part of our school continuous improvement plan at the
LEA and site levels and integrated as key components of our education program.

We also conducted an extensive analysis of our education program as part of our renewal
for AdvancEd accreditation for our LEA. This provided us with a very clear and comprehensive
review of our education program and where we need to go in regards to continuous
improvement.

Curriculum

We analyzed our curriculum and instruction, professional development, and technology
in use, helping us to make more data-driven decisions to support our efforts at training our
teaching staff and provide them with the technology tools to be more effective in the classroom.
It is our hope that all of these changes for added assistance for the students needing more
individualized and concentrated instruction will ultimately cause our letter grades to improve.

In order to address needed curriculum changes, a Common Core Team was formed with
two trained in common core standards, whose mission it was to inform, assist, and monitor the
effective implementation and instructional shifts AZCCRS with every teacher on the campus.
With this in mind, numerous in-services have been held to increase the awareness and efficiency
of the teaching staff. We have addressed the focus on instructional shifts in Math and ELA, as
well as addressing how these shifts will look like in our classrooms through instructional
techniques such as Socratic Seminar and Close Reading.

Based on 2012 AIMS data, we determined that our Saxon Math curriculum was no longer
meeting the needs of our students, or the requirements of Common Core. Careful analysis of
several updated Common Core aligned curriculum, we decided to adopt Pearson enVision Math
to help provide our teachers with updated curriculum and resources to address the needs of the
21% century learner and provide intervention tools for differentiating instruction. It also provides
ongoing assessment, diagnosis, and intervention of student mastery. Formative assessments are

interwoven throughout the program at the lesson and topic level.
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Based on our 2013 scores, we were able to determine that supplemental resources would
be needed to enhance instruction, and that possible changes in the mapping of the curriculum
would best fit our student needs. In addition, we determined that additional interventions would
be needed to improve overall student progress.

For these reasons, we are currently creating frameworks of our curriculum to move
forward with a revision of our curriculum maps for next year. We have also adopted additional
math intervention tools to assist with Tier I and Tier III interventions. Common Core-aligned
math programs include Pearson enVision Math Diagnostic and Intervention tools in conjunction
with other practices to assist students, Pearson enVision Math Program for Kindergarten, Early
Elementary & Elementary student, and Pearson Math is used for Junior Academy.

Instruction

To address the use of data to guide instruction, we have spent a great deal of time
organizing PLC (professional learning community) meetings and Common Core meetings to
address curriculum changes, enrichment and intervention needs, and overall updating of our
curriculum content frameworks to guide our curriculum mapping, pacing guides, and
instructional strategies to better meet our students’ needs.

Assessment

To understand fully what goals, strategies, and action steps needed to set to improve
overall school performance, we enlisted the services and support of the Center of Student
Achievement at the Arizona Charter School Association to conduct an in-depth analysis and
analysis to determine our areas of strength, growth, improvement, and need in regards to
improving not only student performance and progress in literacy and mathematics but also
teacher effectiveness in providing high quality instruction, assessment, evaluation, intervention,
and support. Included in this report were recommendations for improving student achievement,
teacher effectiveness, and overall school performance, which we incorporated as part of our
school continuous improvement plan at the LEA and site levels and integrated as key
components of our education program. Our plan is to have the Center of Student Achievement at
the Arizona Charter School Association conduct another in-depth analysis of our AIMS scores at
the end of the current year to determine whether the changes and improvement we made to our
education program were appropriate and effective and drive our decisions regarding curriculum,

instruction, and assessment for the 2014-2015 academic year.
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With regards to use of data for instructional improvement, AIMS data has also been a
significant indicator of achievement at specific levels. Review of the trends in our scores has led
to much discussion and overall analysis of curriculum as well. We are working to align all
resources so that the scope and sequence of all curricula can provide for effective transitioning
across grade level content. In addition, we are working to order additional supplemental
materials that can be used at each level as Tier II intervention support.

At the lower level (grades K-6), AIMS and SAT-10 data are used to analyze student
progress. This information, along with benchmark assessments and daily student progress is used
to determine the students who are in the greatest need of intervention. In order to improve our
math-based interventions even further, we are moving forward next year with hiring a qualified
Math Interventionist for grades K-8.

Professional Development

The focus for professional development at Telesis Preparatory has been centered on
having teachers trained deeply and efficiently on implementing, instructing, and integrating the
Arizona College and Career Ready Standards (AZCCS) for Mathematics and English Language
Arts and Literacy. At the beginning of the year, a professional development was provided to
address the cognitive rigor of the Common Core State Standards as a whole. Phase I and Phase
IT Common Core trainings have been held at several points during the school year to address
instructional shifts, as well as content shifts. Common Core trained teachers are also working
together weekly to address instructional needs, share effective instructional strategies, and plan
for intervention needs.

Professional development in the Mathematics Arizona College and Career Ready
Standards is being implemented through on and off-site teacher trainings. Instructional staff are
sent to state and country trainings addressing both the literacy and mathematics standards.
Common Core-trained educators are responsible for phasing implementation and providing
training to all staff at Telesis. In-service trainings are held all year. Common Core teams meet
throughout the year to discuss implementation of Phase II and Phase III in all grade levels for
Math content/pedagogy. Common Core-aligned math programs include Pearson enVision Math
in conjunction with other practices to assist students. Our professional development opportunities
continue to grow each year, and we work to responsibly maintain funds for improvements in

professional development each year.
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We have also enlisted the services of Maverik Education LLC to conduct a professional
development needs assessment as part of our transition to a Title I Schoolwide Program to
determine teachers’ interest and need for professional development in the Arizona College and
Career Readiness Standards (See Chart 1). We also surveyed the staff to determine their level
of expertise in implementing and instruction the AZCCRS to lead and conduct on-site
professional development (See Chart 2).

Data
Chart 1: Interest in Professional Development in AZCCRS

Very High Moderate Low No Unsure.
High Interest Interest Interest Interest Need more
Interest information.

English 31.58% 42.11% 10.53% 10.53% 5.26% 0.00%
Language 6 8 2 2 1 o
Arts /

Literacy

Mathematics 36.84% 31.58% 5.26% 15.79% 10.53% 0.00%
7 6 1 3 2 0

Literacy in 42.11% 26.32% 15.79% 5.26% 10.53% 0.00%
History and 8 5 3 1 2 0
Social

Studies

Literacy in 23.53% 35.29% 11.76% 17.65% 11.76% 0.00%
Science and 4 6 2 3 2 o
Technical

Courses

Teaching 11.76% 17.65% 17.65% 17.65% 35.29% 0.00%
the CCSSin 2 3 3 3 6 0
Special

Areas (e.g.

P.E,, art,

music, CTE)

Chart 2: Level of Expertise in Implementing, Instructing, and Integrating AZCCRS

Expert - Advanced Proficient Intermediate Beginner Novice
I can -lcan -lcan - I need - I need -1
lead provide teach it more MUCH have
and sample effectively. training. more neither
provide lessons. training. seen
training. nor
used
it.
English 0.00% 0.00% 68.42% 15.79% 10.53% 5.26%
Language 0 0 13 3 2 1
Arts and
Literacy
Mathematics 0.00% 10.53% 52.63% 26.32% 5.26% 5.26%
0 2 10 5 1 1
Literacy in 0.00% 0.00% 57.89% 21.05% 15.79% 5.26%
History and 0 0 1 4 3 1
Social
Studies
Literacy in 0.00% 0.00% 42.11% 36.84% 15.79% 5.26%
Science and 0 0 8 7 3 1
Technical
Courses
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Introduction: Telesis Preparatory Academy

Telesis Preparatory Academy is a Grade 9-12 public charter school located in the heart
of Lake Havasu City, Arizona, that received its charter in 2000. The word “Telesis” (derived
from Greek) means “to bring each child to completion through intelligent and planned direction,”
which is exactly what we do for each of our students — we plan their educational progress. We
want each child to learn how to reach his or her own unique potential. Our motto is, “Challenge
without frustration,” which we establish as guiding and supporting students to work at their
highest potential not only to meet and exceed academic standards, but also recognize the
importance and value of the concepts, ideas, subjects, and topics they are learning. To support
this motto, we have established the Telesis Triangle, which represents the partnership our staff
establishes with the students and parents in order to work collaboratively in planning and
monitoring the goals, performance, and progress of each individual child. It is the responsibility
of every faculty member to inquire, “What is it we want our students to learn?”” and, “How will
we know when each student has learned it?” How we answer these essential questions is how we
develop our culture of caring that is the essence of the very fabric of our institution.

In 2013, Telesis Preparatory Academy received a grade of C, receiving 116 points out of
a possible 200; the majority of their points were earned from the percentage of students passing
AIMS (73%). This campus was evaluated using data from grades 10-12 under the Traditional
Model. In 2012, Telesis Preparatory Academy received a grade of C, receiving 103 points out of
a possible 200, earning the majority of points from AIMS. Unlike in 2013, the campus was
evaluated using the Small School Model in 2012, which resulted in the averaging of data from
2010 to 2012. In terms of overall performance, Telesis Preparatory Academy showed significant
change in performance (13 point difference) between the 2012 and 2013 evaluations. These
gains were observed in both the increase in percentage of students passing AIMS as well as
increased student growth percentiles.

Telesis Preparatory Academy continues to support our many programs to enhance the
character education element of our schools to include Character First, Character Councils,
Positive Strokes, and Kindness is Contagious. We feel most certainly that these programs along
with the caring attitude and high expectations of our staff will result in Telesis Center for
Learning continuing to be a place where the banner on our campus reads “Telesis — Where

Character Comes First.”
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Subsection 1.a Student Growth Progress Over Time (SGP) — Mathematics and Reading

Telesis Preparatory Academy has spent this year developing a comprehensive system of
planning, implementing, measuring, and monitoring the effectiveness of our K-12 curriculum to
enhance student growth and increase our percent passing in both mathematics and reading on the
state summative assessments as well as formative assessments and benchmarks provided by our
schools. The majority of our shifts in regards to curriculum, instruction, assessment, and
professional development has been based primarily on the results of our previous year’s AIMS
and SAT-10 scores as well as the current results of student performance on instructional tasks
and assessments provided through the curriculum packages and programs we have implemented
in our schools, especially in the area of mathematics.

