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Question 14, section A. parts 1 -7

School Community:

Sequoia Pathway Academy serves approximately 600 students from the community of
Maricopa (44,000 population) in our K — 12 school. Approximately 51% of our students
are Free & Reduced lunch. ALL of our families are very involved in one of the many
aspects of our school. We have a number students clubs, an extensive sports program,
after school program, and a very activity PTO. There always some type of “special”
event taking place at the school. Today, for example, the Cardinals are helping with a
sports camp for the students.

Approximately half of our students have two parents at home. We have less than 10 ELL
students. We have two certified Special Education teachers and one speech therapist
serving 65 sped students (10.9%). Ethnicity (W) 74%, (B ) 6%, (H) 15%, (I) 2%, (A)
3%.

Educational Philosophy:

At Sequoia Pathway our over-riding goal is "Every child at Sequoia Pathway Academy will be
known''. This simple statement is our promise to get to know your child and to provide him/her
with an academic program that recognizes their own special qualities and abilities. Unlike many
programs our curriculum is driven by the needs of the child, not the needs or limitations of the
curriculum.

Sequoia’s approach blends core knowledge mastery with a nurturing and exciting child centered
philosophy. At Sequoia Pathway integrated differentiated instruction means subject areas are not
taught in isolation. It also means that each child is challenged to reach beyond their comfort level.
This approach allows our staff a multiplicity of approaches to bring out the best in our students.
We sincerely believe that every child can learn and that it is our duty to develop thinking
productive citizens of the republic in our school.

We believe: The school must meet the common and different needs of students to
prepare them for the society in which they are to live. It is our task to assist the
development of each student so s/he will reach full capability and become a productive
member of that society in which they are to live. Each child is an individual, and learns at
a different rate and to a different degree. Therefore, we are charged to nurture all children
so they achieve their highest potential of intellectual, personal, social, and physical
development. (Zmuda, Kuklis et al. 2004; Zmuda, Wiggins et al. 2007)

We actively teach manners and behavior at our school. The moment your child enters our
campus they are greeted with a handshake by the principal. Each child is recognized and
known by name. This is but one of the components of a deliberate effort to teach children





Sequoia Pathway Academy

19265 N. Porter Rd

. Maricopa, AZ 85138
SEQUOIA ’

TY 520-568-9333

PA H WAY FAX 520-568-9444

ACADEMY

to care about their school, their community, and each other. Courteous and respectful
discussions are a vital part of your child’s day each school day.

Methods of Instruction

Within the classrooms teachers use a variety of instructional methods. While anchored
by state standards and anticipated student outcomes, teachers recognize that each child is
different and aim to reach each child. Because of this, one may observe group instruction

lecture, demonstrations, independent learning, collaborative learning, cooperative
learning and project based learning. The classroom teachers purpose to meet the needs of
individual students, which is accomplished through differentiation and having the ability
to use a variety of instructional methods. Whole group instruction is used to introduce
new concepts, standards and broad activities. In kindergarten through second grade the
sciences and social studies strands are taught has whole group and group projects and
individual assignments are completed. After a teacher has finished introducing new
concepts they then have the ability to use small groups and individual instruction. We
have found this to be most effective for all students. During these small groups we do not
prioritize the at-risk students; instead all students are giving the opportunity to work with
the teacher in this environment. The assignments given during small groups are based off
the needs of the students. For instance you might see a student working with
manipulatives for math and another expanding the concept through a project or answering
more higher order thinking questions.

Methods of Assessment

Pathway follows Sequoia District guidelines for administering quarterly benchmarks.
These are used to illustrate areas of student growth and concern for the purpose of guided
instruction and possible interventions. An example of this is that our math benchmarks
serve has a tool to assist us in placing students in level appropriate math groups. There
are students who are being exposed to a grade level above in math while students who
have shown to be at risk in math receive a variety of interventions. DIBELS and DORA
are tools that are utilized to assist us in charting students’ levels in reading fluency and
comprehension. Title I classes are formed through this method of assessment. Our
teachers use a magnitude of teacher-made assessment and curriculum based assessments.
Teachers are given the latitude of individualizing assessments for different students.
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Remediation Plan

All incoming students are assessed through a 45-day screener. Assessments in reading,
writing and math are also administered to all new students and ALL students at least four
times during the school year. This process will ensure that there is an on-going process to
keep students from “falling through the cracks”. The RTI team reviews benchmark data
and classroom data with each teacher at least once a month and it is then determined
whether or not a student should receive classroom based interventions to focus on the
specific needs of that child based upon a disaggregation of the data. Most students who
are identified as requiring intervention are serviced at least 2 — 3 times a week. When a
student responds positively towards interventions, we continue this process. In the case
where a student responds negatively, we move towards special education assessments.
Teachers offer study halls and tutoring help on their own time at school during lunch,
preps and before and after school.

