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Reports

Chair's Report

Presenter: Jim Cooper

Commissioner's Report

Presenter: Dr. Tom Kimbrell

Update on Common Core State Standards and PARCC

This information is provided to keep the State Board of Education apprised of the Department's work activities
associated with college and career readiness.

Presenter: Dr. Laura Bednar

Consent Agenda
Minutes - July 9, 2012

Presenter: Phyllis Stewart

Commitment to Principles of Desegregation Settlement Agreement: Report on the
Execution of the Implementation Plan

By the Court Order of December 1, 1993, the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) is required to file a monthly
Project Management Tool (PMT) to the court and the parties to assure its commitment to the Desegregation Plan. This
report describes the progress the ADE has made since March 15, 1994, in complying with the provisions of the
Implementation Plan (Plan) and itemizes the ADE's progress against timelines presented in the Plan. The August
report summarizes the PMT for July.

Presenter: John Hoy and Willie Morris
Newly Employed, Promotions and Separations

The applicant data from this information is used to compile the Applicant Flow Chart forms for the Affirmative Action
Report which demonstrates the composition of applicants through the selecting, hiring, promoting and terminating
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process.

Presenter: Dr. Karen Cushman and Clemetta Hood

Report on Waivers to School Districts for Teachers Teaching Out of Area for
Longer than Thirty (30) Days, Ark. Code Ann. §6-17-309

Arkansas Code Annotated §6-17-309 requires local school districts to secure a waiver when classrooms are staffed
with unlicensed teachers for longer than 30 days. Requests were received from 27 school districts covering a total of
97 teaching positions. None of these requests were from a district in academic distress. These requests have been
reviewed, either approved or denied by Department staff, and are consistent with program guidelines.

Presenter: Dr. Karen Cushman

Status Report of the Arkansas Public Charter School Program to House and
Senate Education Committee

Arkansas Code Annotated § 6-23-310 requires the State Board of Education to report to the House Interim Committee
on Education and the Senate Interim Committee on Education regarding the status of the Arkansas Public Charter
Schools. The attached is presented to the State Board in fulfillment of the statutory requirement. Department staff is
requesting that you accept the report, and permit it to be forwarded to both the House and Senate Interim Committees
on Education

Presenter: Dr. Laura Bednar

Review of Loan and Bond Applications

Pursuant to Arkansas Code Annotated § 6-20-805 and § 6-20-1205, the State Board of Education must approve all
Revolving Loan Fund and Commercial Bond applications, with the exception of non-voted refunding of commercial
bond issues that meet the minimum savings as required by the Rules and Regulations Governing Loan and Bond
Applications, Section 9.02. It is recommended that the State Board of Education review the following: Revolving Loans
--1 School Bus Applications — Recommend Approval; Commercial Bonds —2 Second Lien Bond Applications —
Recommend Approval, 4 Voted Applications — Recommend Approval.

Presenter: Cindy Hollowell and Amy Woody

Review of QZAB Allocation Applications

Qualified Zone Academy Bonds (QZABs) are a funding instrument created in 1997 to assist school districts in
implementing school renovations and repairs and in developing new programs to enhance technology and better
prepare students for the rigors of the workplace. An important feature of QZABs is that they may be issued at a

reduced or zero interest rate.

A total of $18,498,000 in authorization is available for allocation in this cycle. This total represents the amount of 2010
and 2011 Arkansas allocations remaining. The total allocation requested in this cycle is $15,261,000. The proposed
allocation of $13,860,000 of QZAB authorization is valid only if the State Board approves the recommendation of the
QZAB Allocation Committee as stated herein.

It is requested that the State Board of Education review the following recommendation of the QZAB Allocation
Committee concerning the application for QZAB allocation.

Presenter: Cindy Hollowell
Action Agenda

Consideration of District Conversion Public Charter School Charter Amendment:
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Paragould School District — Oak Grove Elementary Health, Wellness and
Environmental Science Charter School

The State Board of Education approved the application for the Oak Grove Elementary Health, Wellness &
Environmental Science Charter School February 9, 2009. Grades K-4 are served with a maximum enrollment of

435. The Paragould School District is requesting a hearing before the State Board of Education to amend their current
charter and increase the enrollment cap.

Presenter: Dr. Laura Bednar

Consideration of the Surrender of District Conversion Public Charter School:
Lincoln Consolidated School District-Lincoln Academic Center of Excellence

The State Board of Education approved the application for Lincoln Academic Center of Excellence on March 16, 2009.
Grades K-12 are served with a maximum enrollment of 300. The current charter contract for the school goes through
June 30, 2014. The Lincoln Consolidated School District is requesting a hearing before the State Board to surrender
their current charter as of August 13, 2012.