Curriculum

Much of our focus has been on strengthening our curriculum and instruction in
mathematics, which has continuously been identified as an area of growth and improvement over
the last two years based upon not only our performance on AIMS and SAT-10 but also our
professional judgment and observations based upon the assignments and assessments provided
by the math program we formerly implemented at our school. After analyzing our math scores,
all the math instructors spent an extensive amount of collaboration time evaluating the academic
appropriateness and effectiveness our math curriculum, which at the time was STAR Math and
Accelerated Math through Renaissance Learning. We noticed that students were neither
demonstrating nor developing the deeper mathematical knowledge and skills they needed not
only to attain grade level proficiency on the AIMS and SAT-10 but also deeper understanding
and awareness of mathematical concepts and practices. We realized we needed to select a math
program that is aligned to the Math Arizona College and Career Ready Standards, support
student growth and proficiency, and address the mathematical process standards set by the
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics.

Based upon our research and an in-depth analysis of our student population and
performance on state summative assessments over the last couple of years, the committee
decided to purchase Pearson Prentice Hall Mathematics for the Academy Level (Grade 9-12).
For academic intervention and support in mathematics, we purchased the 4+nyWhere Learning
Systems, a formative assessment and supplemental resource that specifically target areas of

growth and improvement for the individual student as well as the whole class. The 4+nyWhere
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Learning System measures and monitors student performance and progress and informs teachers
when students have attained proficiency and are ready to move to the subsequent level of
instruction. We also have students work with Power Algebra and MathXL as supplemental
resources for further targeted, strategic, and intensive interventions and support.

For instruction in literacy, our students read novels that have been identified as text
exemplars in Appendix B of the Arizona College and Career Ready Standards for English
Language and Literacy. We are also using the recommended texts identified in he Common
Core Curriculum Maps for English Language Arts and Literacy provided by Common Core, Inc.
and published by Jossey-Bass. Many of the text exemplars and recommended text are
downloaded from the Internet and reproduced as hard or electronic copies. Students are also
working with the Elements of Language and Literature curriculum to read short form fictional
narratives, informational text, poetry, and drama Our content area courses outside of English
Language Arts have also utilized their textbook and informational text at the appropriate Lexile
levels to read and respond to text from a disciplinary and literary perspective. The content area
text is the primary resource for reading and response as well as
Instruction

Though our student population continues to grow, we have decided and continue to strive
to keep our class sizes small so teachers can work closely and effectively with students either
through small group or one-on-one instruction. This is also part of the vision of the school as
well as a key component of our charter — to allow teachers, students, and parents to work closely
to ensure our mission of “planned progress” is maintained and upheld.

We have also incorporated several resources and multiple teaching styles we use to meet
the individual needs of all students that integrate applying their analytical and problem-solving
skills. The “My Math Video” feature has a tutor who can assist students at anytime on any topic
they need to relearn. The special features that are being utilized to help student's growth and
progress are: lesson quizzes, activities, games, and puzzles, homework video tutors, review and
remediation, chapter projects to train them to apply their problem-solving skills in real life
situations, performance tasks, cumulative reviews, and quizzes and tests. All of these are also
available under Spanish resources.

In reading our focus has been on having our students experience reading and responding

to classic and Lexile level appropriate literature and informational text to prepare them for the
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more complex text and expectations for literary analysis they will encounter after high school
graduation. The English Language Arts instructor attempts to establish at least a 50/50 split
between the experience students have reading and responding to literary fiction and non-fiction.
The English Language Arts instructor also works collaboratively with the other core content
areas to provide instruction with literature that correlates to the content-specific topics or
informational text being read in classes such as history / social studies, science, and mathematics.
Assessment

As evident in our AIMS scores for 2011-2012 and 2012-2013, Telesis Preparatory
Academy significantly increased the median SGPs for the all students, bottom 25% and overall
evaluations as compared to the 2012 SGP results. The all students median is 44, compared to
30.25 in 2012. This growth is calculated by analyzing the change from SAT 10 scores in grade 9
to AIMS scores in Grade 10.

We do not currently have a formal benchmark assessment program to measure and
monitor student progress comprehensively or extensively as a grade level or subgroup.
Traditionally, we have progress monitored student achievement individually rather than
aggregately as a particular grade band, level, or subgroup such as English Language Learner,
Free and Reduced, or Special Education, which supports the vision of our charter — individual
planned progress. This has allowed us to narrow down students’ areas of strength, growth, and
improvement as well as areas of need and interest. We have depended upon the summative
results of the AIMS and STAN-10 to determine student achievement, teacher effectiveness, and
overall school performance. We are exploring purchasing a formative benchmark assessment
such as Galileo or Acuity to gather more aggregate data based upon grade level and subgroup
performance.

Student progress is measured and monitored individually and formatively using our
gradebook program TeacherEase. We upload the results of student achievement on instructional
activities and assessments provided through the Pearson Success platforms and the A+nyWhere
Learning System platforms to create a metrics-based diagnostic analysis of not only how each
individual students are performing in the class but also whether their risk levels for attaining
grade level proficiency on the AIMS Spring or Fall Mathematics Exams. STAR Reading is used

to measure and monitor student performance and progress in reading. Teachers use the data to
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assess individual student proficiency and instructional need and to design both enrichment and
intervention.

AIMS data is primarily used to measure annual growth in student performance and
progress and determine the need for support across the campus in Grades 10-12. Stanford 10
data is used to analyze student progress for Grade 9. This information, along with benchmark
assessments and daily student progress, is used to determine the students who are in the greatest
need of intervention.

The core content area highly qualified teachers collaborate to assess data and design
grade level, intervention, and enrichment courses. Teachers use data driven decision-making to
plan and provide instruction, assessment, and evaluation under the guidance of the academic

team leader and in cross-curricular collaboration with their team members.

School: TELESIS PREPARATORY ACADEMY Cohort: 2015
Performance Levels Reading Fall 2013 Reading Spring 2013
4 7% %
3 EXCEEDS 1 Students 1 Students
E 7777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 e
3 7
MEETS 4 Students 21 Students
2 % 8%
APPROACH ES 1 Students 2 Students
0% 0%
FALLS FAR BELOW 0 Students 0 Students
Students with Valid Results 6 24
Mean Scale Score 7200 7224
1 33% 25%
Target Score Met! 2 Students 6 Students

Chart 1: AIMS Reading Growth — Cohort 2015

Based on the performance on the Fall AIMS 2013 Reading, 5 out of the 6 students (86%)
who retook the exam from the spring attained proficiency. One student, who also qualifies and
receives special education services, successfully moved from Approaches to Meets and another
student, is approaching. The one student who approached the standard newly relocated to the
state of Arizona from Florida and is no longer enrolled at our school due to personal choice. No
students from Cohort 2014 retook the Fall AIMS 2013 exam, as 100% of the Cohort 2014 has

attained proficiency in this area.
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School: TELESIS PREPARATORY ACADEMY Cohort: 2015
Performance Levels Mathematics Fall 2013 | Mathematics Spring 201,
4 0% 8
0 EXCEEDS 0 Students 2 Students
(ﬁ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
3 .|
MEETS 6 Students 11 Students
2
21%
APPROACH ES 5 Students 5 Students
FALLS FAR BELOW 2 Students 6 Students
Students with Valid Results 13 24
Mean Scale Score 489.8 495.6
0% 0%
Target Score Met! 0 Students 0 Students

Chart 2: AIMS Math Growth — Cohort 2015

Based on the performance on the Fall AIMS 2013 Mathematics Exam, 6 out of the 13
students (46%) who retook exam from the spring attained proficiency. Out of the 11 students
who did not pass the Spring AIMS 2013 Mathematics, 9 are still enrolled at Telesis Preparatory
Academy. Out of those 9 students, 3 (33%) attained proficiency and all students who retook the
AIMS demonstrated moderate to significant growth, 4 (44%) moved from fall far below to
approaching, and 2 (22%) are under fall far below but both of these students demonstrated
moderate growth, and one of these students is receiving Special Education services.

While progress monitoring student achievement individually rather than aggregately has
benefitted our students and our teachers, our analysis of the results on state summative
assessments and our continuous data dialogues have led us to realize we need to purchase a valid
and reliable benchmark assessment program that provides stronger benchmark assessments that
can provide aggregate data. Depending upon the summative results provided by the AIMS is
not enough to increase overall student achievement and teacher effectiveness. We have
established a professional learning community (P.L.C.) to research and review which program

would not only provide our staff and students the
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Professional Development

The focus for professional development at Telesis Preparatory Academy has been
centered on having teachers trained deeply and efficiently on implementing, instructing, and
integrating the Arizona College and Career Ready Standards (AZCCRS) for Mathematics and
English Language Arts and Literacy. At the beginning of the year, professional development
was provided to address the cognitive rigor of the Common Core State Standards as a whole. As
the year progressed, professional development shifted to more targeted training that focused on
strengthening instruction, assessment, and evaluation addressing either Math or ELA AZCCRS
standards

Teacher training in mathematics has focused heavily on shifting instruction from
teaching and learning factual knowledge and procedural understanding in order to attain the
correct answer to conceptual understanding in which students analyzed and evaluated how and
why answers were attained through reasoning and proofing. Training has also extended to
challenged and engaged students to demonstrate and communicate metacognition of
mathematics practices and processes by engaging them in chapter project-based learning and
experiences with practical concepts such as STEAM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Arts,
Mathematics) and financial literacy, which our staff has identified and addressed as an essential
21% Century skill that will benefit students in their personal and professional lives after high
school graduation.