Promotion and Retention Plan

Pathway uses a variety of criteria to determine retention and promotion. This looks much
different at the K-2 level than it does at the junior high level, for example. Factors that
are taken into consideration include, but are not limited to: character, social needs,
academic concerns, attendance and parent and teacher input. In addition, we also use
DORA (reading comprehension for grades 3 — 12, DIBELS, Reading Inventory, Math
Fact Assessments for K- 6, 6 Traits, and Fast Math for our main benchmarks
assessments. Students are required to demonstrate proficiency in Math by scoring 70% or
higher on bench marks. As for reading, a child is expected to be reading at grade level,
as measured by DORA. If a child is more than one year behind at the end of the school
year, a discussion with the family will address the possible retention and/or additional
help. In addition to this, the junior high retention policy indicates that we will convene a
retention team when a student receives more than one failing grade per semester. Benchmarks,
summative and formative assessments and needs for RTI are also taken into account. As for high
schools students, we follow the graduation requirements of the State Board for Education.

Class Sizes
Target class sizes for grades are as follows:

e Kindergarten- 25 students with instructional assistant support

o 1%.2" grade- 25 students

o 34" grade- 28 students

o 5".6" grade- 30 students

o 7™12" grade- 35 students
In the younger grades, we place a high emphasis on the developmental needs of students. Having
smaller class sizes, allows the teacher to have ample opportunity to do individual check-ins with
the students. As students become older, we are open to increase the class size in attempt to teach
students to be proactive and self-learning in a growing and independent society.





Question # 16 section 1a & 2a

Reading Sequoia Pathway Academy 5/15/2013
Avg. BM Predicted Improvement
Benchmark 3 Benchmark 3 Change from Improvement Percentage M or E Percentage M & E AIMS
2012 * 2013* 2012 -2013 All Grades AIMS 2012 AIMS 2013 2012 vs 2013
GRADE 3 49.40% 77.30% 27.90% 85% Large Increase
GRADE 4 46.60% 85.10% 38.50% 78% Large Increase
GRADE 5 51.40% 66.70% 15.30% 81% Large Increase
GRADE 6 60% 68.30% 8.30% 83% Large Increase
GRADE 7 55.20% 67.20% 12.00% 78% Large Increase
GRADE 8 55.40% 51.50% -3.90% 71% same or decrease
GRADE 10 29% 55.60% 26.60% 73% 94%*** 21%***
17.81%
* Percentage of students who meet or exceeded grade level expectations in reading using DORA assessments.
A norm reference test. Results are compared to AIMS for 2012 and predicts AIMS 2013 *** Actual AIMS results.
Math Sequoia Pathway Academy
Predicted Improvement
Benchmark 3 Benchmark 3 Change from Avg for Percentage M or E Percentage M or E AIMS
2012*¥ 2013** 2012 - 2013 All Grades AIMS 2012 AIMS 2013 2012 vs 2013
GRADE 3 50.00% 68.20% 18.20% 75% Large Increase
GRADE 4 53.30% 56.70% 3.40% 70% Increase
GRADE 5 47.90% 51.70% 3.80% 67% Increase
GRADE 6 43.10% 47.60% 4.50% 60% Increase
GRADE 7 35.10% 45.30% 10.20% 61% Large Increase
GRADE 8 26.60% 28.80% 2.20% 50% small Increase
GRADE 10 9.40% 33.30% 23.90% 36% 67%*** 31%***
9.46%

**percentage of students who meet or exceeded grade level expectations using Fast Fast assessments

A criterian Reference assessment that has a very high correlation to AIMS.