Presenter: Dr. Laura Bednar

Consideration of ABC Funding Requests

The Division of Childcare and Early Childhood Education (DCCECE) respectfully requests an increase to the
professional service grants of Arkansas State University and the University of Arkansas in the total amount of
$442,489.88. These vendors billed this fiscal year for services rendered at the end of last fiscal year leaving a potential
deficit in their current budgets. DCCECE also requests the approval of a direct services grant to the Huntsville School
District in the amount of $72,900.00.

Presenter: Paige Cox

Hearing on Waiver Request for Certified Teacher License — Timothy Irwin

Timothy Irwin has applied for his initial license and requests a waiver. In 2008 Mr. Irwin entered a no contest plea to
possession of cocaine, a “C” felony in violation of the Arkansas Uniform Controlled Substances Act, § 5-64-401 et seq.,
which was expunged and sealed based upon his rehabilitation by the Pope County Circuit Court September 14, 2011.
Arkansas Code Annotated section 6-17-410 states that the State Board of Education “shall not issue a first-time
license... if the educator has pled guilty or nolo contendre to or has been found guilty of...” of a disqualifying offense
under Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-410 unless a waiver is granted. The Arkansas Department of Education has access to
and must consider any criminal background check reflecting a guilty plea, or nolo contendre (no contest) or being found
guilty by a jury or judge for any offense listed in §6-17-410, including records that have been expunged, sealed, or
subject to a pardon. Mr. Irwin is a licensed Arkansas attorney.

Presenter: Katherine Donoven

Hearing on Waiver Request for Certified Educator License — Billy Wayne McDaniel

Billy Wayne McDaniel holds an Arkansas teaching license valid until 12/31/2015. Under Arkansas Code Annotated §
6-17-410(c), the State Board of Education “shall revoke any exiting license not up for renewal of any person who has a
true report in the Child Maltreatment Central Registry.” Mr. McDaniel was notified by certified mail May 9, 2012, of the
Department’s recommendation that the State Board of Education permanently revoke his license because he is
reported as an offender in three “true” Arkansas Department of Human Services Child Maltreatment Central Registry
reports. Mr. McDaniel has not responded to the Department’s notice. Under § 6-17-410(e)(3)(A), when an educator
declines to answer the notice, the State Board shall hold a hearing to establish whether a preponderance of evidence
that cause for the proposed action exists.
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Presenter: Katherine Donoven

Approval of Public School Fund Budget FY 12

At the end of each fiscal year the State Board reviews and approves the final budget for the Public School Fund.
Attached to this narrative is a schedule that summarizes the budget changes necessary to close the fiscal year. As
related to available funding FY12 was a very stable year. There were no major funding reductions and expenditures
were mostly under the budget approved on August 8, 2011.

Presenter: Greg Rogers

Initial Approval of Public School Fund Budget FY13

As required by the Chief Fiscal Officer of the State the initial FY13 Public School Fund budget was prepared in May
2012 using the General Revenue forecast prepared by the Department of Finance and Administration. At the close of
the fiscal year the Department of Education was allowed to resubmit the Public School Fund utilizing fund balances
($58,065,350) carried forward from FY12 and FY13. The utilization of the carry forward fund balances allowed the
Department to fulfill commitments made during the last legislative session to fund those programs that were critical and
fulfill the programs related to Education Adequacy.

The FY13 budget was prepared using the latest available data for those programs that are calculated using prior year
data. Other budgets were established as required by Special Language that established the funding level.

The Board is now requested to approve the initial FY13 budget.

Presenter: Greg Rogers

Consideration of New Praxis Il Cut Scores in Driver’s Education

Educational Testing Service (ETS) provided the following information from an Arkansas only test review for a new
Praxis II: Driver Education (0867):

This Praxis Il test is designed for prospective teachers of driver education to high school students. Teacher candidates
will need to identify the fundamental concepts and principles of driver education through the recall of facts, including
terminology, principles and applications, and use the facts in the analysis and evaluation of specific situations. Teacher
candidates should be able to select appropriate activities for effective learning, relate new concepts and principles to
the students’ existing knowledge and experience, recognize and utilize appropriate learning resources of the school
and community, evaluate student responses in classroom situations, and select appropriate subsequent strategies and
provide relevant experiences.