Teacher training in literacy has focused heavily on how all the core content areas
incorporate deeper reading and writing across the curriculum and how instruction beyond
English Language Arts can provide a balance between the literary fiction and non-fiction to
which students read and respond. Guidance and support has been provided to non-English
Language Arts teachers instructing classes such as history/social studies, science, and
mathematics can collaborate with the ELA teacher to develop rigorous and relevant lessons that
extend thinking and learning across the curriculum and engage students to demonstrate and
communicate deeper knowledge, understanding, thinking, and awareness of what they are
learning using oral, written, creative, and technical expression. Professional development has
also focused on how to incorporate active learning strategies such as close reading of the text and
Socratic Seminars to examine and explore concepts, ideas, subjects, and topics deeply orally and

in writing.
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Training has been provided in how to use technology to support both student proficiency
and growth. Our high school teachers have been trained not only on how to use technical tools
such as Mimios as well as the software packages accompanying the curriculum we have

purchased through A+nyWhere Learning System and Pearson Prentice Hall.
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Subsection 1.b Student Growth Progress Over Time of Bottom 25% (SGP Bottom 25%) —
Mathematics and Reading

Due to our small student population, the number of students who were identified as the
Bottom 25% for the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 was not reported on the academic framework.
However, these small numbers have allowed us to identify clearly those students who have
struggled to attain grade level proficiency in literacy and mathematics and target interventions
specifically based upon their progress and needs.

Based upon data and evaluation of procedures from the previous year, a decision was
made to improve our resources for intervention — specifically strategic interventions for the
students who have been identified in the bottom 25% using performance on AIMS as primary
criteria, in-class performance as secondary criteria, and talking points consisting of teacher
feedback and input.

In previous years, our Intervention Team consisted of one full-time reading specialist.
This year, two others were added to the team: a Reading Specialist -- who also is proficiently
trained in The Arizona College and Career Ready State and is the Team Leader — and a Reading
Recovery teacher. We have also implemented the Response to Intervention model this year to
assist in making informed decisions with regard to student placement for interventions.
Curriculum

A key factor in the math curriculum we decided to adopt for our math program were
supplemental supports and tools that would provide academic assistance and interventions to
struggling students, especially those identified as the Bottom 25%. Power Algebra, Power
Geometry, and MathXL are utilized to allow students to strengthen mathematical practices and
skills.

With regard to the Bottom 25% of students who struggle to attain proficiency in reading,
students are provided opportunities to engage in close reading using text exemplars identified by
the Arizona College and Career Ready Standards. Novel studies are also conducted based upon
reader interest to strengthen strategies in close reading and literary analysis, develop fluency and
comprehension, and promote leisure reading.

Instruction
After analyzing our data, we realized the needs of students and started an elective math

course for students struggling with foundations in math. This course was offered as AIMS Math
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in the past and then shifted to Transitional Math as per student's needs and requirements.
Students who are having gaps in their learning were placed in Algebra 1 (earning an elective
credit), which gave them an opportunity to master the essential concepts in order to do well in
Geometry or Algebra 2 or any other higher-level math course. AIMS tutoring for math continues
primarily for juniors and seniors who did not pass AIMS math and for freshmen and sophomores
who did not pass their traditional 8th grade math. We also be offer Transitional Math for
students who will be identified as struggling in major mathematical concepts to prepare them
with solid foundation and to be ready for Geometry, Algebra 2, etc. Copies of the paperwork are
kept on file so we may continue to measure and monitor their progress and performance. Many
of the students who asked for help have passed their AIMS Math exam.

Teachers use the Response to Intervention model to make data based decisions for
placing students in either Tier I (Core), Tier II (strategic-small group), or Tier III (Intensive)
interventions. In order to implement Tier II interventions, teachers have increased instructional
time to include an additional 30 minutes for small group instruction. Additional Tier II time has
also been added to Intervention instruction for those teachers who have difficulty adding extra
time into their schedules.

In mathematics struggling students receive half hour intervention in the respective subject
areas Monday - Thursday. After school tutoring is also provided on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and
Thursdays for students who need extra assistance. Weak areas are constantly reinforced and
assessed during regular instruction and intervention. Extra practice and enrichment work is
provided for the mastery of the concept. We have implemented multiple teaching styles to
improve students’ analytical and problem-solving skills that enhance every student's in depth
analysis and reasoning skills. On-line resources linked to math curriculum are being utilized that
provide visual manipulatives as well as video tutorials through Pearson platform. Retesting is
available after "re-teaching" the concepts that are not mastered.

With literacy Tier I instruction and interventions are provided during the regular day
instructional period by having the instructor use active learning techniques such as peer reading
and discussions, paired reading, and group reading. Supplemental text such as study guides and
Books on Tape help students decipher and understand the meaning and message conveyed by
complex text. Along with the grade level course, students are provided extended learning time

beyond the regular day instructional period through Tier II and Tier III intervention courses,
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which are designed to meet the needs of those students who require further instruction to help
them achieve proficiency in the areas of literacy. Those who are identified as the lowest 10% in
reading receive an additional 30 minutes per day of instruction in close reading strategies,
Socratic Seminar discussion techniques, and oral reading practice through the use of Common
Core aligned text exemplars that have been identified at their independent reading level.
Assessment

The bottom 25% grew 33.5, compared to 24 in 2012 and the overall median SGP was 39
compared to 27 in 2012. The overall growth score in 2013 was 39, compared to 27 in 2012. The
final growth score was 40 out of 100 points. This value represents typical growth that is below
“average”.

AIMS scores are extensively reviewed a consistent basis during P.L.C. and team
meetings. Teachers were also provided training on AZDASH to review how data is analyzed,
disaggregated, and can be used to provide targeted, strategic, and intensive interventions. The
site testing coordinator works with teachers with review student progress by individual strands
and concepts and provides guidance and support on how to use data driven decision-making to
plan instruction and interventions.

In mathematics academic performance and progress are measured and monitored using
assignments and assessments generated by KUTA Software, Khan Academy, IXL, and Power
Algebra. Section quizzes are administered after study and completion of homework to gauge
overall class understanding of concepts prior to advancing or to initiate review and remediation
of concepts.

In reading academic performance and progress are measured and monitored using STAR
Reading, Accelerated Reader, and grade level fluency passages. Progress is shared with both the
student and the parents who meet collaboratively with the teacher to develop individualized

learning plans with set goals and objectives for improving student proficiency in mathematics.
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School: TELESIS PREPARATORY ACADEMY Cohort: 2015

Performance Levels Reading Fall 2013 Reading Spring 2013
@ EXCEEDS 1 Students 1 Students
R o e |
o 88%
3 67%
M EETS 4 Students 21 Students
APPROACH ES 1 Students 2 Students
0% 0%
FALLS FAR BELOW 0 Students 0 Students
Students with Valid Results 6 24
Mean Scale Score 720.0 7224
33% 25%
Target Score Met! 2 Students 6 Students

Chart 3: AIMS Reading Growth Bottom 25% — Cohort 2015

100% students in Cohort 2015 identified within the Bottom 25% attained proficiency on
the AIMS Fall 2013 Reading Exam. The one student who approached the standard was new to
the school, having moved from another state. No students in Cohort 2014 needed to retake the
AIMS Reading Exam. The amount of growth and progress are represented by shifts in color in

each column.

School: TELESIS PREPARATORY ACADEMY Cohort: 2015
Performance Levels Mathematics Fall 2013 | Mathematics Spring 201
4
% EXCEEDS 0 Students 2 Students
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3 " <
MEETS 6 Students 11 Students
2 = 219%
APPROACH ES 5 Students 5 Students
1 15% 25%
FALLS FAR BELOW 2 Students 6 Students
Students with Valid Results 13 24
Mean Scale Score 489.8 495.6
Target Score Met! 0 Slz:ike nts 0 Stﬁems

Chart 4: AIMS Mathematics Growth Bottom 25% — Cohort 2015
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According to the results of AIMS 2013 Fall Math Exam, 3 out of the 5 students who fall
within the Bottom 25% based upon the AIMS 2013 Spring Math Exam demonstrated significant
growth. Targeted and strategic interventions are being provided to ensure all five students
continue to demonstrate growth and progress. The amount of growth and progress are
represented by shifts in color in each column.

Professional Development

Teachers receive extensive training on how to provide challenging and engaging
instruction as well as deepen their own conceptual and procedural knowledge and understanding
in literary and mathematical thinking. Areas of study include Socratic seminars and close
reading of the text as well as using problem-based and project-based learning to provide active,
hands-on, and practical learning experiences. Common Core training continues to be the

emphasis and focus for improving both student achievement and teacher effectiveness.

2c. Proficiency — Subgroup English Language Learners (ELL)

No currently enrolled students Telesis Preparatory Academy qualify for or receive Structured
English Immersion and English Language Development services, which has traditionally been
the case at our school and the reason why our academic framework report indicated “No Rating”.
Curriculum and Instruction

If an ELL student was to enroll at our school, they would receive instruction in Structured
English Immersion and English Language Development within the general education classroom
through Individualized Language Lesson Plans that outline the language goals students must
meet based upon their AZELLA-assessed language proficiency levels quarterly, per semester,
and annually. Students would be taught English language development using the instructional
text and supplementary resources provided in the general education classroom.

All teachers with ELL students in their classroom are required to include a language
objective that supplements the core content academic performance objective being addressed.
Teachers use the English Language Proficiency (ELP) Standards developed by the Arizona
Department of Education in conjunction with the Arizona College and Career Ready Standards
(AZCCRS) and Arizona state core academic standards.

Assessment
Students who indicate on one or more of the questions on the PHLOTE form are given

the AZELLA exam to assess English language proficiency in accordance with Title III of the
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Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 as well as the policies and procedures set by
the Arizona Department of Education. Students who have been placed into an English language
learner program will also take the AZELLA reassessment once per year until they achieve
proficiency. Kindergarteners who indicate on the PHLOTE form that a language other than
English is their primary language learned or spoken at home but have tested as proficient also
take the Spring AZELLA exam to determine whether the original proficiency designation
remains valid.