*** Actual Results






Question # 16 section 1b

PATHWAY MATH
BOTTOM 25% GROWTH ON BENCHMARKS
AVE %
Number of AVE GROWTH Percentage 2012 STATE  Number of GROWTH Percentage
BOTTOM 25% BENCH1to3 meeting ENDof Number of AIMS BOTTOM 25% BENCH1to3 Percentage Meet or
Students 2011-  for 2011- YEAR GOAL BOTTOM 25% Bottom 25% Students 2012-  for 2012- meeting END of Exceed on
2012* 2012%**¥** 2012%*** AIMS 2012 GROWTH 2013* 2013**+ YEAR GOAL 2013 AIMS 2013
GRADE 3 16 21% 0% 15 51 21 29.62 23.80%
GRADE 4 7 22% 14.30% 8 43.5 10 13.53 0%
GRADE 5 13 12% 0% 13 30 14 11.93 7.10%
GRADE 6 18 14% 5.60% 16 52 17 9.25 5.90%
GRADE 7 13 13% 7.70% 15 51 27 18.98 14.80%
GRADE 8 12 6% 0% 17 52 39 15.18 9.40%
GRADE 10 18 10% 11.10% 3 53 9 8 12.50% 50%
TOTAL
STUDENTS 97 87 137
PATHWAY READING
BOTTOM 25% GROWTH ON BENCHMARKS
Numberof AVE GROWTH 2012 STATE Number of AVE GROWTH
BOTTOM 25% BENCH1to3 Percentage Number of AIMS BOTTOM 25% BENCH1to3 Percentage
Students 2011-  for 2011- Meeting END of BOTTOM 25% Bottom 25% Students 2012-  for 2012- Meeting END of
2012* 2012** YEAR GOAL 2012  AIMS 2012 GROWTH 2013* 2013%** YEAR GOAL 2013
GRADE 3 17 2.72 27.80% 16 57 27 1.56 30.00%
GRADE 4 15 2.79 26.70% i4 44 9 0.97 27%
GRADE 5 16 1.34 11.10% 15 34 16 1.46 36.80%
GRADE 6 17 3.47 17.60% 15 50 26 1.21 20.00%
GRADE 7 15 1.98 6.70% 13 21 14 11 12.50%
GRADE 8 12 2.78 12.50% 12 43 23 1.01 0.00%
GRADE 10 6 1.39 NA** 4 60.5 8 0.11 Q% ****x= 86%
TOTAL
STUDENTS 98 89 123

*Identified Bottom 25% are the lowest scoring students in the school based on Benchmark 1 performance across grade levels
** Percent of increase from BM1 to BM3

** None of the targetted/tracked students were present for the 3rd Benchmark

*** Improvemein reading comprehension in No. of grade levels for 75% of the yr.

**x** BM3 is adminsiter in February {75% of the school yr.)

****¥*£* End of year goal is 10.83 GLE, IAMS has a much lower standard






GRADE 3
GRADE 4
GRADE 5
GRADE 6
GRADE 7
GRADE 8
GRADE 10
TOTAL
STUDENTS

ALL STUDENTS GROWTH ON BENCHMARKS

PATHWAY MATH

2012 STATE

INumber of All 3AVE GROWTH ATTAINMENT OF Number of All AIMS

Students 2011- BENCH1to 3  END of YEAR
2012+ for2011-2012 GOAL 2012 2012
70, 226 50.00%
45 2222 53.30%
59 14.72 47.90%|
51 15.57 43.10%
55 8.88 35.10%
45 10.64 26.60%
27 9.15 9.40%
352

76
57

72

71

65|

62
34

437

Students AIMS MEDIAN

GROWTH
52
44
45
51

42

28

Number of All AVE GROWTH ATTAINMENT OF

Students 2012- BENCH 1to 3

2013*

415

88
66
60
80
64
65
24

447

for 20122013  GOAL 2013

26.08
15.94

157
10.74
15.18
13.26

8.54

*|dentified Bottom 25% are the lowest scoring students in the school based on Benchmark 1 performance across grade levels

END of YEAR

68.20%
56.70%
51.70%
47.60%
45.30%
28.80%
33.30%






Pathway

Percentage of Free & Reduced FAY students Who Meet or Exceed on MATH
(AIMS) for 2011-2012 (Based on 2012-2013 Status)

Statistics
PASS FAIL
Valid 132
N
Missing 0
PASS_FAIL
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
NOT PASS 63 47.7 47.7 47.7
valid PASS 69 52.3 523 100.0
Total 132 100.0 100.0

Percentage of Free & Reduced FAY students Who Meet or Exceed on
Reading (AIMS) at Pathway for 2011-2012 (Based on 2012-2013 Status)

Statistics

PASS FAIL

Valid 127
N

Missing 0

PASS_FAIL
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent

NOT PASS 33 26.0 26.0 26.0
Valid PASS 94 74.0 74.0 100.0

Total 127 100.0 100.0






Sequoia Pathway Academy

Subgroup ELL

There were less than 10 ELL students.