The two hour assessment contains 100 multiple-choice questions covering four content areas: Safe Motor Vehicle
Operation and Procedures (25 questions); Motor Vehicle Laws and Regulations (10 questions); Automobile Operation
and Maintenance (25 questions); Instruction, Methodology, and Evaluation (20 questions); and Driver Responsibilities
and Special Knowledge (20 questions). Three states currently use the Praxis Il: Driver Education (0867) test: West
Virginia (141 cut score) Alabama (149 cut score) Wyoming (165 cut score).

The ADE recommends adopting the Praxis Driver Education (0867) test with a cut score of 160 effective September 1,

2012.

Presenter: Michael Rowland

Consideration of New Praxis Il Cut Scores in School Superintendent Assessment
(SSA)
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Educational Testing Service (ETS) provided the following information from a two panel, multi-state standard setting
study for a new Praxis School Superintendent Assessment (6021):

To support the decision-making process for education agencies with regards to establishing a passing score, or cut
score, for the new Praxis School Superintendent Assessment (6021), research staff from Educational Testing Service
(ETS) designed and conducted a multistate standard-setting study in May 2012 in Princeton, New Jersey. The study
also collected content-related validity evidence to confirm the importance of the content specifications for entry-level
superintendents. Panelists were recommended by education agencies. The agencies recommended panelists with (a)
experience, either as superintendents or assistant superintendents, or college faculty who prepare superintendents and
(b) familiarity with the knowledge and skills required of beginning superintendents. Nine states were represented by 18
panelists (including two Arkansas superintendents).

The three-hour assessment is divided into two parts. Part A contains 120 multiple-choice questions covering three
content areas: Educational Leadership (approximately 48 questions); Instructional Leadership (approximately 24
questions); and Administrative Leadership (approximately 48 questions). Part B contains three constructed-response
questions covering Integrated Knowledge and Understanding. The reporting scale for the Praxis School Superintendent
Assessment test ranges from 100 to 200 scaled-score points.

The recommended passing score is provided to help education agencies determine an appropriate operational passing
score. For the Praxis School Superintendent Assessment, the recommended passing score is 93 (out of a possible 145
raw-score points). The scaled score associated with a raw score of 93 is 160 (on a 100 - 200 scale).

The ADE recommends dropping the current School Superintendent Assessment (1020) and adopting the new School
Superintendent Assessment (6021) test with a cut score of 160 effective January 1, 2013.

Presenter: Michael Rowland

Consideration of New Praxis Il Cut Scores in English to Speakers of Other
Languages (ESOL)

Educational Testing Service (ETS) provided the following information from an Arkansas only standard setting study for
a new Praxis Il test English to Speakers of Other Languages (0361) (ESOL):

To support the decision-making process for the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) with regards to establishing
a passing score, or cut score, for the English to Speakers of Other Languages (0361) test, research staff from
Educational Testing Service (ETS) designed and conducted a standard-setting study May 22, 2012. The study also
collected content-related validity evidence to confirm the importance of the content specifications for entry-level
teachers of ESOL.

The two hour assessment contains 120 multiple-choice questions covering four content areas: Foundations of
Linguistics and Language Learning (approximately 48 questions); Planning, Implementing, and Managing Instruction
(approximately 36 questions); Assessment (approximately 18 questions); and Cultural and Professional Aspects of the
Job (approximately 18 questions). The panel’s passing score recommendation for the Praxis English to Speakers of
Other Languages test is 69.54 (out of a possible 110 raw-score points). The value was rounded to the next highest
whole number, 70, to determine the functional recommended passing. The scaled score associated with 70 raw points
is 142.

The ADE recommends adopting the Praxis English to Speakers of Other Languages (0361) test with a cut score of 142
effective January 1, 2013.
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Presenter: Michael Rowland

Consideration of Rescaled Praxis Il Cut Scores in Latin

Educational Testing Service (ETS) has rescaled its Praxis Il: Latin (0600) test from a 250-990 scale to a 100-200 scale.
The new test name is Praxis Il: Latin (0601), and Arkansas’s current cut score of 670 will now be 161. The test items
have not changed, so a standard setting study was not necessary. The ADE recommends dropping the Latin (0600)
with a cut score of 670 and adopting the Latin (0601) test with a cut score of 161 effective January 1, 2013.

Presenter: Michael Rowland

Consideration of Rescaled Praxis Il Cut Scores in Theatre

Educational Testing Service (ETS) has rescaled its Praxis Il: Theatre (0640) test from a 250-990 scale to a 100-200
scale. The new test name is Praxis Il: Theatre (0641), and Arkansas’s current cut score of 580 will now be 154. The
test items have not changed, so a standard setting study was not necessary. The ADE recommends dropping the
Praxis Theatre (0640) with a cut score of 580 and adopting the Praxis Theatre (0641) test with a cut score of 154
effective January 1, 2013.