We currently have no students designated as English Language Learners enrolled at
Telesis Preparatory Academy.

Professional Development

The special education director, who is also the school’s ELL coordinator, receives on-
going training from the Office English Language Acquisition Services (OELAS) of the Arizona
Department of Education regarding procedures and strategies for identifying ELL students,
assessment and evaluation, progress monitoring, and program compliance. The ELL
coordinator participates throughout the academic year annually in training on how to provide the
AZELLA test. Since the ELL population at our campus is so small, professional development
with all staff occurs primarily through formal and information conversations, one-on-one
consultations, and team meetings with the ELL coordinator and those teachers who have ELL
students working in their classrooms with an ILLP.

All teachers have their S.E.I. endorsement and received S.E.L. training from either an
S.E.L. program or S.E.I trainer approved by the Office of English Acquisition Services at the
Arizona Department of Education.
2c. Proficiency — Subgroup Special Education (Sp.Ed.)

The special education population at Telesis Preparatory Academy is significantly small
with 4% of the students currently qualifying for and receiving special education services,
including services for speech, which has consistently been the percentage of our special
education population since 2011-2012 and why our academic framework report indicated “No
Rating”. However, our small population allows our special education department, which
consists of a highly qualified special education director and a highly qualified teacher who both
have their special education endorsement, to work closely and collaboratively both with the staff

and their students.
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Curriculum

The curriculum used to teach students who qualify for and receive special education
students depends upon the ability level, needs, and goals of the individualized lesson plan
(L.E.P.) for each student. If the student demonstrates near grade competency in literacy and
mathematics, they may work with the same instructional text used in the general education
classroom with interventions. However, most students in the resource room are using
supplemental materials and text published by Saddleback that are Common Core aligned and
specifically designed for struggling students, especially those requiring intensive assistance,
interventions, and support.

All curriculum and materials were selected for adoption and implementation by the
special education team in consultation with the school director and intervention team leader. We
emphasized purchasing materials that both align to the cognitive rigor of the Common Core State
Standards and support the instruction occurring in the general education classroom.

With mathematics only one student currently has demonstrated the capability to work
with the grade level math text with strategic and intensive interventions provided by the HQ
special education director. The other students work primarily with the supplemental text and
materials mentioned previously to strengthen core mathematical knowledge and skills, work
toward grade level proficiency, and increase metacognition and self-confidence in regards to
mathematical ability and thinking. Supplementary curriculum used for special education math
interventions include Pearson Prentice Hall, XL for Math, and Khan Academy and Pearson
Pacemaker for Algebra I and II. New curriculum will be adopted and implemented next year to
meet the demands and expectations for cognitive rigor embedded in the Math Common Core
State Standards prior to the 2014-2015 academic year.

With reading students work with supplemental text beginning at their Lexile level as
determined by their performance on STAR Reading to strengthen basic reading skills and
comprehension and develop the ability to analyze and evaluate literary fiction and non-fiction
deeply.

Instruction

All interventions services for students in Grades 9-12 who qualify for and receive special

education services are provided in the resource room 90 minutes per day in the area of their

deficiency. We decided to establish a resource room so students would receive more intensive
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interventions through small group instruction and one-on-one support provided by a highly
qualified teacher with a special education endorsement to increase their chances of attaining
grade level proficiency as well as developing conceptual understanding in literacy and
mathematics and metacognition of how they can apply what they are learning to address real
world issues, problems, situations.

The delivery of instruction and intensity of interventions depends upon the performance,
progress, and competency level of each individual student as determined by the comprehensive
evaluation conducted by a school psychologist whose services are outsourced by Telesis Center
for Learning, Inc. and academic performance both in the classroom, on formative assessments
such as STAR Reading and IXL for Math, and the goals outlined in the students’ Individualized
Education Plan (L.E.P.). We collaborate and meet with the general education teachers in our
attempt to mirror our instruction to what is being addressed in the mainstream classroom. The
materials we use may be presented in a format that is more easily understood and functional with
the student population we serve. We also use supplemental resources to clarify any concepts,
ideas, subjects, or topics that may be too abstract for our students to comprehend. However,
through small group and one-on-one interventions, we dialogue, discuss, and facilitate so our
students may develop deeper knowledge, understanding, and awareness of what they are
learning.

Special education students receive services primarily from the special education director,
who mostly delivers instruction in literacy and mathematics through intensive one-on-one
instruction. The intensity of instruction depends upon the ability level of the individual student
as determined by the conclusions made in the psychologist’s report, feedback on student
performance and progress from the general education teacher, the goals within the student’s
L.LE.P., and the professional judgment of the special education director, who continuously
monitors and adjusts the levels of instruction and practice to challenge and support student
learning. During this time, students receive assistance and support through small group
instruction consisting of three separate groups of 3-5 students that are each facilitated by a highly
qualified instructors with a special education endorsement. Students needing more intensive
interventions receive one-on-one instruction from one of the HQ instructors based upon their

need as well as their performance and progress. A school psychologist subcontracted by the
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LEA as needed also provides input regarding how services and interventions are provided to
each individual student qualifying for special education services.

Our small classroom population and the classroom size we maintain in the resource room
not only allows our special education students intensive assistance and interventions from the
HQ special education director but also pace extended learning time in which the student is
allowed to learn concepts, ideas, subjects, and topics more deeply and at their own pace. The
small classroom size and one-on-one interventions also allows the HQ special education director
to take time to fill in the gaps not only in proficiency but also learning should a student be absent
from school for health or personal reasons, taking instruction right from where it was left off
prior to the student’s absence.

With math intensive instruction, interventions, and support are provided in the resource
room for the entire year through gradual release of responsibility that occurs at a slower pace
with repeated explicit instructions and checks for understanding. Guided practice is
demonstrated primarily within the resource room under the observations of the special education
director with some homework assigned for independent practice. Student performance and work
is reviewed extensively with the teacher facilitating the learning through questioning and
modeling. If the student struggles to attain proficiency and retain the information, the special
education director provides guidance and support through further direct instruction, practice, and
facilitation using guiding and leading questions that are open-ended and text dependent.

Students qualifying for and receiving special education services in mathematics receive
instruction and intervention in the resource room for the entire academic year.

With literacy intensive instruction, interventions, and support in reading and writing are
provided in the resource room as their English Language Arts class. Students who need
intervention and support in attaining proficiency in literacy in history/social studies or science
and technical courses receive intensive interventions beyond the regular day instruction schedule
in the resource room.

Assessment

Students are exited from the resource room and included into the mainstream student
population for grade level instruction based upon whether they attain proficiency on the AIMS
Fall or Spring Reading and Mathematics exams, teacher input, parent feedback, and the

evaluation from the psychologist.
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We measure and monitor student performance and progress based upon the results of
formative assessments such as STAR Reading and the completion of independent practice tasks
provided through IXL For Math. We also review student performance and progress cumulatively
by reviewing their performance on the AIMS Mathematics and Reading exams and the STAN-10

to drive decisions regarding instruction and interventions.

School: TELESIS PREPARATORY ACADEMY Cohort: 2015
Performance Levels Reading Fall 2013 || Reading Spring 2013
4 i %
7] EXCEEDS 1 Students 1 Students
g ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
o 88%
M EETS 4 Students 21 Students
2 17% 8%
APPROACH ES 1 Students 2 Students
0% 0%
FALLS FAR BELOW 0 Students 0 Students
Students with Valid Results 6 24
Mean Scale Score 720.0 7224
33% 25%
Target Score Met! 2 Students 6 Students

Chart 5: AIMS Reading Growth Special Education — Cohort 2015

The one student from Cohort 2014 who currently receives special education services and
needed to retake both exams attained proficiency in reading and demonstrated growth in
mathematics. Based upon classroom performance, teacher observations, and performance on
IXL For Math, which indicates the student’s cumulative score increased 182% over the course of
the current academic year, we strongly believe that she will demonstrate more growth in
performance on the AIMS Spring 2014 Mathematics Exam, which is the student is scheduled to
take in April 2014. No students in Cohort 2014 receiving special education services needed to
retake the Fall AIMS Mathematics and Reading Exams. The amount of growth and progress are

represented by shifts in color in each column.
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No students in Cohort 2016 are receiving special education services in mathematics or
reading. Two students from Cohort 2017 — one who is new to our school and most recently been
evaluated and qualified for special education services — receive intensive instruction and
intervention in literacy and mathematics in the resource room. Progress is monitored based upon
their I.LE.P. goals, teacher observations, and performance on assignments and assessments
provided through Math for IXL.

Professional Development

The special education team participates with the general education staff in whole staff
and targeted training on implementing, instruction, and integrating the Arizona College and
Career Readiness Standards in Mathematics and English Language Arts and Literacy. The
special education team’s input regarding how to improve teacher effectiveness in instructing,
assessing, and evaluating student achievement as it relates to the AZCCRS is an essential
component of the professional development provided on-site. The special education team also
participated in specific training provided to all math teachers at Telesis Preparatory Academy by
the school’s Common Core team regarding how to address the cognitive rigor of the AZCCRS in
Mathematics to all students.

Professional development and support in special education are provided to all staff
primarily through the special education director, who meets consistently with the instructional
staff and administration individually and during team meetings to discuss and review student
progress and best practices and strategies to address students with special needs. The special
education director has received specialized training from the Director’s Institute Conference held
by the Arizona Department of Education focusing on topics such as addressing academic rigor
for special education students, writing Common Core-aligned I.LE.P. goals, college and career
transitioning. The director also attended the Intervention Conference held by Arizona
Department of Education focusing on how to write transition goals, strategies, and action steps

within each student’s I.LE.P.