Subgroup SPED

Grade 2012 M/E AIMS Math
10 25%

Grade 2012 M/E AIMS Reading

10 0%

Graduation Rate:

2013 M/E AIMS Math

33%

2013 M/E AIMS Reading

66%

May 2012 marked the second year of actual high school students.

According to the Dash Board the grad rate is reported to be 47%

However, we have found four (4) errors in our school reporting to ADE.

Resulting 61.5% as the correct graduation rate. The corrections have already been submitted

to ADE.





Arizona’s

Roster Re port Instrument to Measure Standards Dist-Sch #: 081052-090377
High School (AIMS HS) School Name: SEQUOIA PATHWAY ACADEMY
Sum mary Test Date: Spring 2013 District Name: EDKEY, INC. - SEQUOIA RANCH SCHOOL
CHARTER

School: SEQUOIA PATHWAY ACADEMY Cohort: 2015

Performance Levels Mathematics
4
11%
8 EXCEEDS 4 Students
T e S B L arn st nan e iy I T SR R
m .
3 57%
MEETS 20 Students
2
17%
AP P ROAC H ES 6 Students
ﬁ 14%
FALLS FAR BELOW 5 Students
Students with Valid Results 35
Mean Scale Score 497.3
0%
Target Score Mett? 0 Students
Purpose . R R . o RN
The AIMS HS is administered to determine a student's degree of Students with no valid attempt or whose test results were invalidated are not included in this summary report,

competency in the Arizona Academic Standards for writing, reading,
mathematics, and science. AIMS meets both federal and state
assessment requirements. The data derived from AIMS is used to guide
instruction and to measure school performance.

'Achievement of the target score or higher on AIMS indicates a student is likely to be successful in the future with Arizona's
Common Core Standards. These target scores were calculated for Grades 3-7 by the National Center for Educational
Achievement (NCEA) which is a department of ACT, Inc., a not-for-profit organization. The target score for Grade 10 was
calculated using a similar methodology by the ADE.

051313-24501300-081052080377-0000005

Form of Report Caopyright © 2007 Pearson Education, Inc. or ils affiliate(s). All rights reserved





SAIS ADMS45-1 ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION Page : 51

SOA High School/Elementary Summary Page MEMBERSHIP AND ABSENCE REPORT

SCHOOL YEAR 2011 - 2012 Print Date : 08/02/2012
NON-AOI
District Of Attendance 13-87-05 EDKEY, INC. - SEQUOIA RANCH SCHOOL School Of Attendance : 005 SEQUOIA PATHWAY ACADEMY
Report Membership Absence Absence Reported Reporiec Pv;ﬁPaigIOVﬁ_r 21
Grade Period Days Bays ‘Rate: ADM ADA EITEJ;;I;S ip
YTD 73746.25 3685.25 5.0% 7374626 700.6100

ADE81052





SDSUPP72

Arizona Department Of Education

Aggregated Counts of Students NCLB1 and NCLB2 Indicators

Requesting District ID: 13-87-05
Requesting District Name: Edkey, Inc. - Sequoia Ranch School

Page: 1
Print Date: 05/15/2013 11:24:09

Fiscal Year: 2012
School School Name K-3 K-3 NCLB1 NCLB2 Special
CTDS NCLB1 NCLB2 Indicator Indicator Assistance
Indicator Indicator Students Students Indicator
Students Students
13-87-05-003 Children First Academy - Phoenix 225 432 N
13-87-05-004 Children First Academy - Tempe 131 239 N
13-87-05-005 Sequoia Pathway Academy 123 28 294 81 N
11 1 64 4 N

13-87-05-001 Sequoia Ranch










AGENDA ITEM: Transfer Application — Edkey, Inc. dba Sequoia Ranch School

Issue

Edkey, Inc. dba Sequoia Ranch School (ESRS), submitted a complete Transfer Application for the transfer of Sequoia
Pathway Academy from the current K-12 charter held by Edkey, Inc. dba Sequoia Ranch School to a new charter to be
held by Edkey, Inc. to operate Sequoia Pathway Academy (SPA) serving grades K-12.

Background
ESRS was granted a charter in 1998 and has opened five schools sites under this charter. See table below.