Presenter: Michael Rowland

Consideration for Final Approval: Arkansas Department of Education Rules
Governing Public School Student Services

Acts 1172 and 1204 of 2011 amended Arkansas law related to public school student services programs. The current
Arkansas Department of Education rule was last revised in September 2009. On June 11, 2012, the State Board of
Education approved the proposed rules for public comment. A public hearing was held July 11, 2012. The public
comment period expired July 15, 2012. Public comments were received and revisions to the rule were made based
upon those public comments. Department staff respectfully requests that the State Board give its final approval to the
proposed rules.

Presenter: Jeremy Lasiter

Consideration for Final Approval: Arkansas Department of Education Rules
Governing Technology Training Centers in Education Service Cooperatives

Last revised in October 1996, the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) Rules Governing Technology Training
Centers in Education Service Cooperatives should be revised to reflect existing statutory law and ADE
requirements. On June 11, 2012, the State Board of Education approved the proposed rules for public comment. A
public hearing was held July 11, 2012. The public comment period expired July 15, 2012. Public comments were
received and revisions to the rule were made based upon those public comments. Department staff respectfully
requests that the State Board give its final approval to the proposed rules.

Presenter: Jeremy Lasiter

Consideration for Final Approval: Arkansas Department of Education Rules
Governing the Teacher Excellence and Support System

Staff from the United States Department of Education (USDOE) recommended that the Arkansas State Board of
Education (State Board) and the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) consider revisions to the student growth
measures contained within the existing Teacher Excellence and Support System rules. In accordance with USDOE
recommendations, ADE staff revised Sections 5.00 and 14.00 of the Teacher Excellence and Support System

rules. On June 11, 2012, the State Board of Education approved the proposed rules for public comment. A public
hearing was held July 11, 2012. The public comment period expired July 15, 2012. Public comments were received
and revisions to the rule were made based upon those public comments. Department staff respectfully requests that
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the State Board give its final approval to the proposed rules.

Presenter: Dr. Karen Cushman and Jeremy Lasiter

Consideration for Final Approval: Arkansas Department of Education Rules
Identifying and Governing the Arkansas Fiscal Assessment and Accountability
Program

The current Arkansas Department of Education Rules Identifying and Governing the Arkansas Fiscal Assessment and
Accountability Program should be revised to remove references to fiscal distress for education service

cooperatives. The rules should also be reformatted and updated to mirror existing statutory requirements. On June 11,
2012, the State Board of Education approved the proposed rules for public comment. A public hearing was held July
11, 2012. The public comment period expired July 15, 2012. A public comment was received, but the rule was not
revised based upon the public comment. Department staff respectfully requests that the State Board give its final
approval to the proposed rules.

Presenter: Jeremy Lasiter

Consideration for Final Approval: Proposed Open-Enroliment Public Charter
School New Application and District Conversion or Limited Public Charter School
New Application

Ark. Code Ann. §§ 6-23-201 & 301 require the State Board to adopt application forms for those wishing to apply for a
charter to open an open-enrollment, district conversion, or limited public charter school. On June 11, 2012, the State
Board approved for public comment proposed revisions to the application forms. A public hearing was held July 11,
2012, and the public comment period ended July 16, 2012. No written or oral comments were received regarding the
proposed changes. Department staff respectfully request that the State Board give its final approval to the proposed
applications.

Presenter: Mark White and Dr. Laura Bednar

Consideration of Approval for Public Comment: Repeal of Arkansas Department of
Education Rules and Regulations Governing Special Education Expenditure
Requirements

These Rules became effective November 13, 1997. Since that time, the Department has substantially revamped its
rules related to Special Education, but it appears these Rules were never repealed. Because these Rules are outdated
and superseded, Department staff respectfully request the State Board to approve for public comment the proposed
repeal of these Rules.

Presenter: Mark White

Consideration of Approval for Public Comment: Repeal of Arkansas Department of
Education Rules Governing the Common Core System

These Rules were approved by the State Board on February 9, 1998. Since that time, they have been superseded by
new statutes and by other Department rules, in particular the Standards for Accreditation of Arkansas Public Schools
and School Districts. Although these Rules use the term "Common Core," they are not related to the Common Core
State Standards. Because these Rules are outdated and no longer needed, Department staff respectfully request that
the State Board approve for public comment the proposed repeal of these Rules.