3. State Accountability
As mentioned previously, Telesis Preparatory Academy received a grade of C according
to the grading scale of AZLEARNS, receiving 116 points out of a possible 200. Therefore, it

stands to reason that at the top of our list for immediate improvements is to increase the letter

Telesis Preparatory Academy 20





grade of our LEA and each site to at least a grade of “B” according to the grading scale for
AZLEARNS for 2013-2014.
Curriculum

In order to address needed curriculum changes, a Common Core Team was formed with
two trained in the Common Core State Standards, whose mission it was to inform, assist, and
monitor the effective implementation and instructional shifts AZCCRS with every teacher on the
campus. With this in mind, numerous in-services have been held to increase the awareness and
efficiency of the teaching staff. We have addressed the focus on instructional shifts in Math and
ELA, as well as addressing how these shifts will look like in our classrooms through
instructional techniques such as Socratic Seminar and Close Reading.

We have strengthened our school’s math curriculum to address the cognitive rigor of the
Common Core State Standards as well as teach our students to engage in critical and creative
thinking with mathematics, examine and explore mathematical concepts and procedures through
reasoning and proofing; communicating clearly their own mathematical thinking and reasoning
using oral, written, creative, and technical expression; and engage in active learning such as
problem-based, inquiry-based, and project-based learning, allowing students to use the math they
are learning to address real world issues, problems, and situations.

Instruction

Our high school courses are designed specifically to cover core content, address the
Arizona College Career Ready Standards in Mathematics and English Language Arts and
Literacy, and specific skills that support demonstration of higher order thinking and
communication of deeper knowledge, understanding and awareness using oral, written, creative,
and technical expression. Instruction is differentiated and individualized to address the specific
needs and interests of each individual student. Through emphasis and encouragement, students
are motivated to engage themselves in thinking critically and creatively, examining and
exploring deeply, working collaboratively, and communicating clearly their deeper knowledge,
understanding, thinking, and awareness.

Professional Learning Communities (P.L.C.s) have also been established to research and
collaborate on a regular basis for planning and providing instruction and discussing student
performance and progress. Our teachers have also incorporated active learning methods and

strategies including problem-based learning, project-based learning, close reading of the text, and
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Socratic Seminars to make certain that our classrooms are more student-centered and teacher-
facilitated than teacher-led and content-driven.

With regard to math interventions at Telesis Preparatory Academy, Intervention Team
members conduct regular weekly meetings to discuss data and progress. In addition, they also
attend the regular weekly meetings at each academic level. Intervention schedules allow for any
students needing intervention assistance in math to attend daily interventions. Tier II
interventions take place daily through qualified math instructors who work with students in the
small group setting. Tier III referrals are given for students who are not mastering content or
meeting benchmarks in various content areas. Assessment data is evaluated consistently to
monitor improvement.

Assessment

To understand deeply and fully what goals, strategies, and action steps needed to set to
improve overall school performance, we enlisted the services and support of the Center of
Student Achievement at the Arizona Charter School Association to conduct an in-depth analysis
and analysis to determine our areas of strength, growth, improvement, and need in regards to
improving not only student performance and progress in literacy and mathematics but also
teacher effectiveness in providing high quality instruction, assessment, evaluation, intervention,
and support. Included in this report were recommendations for improving student achievement,
teacher effectiveness, and overall school performance, which we incorporated as part of our
school continuous improvement plan at the LEA and site levels and integrated as key
components of our education program. Our plan is to have the Center of Student Achievement at
the Arizona Charter School Association conduct another in-depth analysis of our AIMS scores at
the end of the current year to determine whether the changes and improvement we made to our
education program were appropriate and effective and drive our decisions regarding curriculum,
instruction, and assessment for the 2014-2015 academic year.

With regards to use of data for instructional improvement, AIMS data has also been a
significant indicator of achievement at specific levels. Review of the trends in our scores has led
to much discussion and overall analysis of curriculum as well. We are working to align all
resources so that the scope and sequence of all curricula can provide for effective transitioning
across grade level content. In addition, we are working to order additional supplemental

materials that can be used at each level as Tier II intervention support. We also analyzed our

Telesis Preparatory Academy 22





curriculum and instruction, professional development, and technology in use, helping us to make
more data-driven decisions to support our efforts at training our teaching staff and provide them
with the technology tools to be more effective in the classroom. It is our hope that all of these
changes for added assistance for the students needing more individualized and concentrated
instruction will ultimately cause our letter grades to improve.
Professional Development

Phase I and Phase II Common Core trainings have been held at several points during the
school year to address instructional shifts, as well as content shifts. Common Core trained
teachers are also working together weekly to address instructional needs, share effective
instructional strategies, and plan for intervention needs. Teachers were also trained on-site in
close reading and Socratic seminar to engage students in more active learning strategies that are
more student-centered and teacher-facilitated. Instructional staff has also been sent to
professional development conferences and seminars to participate and learn best practices,
instructional methods, and active learning strategies that specifically address the cognitive rigor
of the Common Core State Standards at the high school level offered by the Arizona Department
of Education

In regards to assessment, staff has been trained in using AZDASH to drive instruction,
assessment and evaluation and measure and monitor student progress. Our site testing
coordinator has also received extensive training on proctoring the AIMS exams as well as how to
establish extended learning time for students who struggle to attain proficiency on the exams.
The site coordinator has also trained other staff members on how to use data driven decision-
making to guide instruction, assessment and evaluation. Since our site has also been selected to
participate in the PARCC field test, all teachers who are responsible for testing have received

extensive training in proctoring the exam as well as the frameworks for instruction.
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Have you received instruction, professional development, or training in
the following Common Core State Standards?

ELA Literacy —_

Math
i Yes
e e MN
Lit History/SS °
Lit Science/Tech
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Chart 6: Training in the Common Core State Standards

We also enlisted the services of Maverik Education LLC to conduct a professional
development needs assessment to determine the expertise level of our staff in implementing,
instructing, and integrating the Common Core State Standards. According to the results, the
majority of the staff has received AZCCRS training in English Language Arts and Literacy. We
will be using this data to plan the remaining professional development time for this year and

construct our professional development plan for the 2014-2015 academic year.
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Expert - Advanced Proficient Intermediate Beginner Novice
I can -1can -1can -1 need -1 need -1
lead provide teach it more MUCH have
and sample effectively. training. more neither
provide lessons. training. seen
training. nor
used
it.
English 0.00% 15.38% 23.08% 15.38% 30.77% 15.38%
Language 0 2 3 2 4 2
Arts and
Literacy
Mathematics 7.69% 0.00% 15.38% 23.08% 38.46% 15.38%
1 0 2 3 5 2
Literacy in 0.00% 7.69% 15.38% 30.77% 23.08% 23.08%
History and 0 1 2 4 3 3
Social
Studies
Literacy in 7.69% 0.00% 15.38% 30.77% 23.08% 23.08%
Science and 1 0 2 4 3 3
Technical
Courses

Chart 7: Expertise in Teaching the Common Core State Standards

We also surveyed the staff regarding their level of expertise in teaching the following
Common Core State Standards to determine how many teachers on our staff feel they are at least
proficient enough to teach the AZCCRS effectively, can provide sample lessons, or provide on-

site training for other staff members.

Unsure.
Need more

Low No
Interest Interest

Moderate
Interest

Very
High

High
Interest

English
Language
Arts /
Literacy

Mathematics

Literacy in
History and
Social
Studies

Literacy in
Science and
Technical
Courses

Teaching
the CCSS in
Special
Areas (e.g.
P.E., art,
music, CTE)

Interest

30.77%

38.46%
[=

25.00%

23.08%

38.46%

23.08%

7.69%
1

25.00%

15.38%

23.08%

23.08%

15.38%

16.67%

7.69%
1

15.38%

23.08%

15.38%

16.67%

30.77%

15.38%

0.00%

23.08%

16.67%

23.08%

7.69%

information.

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

Chart 8: Interest in Common Core State Standards Training
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We also surveyed the staff to determine their level of interest in specific Common Core
State Standards to determine how to plan and provide further professional development for the
rest of the year and into the 2014-2015 academic years. We will use this data along with the
results of the AIMS 2014 Spring Mathematics and Reading Exams to determine what kind of
professional development related to the AZCCRS should be provided for the upcoming school
year.

4. Graduation

Ensuring that our student graduate and become productive, contributing members of
society is the goal and mission of Telesis Preparatory Academy. From the moment a student
enters Telesis, they are assessed and given a plan and curriculum that is specifically designed to
help them reach their specific goals. When the student reaches the Academy level from our
sister K-8 school, the focus becomes even more tailored to ensure that the student reaches his or
her specific goals.

One of the biggest improvements Telesis Preparatory Academy has made to ensure that
students maintain began in 2010 when we hired a hired guidance counselor on campus. In 2013,
this position was made full time to focus primarily on academic guidance for students in Grades
9-12 and assist in planning and transitioning for life after high school graduation. At Telesis
Preparatory Academy, career planning begins immediately in 9" Grade by developing ECAP
plans, using the tools and assessments in AZCIS and having various visits from colleges,
universities, the armed forces, etc. The counselor is also planning a career fair that will be held
for students in Fall 2014.

While many students see the need and have an interest in enrolling in a postsecondary
academic institution, there are many others that do not. It is the mission of the teaching staff, the
counselors, and the administration to work closely with these students to ensure they meet the
criteria and standards for completing their secondary education and earning their high school
diploma.

The counselor meets a minimum of twice per school year with each student. Students
with D’s and F’s are met with more frequently, and parents are contacted as well. When the
students see that everyone is collaborating, they begin to feel more motivated to succeed. The

counselor makes it her personal mission to ensure that these students begin vocational
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exploration and encourages them to explore options at the local community college. As of the

2013-2014 school year, Mohave Community College is now a very active part of our campus.