School Name Month/Year Open Current Grade Levels Served Current Status

Sequoia Ranch September 2002 K through 12 Closed voluntarily May 2012 — due to
low enrollment
Closed May 2010 — merged with

. . . schools under the Edkey, Inc. dba

Sequoia Family Learning August 2003 K through 12 Learning Crossroads Basic Academy
charter

Children First Academy-

Phoenix July 2008 K through 8 Open

Children First Academy- July 2008 K through 8 Open

Tempe

Sequoia Pathway Academy | August 2009 K through 12 Open

According to the narrative, SPA was established to provide the community of Maricopa “an Arizona public school serving
as an alternative to traditional public schools and charter schools in Maricopa.” Currently, the most recent demographic
data submitted by the charter holder indicates the school community of SPA is serving 849 in grades K through 12.
Approximately 51% of the students are categorized as Free & Reduced Lunch.

According to data from the Arizona Department of Education, the two Children First Academies (CFA) serve a population
that is largely Hispanic, with over 90% categorized as Free & Reduced Lunch, and about 40% listed as homeless.

During the DSP site visit, representatives of the charter holder described the rationale for the transfer application. SPA,
as a K-12 charter school in a suburban/rural setting, serves a very different population than the CFA schools, which serve
a high poverty urban elementary population with a focus on homeless children. ESRS described how aggregating data
from the schools under one LEA both masks the progress being made by SPA, while not reflecting the true need of the
CFA population from possible organizations that help lower socio-economic groups. The transfer of SPA from the charter
that operates the CFA schools would provide more transparent data for oversight purposes.

Sequoia Pathway Academy operates on a 180-day calendar. The graph below shows actual 100" day average daily

membership (ADM) for fiscal years 2009-2013 for Edkey, Inc. dba Sequoia Ranch School — all campuses, compared to
Sequoia Pathway Academy.

ASBCS, June 10, 2013






Edkey, Inc. dba Sequoia Ranch School:
Total Charter Enrolilment Compared To
Transferring School Site
FY 2009-2013
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As stated in Board policy, prior to a charter holder being placed on an agenda, staff conducts an operational compliance
check as part of the approval process. The charter holder is in compliance in all areas.

Curricular Emphasis:

The narrative indicates, “Sequoia’s approach blends core knowledge mastery with a nurturing and exciting child
centered philosophy. At Sequoia Pathway integrated differentiated instruction means subject areas are not taught in
isolation. It also means that each child is challenged to reach beyond their comfort level.” The methods of instruction
used incorporate group instruction lecture, demonstrations, independent learning, collaborative learning, cooperative
learning and project based learning with the classroom teachers purpose to meet the needs of individual students.

The methods of assessment described in the narrative include multiple sources of data such as DIBELS, DORA, Math Fact
and teacher-created assessments. The narrative states that assessments are administered quarterly and are used to
illustrate areas of growth and concern for the purpose of guided instruction and possible interventions. Title | classes are
formed through this method of assessment. The teachers use their own assessments and curriculum-based assessments,
and are given the latitude of individualizing assessments for different students.

The remediation plan includes assessing all students with a 45-day screener. The narrative states, “The RTI team reviews
benchmarks data and classroom data with each teacher at least once a month and it is then determined whether or not
a student should receive classroom based interventions to focus on the specific needs of that child based upon a
disaggregation of the data.”

Academic Performance

The academic performance of Sequoia Pathway Academy for the FY2012 school year, as based upon the Board'’s
academic framework, is represented in the dashboard below:

ASBCS, June 10, 2013





Academic Performance Rating FY 2012

Charter Holder: Edkey, Inc. Charter School: Sequoia Pathway Academy
Entity ID 81052 Entity ID 90377, Grades K-12
1. Growth
Traditional K-12 la. SGP 1b. SGP Bottom 25%
School School Year Math Read Math Read
Sequoia Pathway Academy 2011-2012 45 44 51 48
Points Assigned 50 50 75 50
Weight 10 10 10 10
2. Proficiency
2b. Composite
2a. Percent School 2c. Subgroup
Traditional K-12 Passing Comparison 2c. Subgroup ELL | 2c. Subgroup FRL SPED
School School Year | Math | Read | Math Read | Math | Read | Math | Read | Math Read
Sequoia Pathway Academy 2011-2012 61 79 7.1 -3.2 | NR NR NR NR 47 58
Points Assigned 50 75 50 50 0 0 0 0 75 75
Weight 7.5 7.5 5 5 0 0 0 0 7.5 7.5
3. State Accountability & Overall Rating
4a. Overall Rating Point Range
3a. State Graduation | Overall
Traditional K-12 Accountability Rate Rating >or=to89
School School Year Grade GradRate <89, but>or=
Sequoia Pathway Academy 2011-2012 75 _E Meets Standard '(°6633 ———
Points Assigned 75 25 Does Not Meet Standard | to 3é
Weight 5 15 100