Telesis Preparatory Academy Graduation Rate
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Chart 9: Graduation Rate 2012-2014

Since implementing our guidance program, the graduation rate has improved. Out of the
10 students who finished the school year as a member of the Class of 2012, nine successfully
graduated with their high school diploma, earning us a graduation rate of 90%. In 2013, fourteen
out of the 15 students graduated with a high school diploma, raising our graduation rate to 95%.
The one student was awarded a certificate of completion from the school due to their inability to
pass the AIMS exam.

Based on the performance growth of the 3 remaining members of Cohort 2015 on the
AIMS exam, we are projecting a 100% graduation rate for our current senior class. This has
become our goal for this year. To achieve this goal, our guidance counselor continues to work
closely with all members of the senior class, especially those in danger of not graduating or
completing their education successfully at Telesis Preparatory Academy, to ensure they receive

their high school diploma and are prepared for life after graduation.
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Charter Holder Entity ID: 79218
Date Submitted: March 31, 2014

Financial Performance Response Evaluation Instrument
Charter Holder Name: Telesis Center for Learning, Inc.

Required for: Renewal
Audit Year: 2013
Evaluation Completed: May 16, 2014

Arizona State Board for Charter Schools (Board) staff completed the Financial Performance Response Evaluation Instrument to be used by the
Board in its consideration of applicable requests made by the charter holder. “Not Acceptable” answers may adversely affect the Board'’s

decision regarding a charter holder’s request.

Not Not

Measure Acceptable |Acceptable |Applicable | Comments

1a. Going Concern X

1b. Unrestricted Days Liquidity X

1c. Defaul

c. Default X

2a. Net Income The financial performance response states the fiscal year 2013 net loss was
“due to non-recurring events that are not expected to repeat in future years”.
The six “non-recurring events” are: 1) an increase in depreciation and interest
expense due to facility expansion ($145,000) and the charter holder not yet
having the enroliment needed to meet the additional costs; 2) Classroom Site
Fund overpayment by the Arizona Department of Education (ADE); 3) certain

X Title | expenses being deemed unallowable by ADE, resulting in those expenses

having to be absorbed by the charter holder (545,000); 4) an increase in repair
and maintenance costs ($25,000); 5) additional pupil transportation expenses
($25,000); and 6) an increase in special education costs. Generally, the charter
holder’s audits and ADE reports support the amounts included in the response
related to items “1)”, “2)” and “3)”. However, based on the projections
provided by the charter holder, the item identified in “1)” may continue to be
an issue in fiscal years 2014 and 2015. The charter holder’s response does not
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Not
Applicable

Comments

include support for the statements made regarding the remaining items.

The financial performance response includes projections for fiscal years 2014
through 2018. Based on the projections, the charter holder will operate with
net losses in fiscal years 2014 and 2015 with positive net income projected in
fiscal years 2016 through 2018. The projection for fiscal year 2014 is based on a
total enrollment of 469 students and includes “State Equalization Assistance” of
$2,961,735, both of which are not supported by ADE reports. During the period
covering fiscal years 2010 through 2014, the charter holder experienced its
highest average daily membership (ADM) of 459.377 in fiscal year 2012. For
fiscal year 2013, the charter holder’s ADM was 437.443; as of May 13, 2014, the
charter holder’s fiscal year 2014 ADM is 436.799. Even if the charter holder
used a head count for its projections (instead of ADM), the amount of state
equalization assistance received would not change. According to ADE reports,
as of the May 2014 payment, the charter holder’s state equalization assistance
for fiscal year 2014 is calculated at $2,835,144.30, which is $126,500 less than
the amount included in the charter holder’s projection. (The charter holder’s
response was submitted in March. According to ADE reports, as of the March
2014 payment, the charter holder’s state equalization assistance for the year
was calculated at $2,842,552.98.) Additionally, the response states, “The School
is confident that the completion of phase two, the sports programs that the
School will be able to expand having a gymnasium and an aggressive marketing
campaign will increase student enrollment significantly ensuring that the
Schools meets the needed enrollment to cover additional expenses of the
expansion.” The charter holder’s response does not include evidence to support
the total enrollment numbers provided in the projections for fiscal years 2015
(520) through 2018 (620).

2b. Cash Flow

The financial performance response states, “This negative number was caused
by the use of some of the School’s reserves to cover the non-recurring items
that caused the School to have net loss in fiscal year 2013. These non-recurring
items are discussed in the first part of this document.” (See Net Income.)

The financial performance response includes projections for fiscal year 2014
through 2018. The projections show positive cash flow in each year.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Not
Applicable

Comments

2c. Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio

The financial performance response indicates the charter holder “received a
rating of ‘Does Not Meet’ for the fixed charge coverage ratio due to the net loss
in fiscal year 2013 and due to the large amount recorded as the current portion
of long-term debt” (see Net Income). Regarding the current portion of long-
term debt, the response indicates a balloon payment was due in fiscal year
2014 for the construction loans used to fund the facility expansion project. This
statement is supported by the charter holder’s audit.

The financial performance response indicates that in December 2013, the
charter holder closed on bond financing through the Town of Florence
Industrial Development Authority. According to the response, the bond
financing pays the balloon payment and also provides funds for the charter
holder to complete its expansion project. The charter holder’s response does
not include support for these statements. The response mentions that the
charter holder will have its consulting accountant begin to calculate this
measure several times throughout future fiscal years to ensure that the charter
holder receives a “meets” in the future. According to the response, the bond
financing requires the charter holder to maintain a debt service coverage ratio
greater than the 1.1 required for the fixed charge coverage ratio. The response
includes projections for the charter holder’s performance on the debt service
coverage ratio for fiscal years 2014 through 2018, but does not include the
performance level required by the bond financing. The projections show the
charter holder achieving a 1.64 or higher for its debt service coverage ratio. It is
unclear at this time if and how the issues identified in the Net Income section
above (specifically the second paragraph) will affect the charter holder’s
performance on the bond financing’s debt service coverage ratio.
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Financial Sustainability

Responses to the “Does Not Meet” ratings for the Sustainability Indicators of the
financial performance framework are included below:

Sustainability Indicator — Net Income

Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. had a net loss of $255,060 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 2013 due to non-recurring events that are not expected to repeat in future

years. A table showing these non-recurring expenses is shown below:

Non-recurring Event

Estimated Cost

1. Site Expansion Costs $145,000

2. Unallowable Grant Expenses 45,000

3. Classroom Site Fund 16,000
Overpayment

4. Repair & Maintenance 25,000

5. Additional Pupil 25,000
Transportation Expenses

6. Special Education Cost 15,000
Increase

Total Non-recurring Event Cost $271,000

1. Infiscal year 2012, the School began to expand its site to meet its projected
enrollment needs. The expansion was to take place in two phases and was planned
to increase instructional space for the growing student enrollment as well as to add a
gymnasium to campus. The first phase was completed in time for the 2012-2013
school year and the second phase was put off for about a year while the School
went through the bond financing process.

As the expansion’s purpose was to allow the school a higher enrollment in the
future, the School did not yet have the enroliment needed to meet the additional
costs associated with the new buildings. The estimated additional costs totaled
$145,000 and this contributed to the net loss incurred in fiscal year 2013. This
amount includes the increased amount of depreciation in the amount of $115,000
and the increased amount of interest expense in the amount of $30,000, both from

the new facilities.






During the winter and spring quarters of 2014, the School had begun construction on
the second phase of the expansion project. The second phase includes the
construction of the gymnasium. The School is confident that the completion of
phase two, the sports programs that the School will be able to expand having a
gymnasium and an aggressive marketing campaign will increase student enroliment
significantly ensuring that the School meets the needed enrollment to cover the
additional expenses of the expansion.

. In addition to the expansion costs, the School wrote their Title | grant application to
include an additional first grade teacher in the fiscal year ending June 30, 2013. The
teacher had been hired at the beginning of the school year after the School had
discussed the hire with the School’s Title | Specialist at the Arizona Department of
Education. However, when the annual completion report was submitted to the
Arizona Department of Education after the fiscal year had ended, the Title |
department determined that the position was not allowable under the Title |
guidelines. Since the cost had already been incurred and paid, the School had to
take the additional expense. If the cost had been unallowable from the start then the
School would not have added the position. The salaries and benefits for the position
cost the School a one-time expense of approximately $45,000 that contributed to the
net loss in fiscal year 2013.

To ensure that this truly is a non-reoccurring event, the School has provided extra
professional development for the administrative staff members responsible for grants
management and has had the Title | department at the Arizona Department of
Education review in detail the School’s Title | plans and budget prior to expending
any Title | funds.

. During fiscal year 2013, the Arizona Department of Education determined that an
error had occurred in the calculation of previous year Classroom Site Fund
allocations to schools throughout Arizona. When the Arizona Department of
Education released the results of the error, it was determined that Telesis Center for
Learning, Inc. owed the Arizona Department of Education approximately $16,000
because they had been overpaid due to the error. Even though the error was for
overpayments that occurred in previous years, Generally Accepted Accounting
Principles (GAAP) required the error to be booked in the year of discovery rather
than restating previous year audited financial statements. As this situation was
beyond the School’s control, no correction action has been implemented to ensure it
does not happen again.

. In the fiscal year ending June 30, 2013 the School had several increased repair and
maintenance costs. The repairs included air conditioner repair, painting in the





school and repairs to the gates/fences that surround the School. The amounts were
individually below the School’s capital asset threshold policy causing the School to
expense the items rather than capitalize them. The total additional expenses were
approximately $25,000 and this contributed to the net loss for fiscal year 2013.

While the School budgets for repairs and maintenance every year, it is difficult to
know the exact costs or when something will break. The School will increase their
budgeted repair and maintenance expenses in the future in the hopes of capturing
the upcoming expenses.

. For fiscal year 2012, the School purchased a bus and employed a bus driver. The
main purpose of this expense was pupil transportation for after school activities such
as sports. As the School is located in Lake Havasu City, the students often have to
travel to Phoenix and surrounding areas in order to play sports, etc.

After some research, the School determined it would cost less for them to use a bus
company to transport the students and so the bus was sold and a bus driver was not
employed for fiscal year 2013. The sports department was also directed and agreed
to do fundraising to help reduce the cost to the School’s general budget.

Unfortunately, by the middle of the school year, the fundraising was not adequate to
cover the transportation costs and it was determined that if the School did not cover
the costs for transportation for the spring sports, the spring sports would need to be
cancelled. As part of the School’s philosophy involves sports and after school
activities, the School’'s administration made the decision to cover the costs. The
additional costs of $25,000 contributed to the net loss for fiscal year 2013.

For fiscal year 2014 and beyond, the School has made sure to budget a larger
amount for sports. In addition, a large tax credit campaign has been put into place to
help fund the sports and the transportation costs association with them.

. The last item that contributed to the net loss for fiscal year 2013 was the increased
cost of the special education program. The School had a slight increase in special
education students between fiscal year 2012 and fiscal year 2013. In addition, the
School added to the special education program to ensure all needs were being met.
The School spent approximately $15,000 in additional costs. The School’s
administration made the decision to incur these additional costs because it was in
the students’ best interest and part of the School’s mission.





In fiscal year 2014, the special education enrollment has again increased. The
increase for this fiscal year is significant and the School has been able to obtain
additional grant funding from the Arizona Department of Education to help with the
costs.

Sustainability Indicator — Fixed Charge Coverage Ratio

Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. received a rating of “Does Not Meet” for the fixed
charge coverage ratio due to the net loss in fiscal year 2013 and due to the large
amount recorded as the current portion of long-term debt.

The School incurred several one-time type of expenses (as explained in the above
section) that contributed to the net loss. If those one-time expenses were removed,
the School would have shown a net profit of almost $16,000. As discussed in the
previous section though, some expenses were beyond the School’s ability to avoid
and others were made to ensure the students had all of their needs met.

The large amount recorded as the current portion of long-term debt was due to a
balloon payment that was due in fiscal year 2014 for the construction loans used to
fund the expansion project of the School. In December 2013 the School closed on
bond financing through the Town of Florence Industrial Development Authority. The
bond financing pays the balloon payment in the current portion and also provides
funds for the School to complete their expansion project. If the one-time expenses
are removed and the balloon payment for the construction loans was paid off, the
School would have more than met the fixed coverage ratio.

The School will have its consulting accountant begin to calculate the fixed coverage
ratio several times throughout future fiscal years to ensure that the School will
receive a “Meets” rating in the future. In addition, the bond financing requires the
School to maintain a Debt Service Coverage Ratio (similar ratio to the fixed charge
coverage ratio) greater than the 1.10 required for the fixed charge coverage ratio in
the financial performance framework.

The School has included projections with the debt service coverage ratio calculated
below:





Fiscal Year Ending June 30

Total Enrollment

Revenue

State Equalization Assistance
State Grants

Federal Grants

Other Revenues

Total Revenue

Expenses
Personal Services - Instructional Salaries

Personal Services - Other Salaries
Personal Services - Benefits
Purchased Facilities Services
Purchased Other Services
Supplies

Depreciation and Amortization
Interest

Other Expenses

Total Expenses

Net Operating Income

Add Back:
Depreciation and Amortization
Interest

Net Income Available for Debt Service

Debt Service
Principal
Interest
Total Debt Service

Debt Service Coverage Ratio

PROJECTED

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

469 520 550 580 620
2961735  $ 3283800  $ 3473250 3,662,700 $ 3,915,300
152,413 168,986 178,735 188,484 201,483
555,854 616,214 673,815 688,888 700,929
168,000 189,800 209,790 217,500 224,440
3838002  $ 4258800  $ 4535590 4757572 $ 5,042,152
1576185  $ 1651590  $ 1,728,879 1,808,101  $ 1,889,304
365,002 374,127 383,480 393,067 402,894
465,885 486,172 506,966 528,281 550,128
117,300 123,165 125,628 128,141 130,704
189,750 193,545 197,416 201,364 205,392
467,449 497,131 507,073 517,215 527,559
266,561 309,539 309,539 309,539 309,539
262,573 392,225 392,225 390,050 385,338
224,948 280,239 378,191 397,838 418,238
3935653  $ 4307733 $ 4529398 4673597  $ 4,819,095
(97651) $ (48933 $ 6,192 83975  $ 223,057
266,561 309,539 309,539 309,539 309,539
262,573 392,225 392,225 390,050 385,338
431483  $ 652831 $ 707,956 783564  $ 917,934
- % - $ 30,000 65000 $ 70,000
262,573 392,225 392,225 390,050 385,338
262573  $ 392225  $ 422,225 455050  $ 455338
1.64 1.66 1.68 1.72 2.02





Fiscal Year Ending June 30 | PROJECTED

Assets 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Cash 438,035 656,415 905,171 1,207,186 1,618,159
Accounts Receivable 19,160 20,800 22,000 23,200 24,800

Total Current Assets 457,195 677,215 927,171 1,230,386 1,642,959
Deferred Bond Issuance Cost (net) 339,020 327,462 315,904 304,346 292,788
Repair and Replacement Fund 16,667 41,667 66,667 91,667 116,667
Cash held by trustee 455,788 455,788 455,788 455,788 455,788
Land 145,922 145,922 145,922 145,922 145,922
Building 5,447,830 5,447,830 5,447,830 5,447,830 5,447,830
Furniture, Vehicles and Equipment 576,231 576,231 576,231 576,231 576,231
Accumulated Depreciation (1,587,633) (1,885,614) (2,183,595) (2,481,576) (2,779,557)

Total Property and Equipment 4,582,350 4,284,369 3,986,388 3,688,407 3,390,426
Total Assets 5,851,020 5,786,501 5,751,918 5,770,594 5,898,628
Accounts Payable 16,765 18,200 19,250 20,300 21,701
Notes Payable 5,062 5,349 5,653 5,972 6,310
Capital Leases Payable 53,931 36,623 32,625 30,957 4,196
Prop 301 Overpayment 8,132 8,133 - - -

Total Current Liabilities 83,890 68,304 57,528 57,229 32,206
Revenue Bonds 5,410,000 5,410,000 5,380,000 5,315,000 5,245,000

Total Liabilities 5,493,890 5,478,304 5,437,528 5,372,229 5,277,206
Beginning Unrestricted Fund Balance 397,611 299,960 251,027 257,220 341,195
Net increase (decrease) fund balance (97,651) (48,933) 6,192 83,975 223,057
Ending Unrestricted Fund Balance 299,960 251,027 257,220 341,195 564,252
Beg Classroom Site Fund Balance 57,170 57,170 57,170 57,170 57,170
Net increase (decrease) fund balance - - - - -
End Classroom site fund balance 57,170 57,170 57,170 57,170 57,170

Total Liabilities and Fund Balances 5,851,020 5,786,502 5,751,918 5,770,594 5,898,628






Fiscal Year Ending June 30

CASH FLOWS FROM OPERATING ACTIVITIES
Changes in net assets
Adjustments to reconcile changes in net assets to
cash provided/(used) by operating activities:
Depreciation and amortization
(Increase)/Decrease in operating assets:
Accounts receivable
Capitalized Loan Costs
Accumulated Amortization
Other operating assets
Increase/(Decrease) in operating liabilities
Accounts payable and accrued expenses
Accrued payroll
Due to governmental agencies
Unearned revenue
NET CASH PROVIDED/(USED) BY OPERATING ACTIVITIES

CASH FLOWS FROM INVESTING ACTIVITIES

Purchase of property and equipment
NET CASH PROVIDED/(USED) BY INVESTING ACTIVITIES
CASH FLOWS FROM FINANCING ACTIVITIES

Proceeds from notes and loans payable

Repayments on notes and capital leases payable
NET CASH PROVIDED/(USED) BY FINANCING ACTIVITIES
Net Changes in Cash
Cash at beginning of year

Cash at end of year

Net of Cash held by Trustee & Repair/Replacement Fund

PROJECTED

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
(97,651)  (48,933) 6,192 83,975 223,057
266,561 309,539 309,539 309,539 309,539

(202) (1,640) (1,200) (1,200) (1,600)

(350,123) - - - -

(2,396) 11,558 11,558 11,558 11,558
(2,139) 1,435 1,050 1,050 1,400
(9,772) - - - -
(8,132) (8,132) - - -
(44,895) - - - -
(248,749) 263,827 327,139 404,922 543,954
(1,904,089) - - - -
(1,904,089) - - - -
5,410,000 - - - -
(2,745,284)  (20,447) (53,384)  (77,907) (107,981)
2,664,716 (20,447) (53,384)  (77,907) (107,981)
511,878 243,380 273755 327,015 435,973
398,612 910,490 1,153,870 1,427,626 1,754,641
910,490 1,153,870 1,427,626 1,754,641 2,190,614
438,035 656,415 905171 1,207,186 1,618,159





Sustainability Indicator — Cash Flow (3-Year Cumulative)

Telesis Center for Learning, Inc. received a rating of “Does Not Meets” for the cash
flow measurement because although the total cash flow amount was positive, the
cash flow for fiscal year 2013 was a negative number. This negative number was
caused by the use of some of the School’s reserves to cover the non-recurring items
that caused the School to have net loss in fiscal year 2013. These non-recurring
items are discussed in the first part of this document.

In the projections provided above, it is clear to see that the School has budgeted to
increase reserves over the next several years allowing the school to meet this
indicator in the future.
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Arizona Corporation
Commission
Electronic Filing
Document Information

10/04/2013

» Please print a copy of this E-filed document and keep for -
your records until an approved annual report is posted to the |
official Commission database.

» Thank you for E-filing!