For additional information, see Academic Performance Framework and Guidance, available on the ASBCS webpage http://asbcs.az.gov
6/3/2013

As stated in the Board’s Academic Performance Framework and Guidance document, a charter holder’s academic
performance will be evaluated by the Board when considering expansion requests. The academic performance of
Sequoia Pathway Academy did not meet the Board’s academic performance expectations set forth in the performance
framework adopted by the Board. A Demonstration of Sufficient Progress (DSP) was submitted by the charter
representative (presented in the charter holder’s transfer portfolio: b. Demonstration of Sufficient Progress).

The DSP was evaluated using the criteria provided in Appendix D of the Board’s Academic Performance Framework and
Guidance document (presented in the charter holder’s transfer portfolio: d: DSP Evaluation Instrument).

The initial DSP submitted by the charter holder, provided graphs showing benchmark assessments results for Reading
and Math but minimal written analysis of the data and the narrative did not address any of the required areas
(curriculum, monitoring instruction, assessment, and professional development) for any of the measures, and resulted in
a determination of Not Acceptable

On May 31, staff conducted a site visit and met with Ron Neil (Superintendent) and Doug Pike (Chairman), Charter
Representatives, and the school leadership team; Curt Cardine (Chief Educational Officer), Tamara Becker (Assistant
Superintendent), Jonathan Gentile (Principal, 7-12), Rachel Lay (Principal, K-6), Nate Lamma (Dean of Students), and
Matt Metcalf (Assistant Principal, K-6) to review the initial evaluation of the DSP and collect additional information and
documentation to be considered in the final evaluation of the charter holder’s DSP submission. A discussion with the
leadership team began with a discussion of the curriculum and resources available, and systems for implementing them.
Mr. Neil and Ms. Becker described a process by which the district implemented and monitors curriculum maps and
guides, with samples of the maps provided. The discussion then went to the online teacher evaluation system, including

ASBCS, June 10, 2013





both informal observations and formal evaluations, and teacher performance rubrics. Mr. Cardine demonstrated the
system, including showing samples of completed teacher evaluations. Copies of the rubrics were also provided. Mr. Neil
and Ms. Lay described the benchmark assessment system using DORA (Diagnostic Online Reading Assessment) for
Reading and Fastmath for Math, and provided data and analysis regarding student performance. They also described the
district Writing benchmark system using both a holistic rubric and a 6 Traits-based rubric, and showed results. Mr.
Cardine and Ms. Becker described the professional development system being based on analysis of teacher needs from
the evaluation system, comprehensive Title | needs survey, and Arizona Department of Education Standards Assessment
Inventory. Ms. Lay described the Title | system, and Mr. Gentile described the growth of the high school program,
referring to the preliminary AIMS scores showing improvement, and describing the implementation of new programs.

The charter holder provided assessment data demonstrating increases in the percent of students demonstrating
mastery and described systems and process in the areas of curriculum, monitoring instruction, assessment, and
professional development that are in place to support and maintain the demonstrated improvement in academic
performance. The systems described in the DSP and confirmed at the site visit also align with the action steps outlined
in the Performance Management Plan submitted by ESRS at the time of charter renewal on July 9, 2012.

Following the site visit, staff determined, through an evaluation of the information and documentation collected at the
site visit, (presented in the charter holder’s transfer portfolio: c. DSP Evidence) that the charter holder demonstrated
sufficient progress toward meeting the Board’s academic performance expectations. The final evaluation of the DSP
resulted in a determination of Acceptable in all areas.

Governance Structure:

The charter holder’s corporate board consists of Ron Neil, Patric Greer, Doug Pike, Clark Smithson, Vicki Jo Anderson,
Tom Crewse, and Mary Gifford, which is consistent with the information listed with the Arizona Corporation
Commission. The organizational structure for the board is described as the corporate board providing oversight of an
administrative team. The new charter will be held by the same corporate board. As a result, the same organizational
structure will be in place to provide oversight of the new charter.