Document Information
Your Order Number is: 970945

|Annual Report: A13
[Due Date: 10/17/2013
[Fee: 10.00

Penalty: 0.00
[Reinstatement: 0.00

Ip_ﬁ)edite:

Corporate Information

File Number: -0969618-5

Corperation Name: TELESIS PREPARATORY ACADEMY, INC.

Corporation Address: 2598 STARLITE LN
Corporation Address:

Corporation Address:

[City: LAKE HAVASU CITY _ |State: ARIZONA | Zip-Code: 86403-4946 |County: MOHAVE
| State of Domicile: AR[ZONA

| Secondary address: Foreign Corporations Must Complete

Address:

Address:

Address:

http://starpas.azce.gov/scripts/cgiip.exe/W Service=wsbroker1/eforms.p 10/4/2013
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City: ||State: HZip-Code: ||C0umy:
Business Phone: 928.855.8661 J|Character of Business: EDUCATIONAL

Statutory Agent Information
| Statutory Agent: SANDRA K BREECE |
|Agent Mailing Address: 3232 PIONEER DR ]
|Agent Mailing Address: |
|Agent Mailing Address:
City: LAKE HAVASU CITY |State: ARIZONA Zip-Code: 86404-4946
| Agent Physical Address, If Different from Mailing Address.
|Physical Address:

|Physical Address:

Physical Address:

City: |State: ARIZONA | Zip-Code:

B Crmte Officer Information

SANDRA K BREECE

PRESIDENT/CEO

3232 PIONEER DR

LAKE HAVASU CITY, AZ 86404

Date of Taking Office: 08/01/1991

Corporate Director Information

SANDRA K BREECE
3232 PIONEER DR
LAKE HAVASU CITY, AZ £6404-424¢6
Date of Taking Office: 08/01/1991

Members

This Corporation Dees Have Members.

CL()SURE R
(AR.S. §§ 10-202(D), 10-3202(D), 10-1622.A.8 & 10-11622.A.7) ;

Has ANY person who is currently an officer, director, trustee, incorporator, or who, in a for
For-Profit corporations controls or holds more than 10% of the issued and outstanding

common shares or 10% of any other proprietary, beneficial or membership interest in the
corporation been:

1. Convicted of a felony involving a transaction in securities, consumer fraud or antitrust in any
state or federal jurisdiction within the seven year period immediately preceding the execution of this
certificate?

hitp://starpas.azce.gov/scripts/cgiip.exe/WService=wsbroker1/eforms.p 10/4/2013
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| NO |
E2. Convicted of a felony, the essential elements of which consisted of fraud, misrepresentation, theft

by false pretenses or restraint of trade or monopoly in any state or federal jurisdiction within the
seven year period immediately preceding execution of this certificate?

NO
3. Subject to an injunction, judgment, decree or permanent order of any state or federal court entered

within the seven year period immediately preceding execution of this certificate where such
injunction, judgment, decree or permanent order involved the violation of :

|(a) fraud of registration provisions of the securities laws of that jurisdiction, or

|(b) the consumer fraud laws of that jurisdiction, or
|(c) the antitrust or restraint of trade laws of that jurisdiction?
| NO

[STATEMENT OF BANKRUPTCY OR RECEIVERSHIP (A.R.S. §§ 10-1623 & 10-
11623)

A) Has the corporation filed a petition for bankruptcy or appointed a receiver? |
NO

B) Has any person who is currently an officer, director, trustee or incorporator, or who, in a For-
Profit corporation, controls or holds over 20% of the issued and outstanding common shares, or 20%
of any other proprietary, beneficial or membership interest in the corporation, served in any such
capacity or held a 20% interest in any other corporation on the bankruptcy or receivership of that
other corporation?

NO

Online Signature: Sined/executed by

certify that I am an officer, receiver, or trustee of the corporation who is duly authorized (and 1s
llisted in the report's officer section) to submit this report. I declare, under penalty of law, that all |§
 |corporate income tax returns required by Title 43 of the Arizona Revised Statutes have been filed |

Hlwith the Arizona Department of Revenue. Further, by typing/entering my name 1 affix my _
| |electronic signature acknowledging that this electronic document is submitted in compliance with |
[l Arizona Revised Statutes and that this information is true, complete and accurate as of the date thejf
L [clectronic filing is submitted.
| Officer Name: SANDRA K BREECE I Officer Title : PRESIDENT/CEOf

* Commission Privacy Policy

e STARPAS Main Menu

e A.C.C. Corporafiens Division Main Page

¢ Arizona Corporation Commission Home Page

http://starpas.azcc.gov/scripts/cgiip.exe/W Service=wsbrokerl/eforms.p 10/4/2013
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Arizona Corporation
Commission
Electronic Filing
Document Information

CONGRATULATIONS!

* Please print a copy of this E-filed document and keep for
your records until an approved annual report is posted to the
official Commission database.

Thank you for E-filing!

I_____,,___ — I
|

Your Order Number is: 970887

i|A§mual Report: Al3
[Due Date: 10/20/2013
|Fee: 10.00

|Penalty: 0.00
|Reinstatement: 0.00
|Expedite:

Corporate Information

File Number: -0240476-9
Corporation Name: TELESIS CENTER FOR LEARNING, INC.
|C0rp0ration Address: % SANDRA KAY BREECE
Corporation Address: 2598 STARLITE LN |
Corporation Address: 2598 STARLITE LANE '
City: LAKE HAVASU CITY ||State: ARIZONA ||/Zip-Code; 86403-4946 |County: MOHAVE
| State of Domicile: ARIZONA
| Secondary address: Foreign Corporations Must Complete
|Address:
|Address:
|Address:
|

http://starpas.azce.gov/scripts/cgiip.exe/WService=wsbroker1/eforms.p 10/4/2013





Ariz. Corp. Comm. -- Corporations Division

Citys |[State:

|Zip-Code:

[County:

Page 2 of 3

Business Phone: 928.855.8661 ”Character of Business: EDUCATIONAL

z Statutory Agent Information

! Statutory Agent: SANDRA KAY BREECE

[Agent Mailing Address: 2598 STARLITE LN

I|Agent Mailing Address:

|Agent Mailing Address: 2598 STARLITE LANE

City: LAKE HAVASU CITY

State: ARIZONA

Zip-Code: 86403-4946

| Agent Physical Address, If Different from Mailing Address.

|Physical Address: 2598 STARLITE LANE

|Physical Address:

|Physical Address: 2598 STARLITE LANE

l|ICity: LAKE HAVASU CITY IState: ARIZONA |

Corporate Officer Information

SANDRA K BREECE
PRESIDENT/CEQ

3232 PIONEER DR

2598 STARLITE LANE
LAKE HAVASU CITY, AZ
Date of Taking Office:

86404

08/01/1991

ADAM BOLERATZKY
SECRETARY

1770 PALO VERDE BLVD
2598 STARLITE LANE
LAKE HAVASU CITY, AZ

Date of Taking Office:

86403

07/11/2012

| Corporate Director Information

SANDRA K BREECE

3232 PIONEER DR

2598 STARLITE LANE

LAKE HAVASU CITY, AZ 86404-494¢
Date of Taking Office: 08/01/199%91

Members

|

This Corporation Does Have Members.

' CERTIFICATE OF DISCLOSURE
(AR.S. §§ 10-202(D), 10-3202(D), 10-1622.A.8 & 10-11622.A.7)

corporation been:

Has ANY person who is currently an officer, director, trustee, incorporator, or who, in a for
For-Profit corporations controls or holds more than 10% of the issued and outstanding
common shares or 10% of any other proprietary, beneficial or membership interest in the

http://starpas.azce.gov/scripts/cgiip.exe/W Service=wsbroker1/eforms.p

10/4/2013
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1. Convicted of a felony involving a transaction in securities, consuier fraud or antitrust in any
state or federal jurisdiction within the seven year period immediately preceding the execution of this
certificate?

NO

2. Convicted of a felony, the essential elements of which consisted of fraud, misrepresentation, theft
by false pretenses or restraint of trade or monopoly in any state or federal jurisdiction within the
seven year period immediately preceding execution of this certificate?

| NO |
3. Subject to an ijunction, judgment, decree or permanent order of any state or federal court entered

within the seven year period immediately preceding execution of this certificate where such
injunction, judgment, decree or permanent order involved the violation of :

I(a) fraud of registration provisions of the securities laws of that jurisdiction, or [

{(b) the consumer fraud laws of that jurisdiction, or

(¢) the antitrust or restraint of trade laws of that jurisdiction?
NO

STATEMENT OF BANKRUPTCY OR RECEIVERSHIP (A.R.S. §§ 10-1623 & 10-
11623)

A) Has the corporation filed a petition for bankruptcy or appointed a receiver?
NO

B) Has any person who is currently an officer, director, trustee or incorporator, or who, in a For-
Profit corporation, controls or holds over 20% of the issued and outstanding common shares, or 20%
of any other proprietary, beneficial or membership interest in the corporation, served in any such
capacity or held a 20% interest in any other corporation on the bankruptcy or receivership of that
other corporation?

NO |

Online Signature: Signed/execute
£ I certify that I am an officer, receiver, or trustee of the corporation who is duly authorized (and is
| |listed in the report's officer section) to submit this report. I declare, under penalty of law, that all ||
| corporate income tax returns required by Title 43 of the Arizona Revised Statutes have been filed ||
| with the Arizona Department of Revenue. Further, by typing/entering my name I affix my :
L |electronic signature acknowledging that this electronic document is submitted in compliance with
| Arizona Revised Statutes and that this information is true, complete and accurate as of the date the
L lelectronic filing is submitted.

[ Officcr Name: SANDRA K BREECE | Officer Title : PRESIDENT/CEO/f

e Commission Privacy Policy
¢  STARPAS Main Menu

e A.C.C. Corporations Division Main Page

¢ Arizona Corporation Commission Home Page

http://starpas.azce.gov/scripts/cgiip.exe/W Service=wsbroker/eforms.p ‘ 10/4/2013