Board Options
1. Approve the Transfer Application for Edkey, Inc. dba Sequoia Ranch School. Staff recommends the following

language provided for consideration: | move to approve the request for transfer of Sequoia Pathway Academy
from the current K-12 charter held by Edkey, Inc. dba Sequoia Ranch School to a new charter held by Edkey, Inc.
to operate Sequoia Pathway Academy serving grades K through 12.

2. Deny the Transfer Application for Edkey, Inc. dba Sequoia Ranch School. The following language is provided for
consideration: | move to deny the request for transfer of Sequoia Pathway Academy from the current charter to
a new charter for the reasons that: (Board member must specify reasons the Board found during its
consideration.)

ASBCS, June 10, 2013






DSP Evidence

Evidence Requested Evidence Provided Sufficient
Fountas and Pinnell LLI system documentation e Title I Program Information X
Sequoia District guidelines e Sequoia Schools Supervision and
Evaluation for Teaching X
Effectiveness
DIBELS student-level data e DIBELS progress Aug/Feb/May X
DORA student-level data e Student Median Growth Percentile
analysis 2012-2013, grades 3-10
X
e Bottom 25% Benchmarks, grades 3-
10
Documentation on the RTI process e RTI Process — Sequoia Pathway X
Academy
Process for forming Title | classes e Title | Program Information
e Data Meeting Agenda — Title | X
Reading, September
Teacher-made assessment e 14 teacher-made curriculum-based X
assessments
Curriculum based assessments e 14 teacher-made curriculum-based X
assessments
Reading Inventory benchmark assessments and e Title I student evaluation tracking
student results system
X
e DIBELS data spreadsheet
e DORA results spreadsheet
Math Fact Assessments for K-6 benchmark e Fastmath benchmark analysis X
assessments and student results spreadsheet
6 traits benchmark assessments and student results e Holistic Scoring Rubric
e 6 Traits Scoring Rubric X
e Writing benchmark results and
analysis spreadsheet
Fast Math benchmark assessments and student results | e Fastmath benchmark analysis X

spreadsheet
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DSP Evidence

Evidence Requested Evidence Provided Sufficient
Implementation of a curriculum that contributes to e Curriculum Map
increased student growth in Math and Reading . .
e Program of Instruction narrative X
e Sequoia Schools Quality Standards
Rubrics
A plan for monitoring the integration of the AZ e Sequoia Schools Supervision and
Academic Standards into instruction in Math and Evaluation for Teaching
Reading. Effectiveness
X
e Sequoia Schools Quality Standards
Rubrics
e Staff Calendars — Data Review Days
A professional development plan that contributed to e Sequoia Schools Supervision and
increased student growth in Math and Reading. Evaluation for Teaching
Effectiveness X
e Professional Development Plan
A curriculum that contributes to increased student e Title | Program Information
rowth for students with growth percentiles in the .
8 . . & P e RTI Process — Sequoia Pathway X
lowest 25% in Reading.
Academy
A professional development plan that contributed to e Sequoia Schools Supervision and
increased student growth for students with growth Evaluation for Teaching
percentiles in the lowest 25% in Reading Effectiveness X
e Professional Development Plan
Implementation of a curriculum that contributes to e Fastmath benchmark analysis
increased student proficiency in Math. spreadsheet
X
e Teacher-made curriculum-based
assessments
A plan for professional development that contributed e Sequoia Schools Supervision and
to increased student proficiency in Math. Evaluation for Teaching
X

Effectiveness

Professional Development Plan
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DSP Evidence

Evidence Requested Evidence Provided Sufficient
Implementation of a curriculum that contributes to e Title I Program Information
increasing student proficiency in Math and Reading for .
ELL students, FRL students, and students with *  RTIProcess — Sequoia Pathway
R Academy
disabilities. X
e ELL population analysis
e FRL benchmark score analysis by
grade, Math and Reading
A professional development plan that contributed to e Sequoia Schools Supervision and
increased student proficiency in Math and Reading for Evaluation for Teaching
ELL students, FRL students, and students with Effectiveness X
i<abilities.
disabilities e Professional Development Plan
Strategies for addressing increasing graduation rate. e ECAP system
X

Preliminary AIMS results — 10th
grade

ASBCS, June 10, 2013 Page 3 of 3







Demonstration of Sufficient Progress Evaluation Instrument

Charter Holder Name: Edkey, Inc.

School Name: Sequoia Pathway Academy

Date Submitted: May 17, 2013

| = Result after initial evaluation

Required for: Transfer school site to a charter
Evaluation Completed: May 23, 2013

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

Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

1a. Student Median Growth Percentile
(SGP)
Math

Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to
create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona
Academic Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth in
Math.

Instruction: The narrative does not describe the stages of monitoring and evaluating
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of
the AZ Academic Standards into instruction in Math.

Professional Development: The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student growth in Math.

1a. Student Median Growth Percentile
(SGP)
Reading

Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to
create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona
Academic Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth in
Reading.

Instruction: The narrative does not describe the stages of monitoring and evaluating
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of
the AZ Academic Standards into instruction into Reading.

Professional Development: The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student growth in Reading.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

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

Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to
create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona
Academic Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student growth for
students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in Reading.

Instruction: The narrative does not describe the stages of monitoring and evaluating
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of
the AZ Academic Standards into instruction into Reading.

Professional Development: The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student growth for students with growth percentiles in the lowest 25% in
Reading.

2a. Percent Passing
Math

Curriculum: The narrative describes a fragmented approach that the school uses to
create, implement, evaluate, and revise school curriculum, aligned with Arizona
Academic Standards. The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate that the
school implemented a curriculum that contributes to increased student proficiency in
Math.

Instruction: The narrative does not describe the stages of monitoring and evaluating
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of
the AZ Academic Standards into instruction into Math.

Professional Development: The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a plan for professional development that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Math.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

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

Curriculum: The narrative describes disjointed efforts to develop or address school
curriculum aligned with Arizona Academic Standards. The narrative and data provided
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to
increasing student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students
with disabilities.

Instruction: The narrative does not describe the stages of monitoring and evaluating
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of
the AZ Academic Standards into instruction into Math.

Professional Development: The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate

that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Math for ELL students, FRL students, and students
with disabilities.

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

Curriculum: The narrative describes disjointed efforts to develop or address school
curriculum aligned with Arizona Academic Standards. The narrative and data provided
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to
increasing student proficiency in Reading for ELL students, FRL students, and students
with disabilities.

Instruction: The narrative does not describe the stages of monitoring and evaluating
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of
the AZ Academic Standards into instruction into Reading.

Professional Development: The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Reading for ELL students, FRL students, and students
with disabilities.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

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

ELL
Math

Curriculum: The narrative describes disjointed efforts to develop or address school
curriculum aligned with Arizona Academic Standards. The narrative and data provided
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to
increasing student proficiency in Math for ELL students.

Instruction: The narrative does not describe the stages of monitoring and evaluating
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of
the AZ Academic Standards into instruction into Math.

Professional Development: The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Math for ELL students.

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

ELL
Reading

Curriculum: The narrative describes disjointed efforts to develop or address school
curriculum aligned with Arizona Academic Standards. The narrative and data provided
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to
increasing student proficiency in Reading for ELL students.

Instruction: The narrative does not describe the stages of monitoring and evaluating
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of
the AZ Academic Standards into instruction into Reading.

Professional Development: The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Reading for ELL students.
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Measure

Acceptable

Not
Acceptable

Comments

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

FRL
Math

Curriculum: The narrative describes disjointed efforts to develop or address school
curriculum aligned with Arizona Academic Standards. The narrative and data provided
did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that contributes to
increasing student proficiency in Math for FRL students.

Instruction: The narrative does not describe the stages of monitoring and evaluating
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of
the AZ Academic Standards into instruction into Math.

Professional Development: The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Math for FRL students.

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

FRL
Reading

Curriculum: The narrative describes disjointed efforts to develop or address school
curriculum aligned with Arizona Academic Standards. The narrative and data
provided did not demonstrate that the school implemented a curriculum that
contributes to increasing student proficiency in Reading for students with disabilities.

Instruction: The narrative does not describe the stages of monitoring and evaluating
standards and instructional practices. The narrative and data provided did not
demonstrate that the school implemented a plan for monitoring the integration of
the AZ Academic Standards into instruction into Reading.

Professional Development: The narrative and data provided did not demonstrate
that the school implemented a professional development plan that contributed to
increased student proficiency in Reading for FRL students.

4a. High School Graduation Rate
(Traditional and Small Schools)

The narrative fails to document any effort in place to ensure students in grades 9-12
graduate on time. The school has not identified strategies for addressing increasing
graduation rate.
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