Presenter: Mark White

Consideration of Approval for Public Comment: Repeal of Arkansas Department of
Education Rules Governing the Development of a Uniform Budget and Accounting
System
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These Rules were approved by the State Board June 14, 2004. Since that time, they have been superseded by new
statutes and by other Department rules, including the Department's Rules Governing the Arkansas Financial
Accounting and Reporting System and Annual Audit Requirements. Because these Rules are outdated and no longer
needed, Department staff respectfully request that the State Board approve for public comment the proposed repeal of
these Rules.

Presenter: Mark White

Consideration of Approval for Public Comment: Repeal of Arkansas Department of
Education Rules Governing Waivers for Substitute Teachers

The substantive provisions of these rules have been incorporated into the proposed new Rules Governing Educator
Licensure. The Arkansas Department of Education respectfully requests that the proposed repeal of these rules be
approved for public comment.

Presenter: Mark White

Consideration of Approval for Second Public Comment Period: Proposed
Arkansas Department of Education Rules Governing Educator Licensure

OnJune 11, 2012, the State Board of Education released for public comment proposed new Rules Governing Educator
Licensure. The Department conducted a public hearing July 11, 2012, and the comment period expired July 16, 2012.
A total of 74 oral and written comments were received. In response to the comments, the Department has proposed a
significant number of revisions to the proposed Rules. Department staff respectfully request the State Board to approve
for a second public comment period the proposed new Rules, as revised.

Presenter: Mark White and Dr. Karen Cushman

Reports

Request to Address the Board: Senator Linda Chesterfield

State Senator Linda Chesterfield has asked to be placed on the agenda to address the State Board regarding concerns
with charter schools.

Presenter: Senator Linda Chesterfield



Minutes
State Board of Education Meeting
Monday, July 9, 2012

The State Board of Education met Monday, July 9, 2012, in the auditorium of the
Department of Education building. Jim Cooper, Chair, called the meeting to order at 9
a.m.

Present: Jim Cooper, Chair; Brenda Gullet, Vice Chair; Dr. Jay Barth; Joe Black; Sam
Ledbetter; Alice Mahony; Mireya Reith; Vicki Saviers; Dr. Tom Kimbrell,
Commissioner

Absent: Toyce Newton
Reports
Chair’s Report:

Chairman Cooper introduced Dr. Jay Barth as the newest member to the State Board.
Dr. Barth, appointed by Governor Beebe, replaces Dr. Ben Mays whose term expired
June 30, 2012.

Commissioner’s Report

Dr. Kimbrell extended a warm welcome to Dr. Barth and said he looked forward to his
involvement in the process of preparing the state’s students for college and careers.

Dr. Kimbrell announced Arkansas was one of five states to receive Secretary Duncan’s
approval of ESEA Flexibility on June 29. He said Department staff had been trained on
the requirements of the new accountability system and state educators would receive
the training July 16 via compressed interactive video. Dr. Kimbrell also announced a
July 19 meeting for superintendents and building administrators of Priority and Focus
schools designed to help them understand the next steps and expectations for the first
semester of the new school year.

Board members expressed appreciation for the quick turnaround for call to action and
next steps.

Dr. Kimbrell said the implementation of those schools’ improvement plans would require
high ADE engagement. He said it would be a constant evaluation, and the ADE would
work with those schools to make adjustments as necessary.



Informational Update on Common Core State Standards and PARCC

Dr. Laura Bednar, Assistant Commissioner of Learning Services, praised the work of
educators across the state in the implementation of the Common Core State Standards
(CCSS). She said the training available to educators via AETN had been a big help in
preparing them to move forward with CCSS.

Dr. Bednar said 24 Arkansas educators would take part in PARCC’s Educator Leader
Cadres to share best practices, review PARCC materials and provide training across the
state in CCSS. The first meeting of that group is planned for July 23-25 in Chicago.

Dr. Bednar expressed her desire that educators embrace the opportunity provided by
the ESEA Flexibility to collaborate and work together to ensure effective teaching as the
state works to prepare students for college and careers.

Consent Agenda

Ms. Mahony moved, seconded by Ms. Gullett, approval of the Consent Agenda. The
motion carried unanimously.

Items included in the Consent Agenda:

* Minutes of the June 11, 2012, Board Meeting

* Commitment to Principles of Desegregation Settlement Agreement: Report on
the Execution of the Implementation Plan

* Newly Employed, Promotions and Separations

* Sanction for Teachers as Recommended by the Professional Licensure

o Roanne Worsham
o Allan Charles Ashley
o Susanne Lavada Eagan
o Horace Ray Charles
o Mindy Sue McFarland
o Jennifer Paul
Action Agenda
(Complete records of the hearings are available in the State Board office.)

Consideration of 2012-13 Arkansas Better Chance Professional Service Contract
Grants and Grant Reallocation Slots

The Division of Childcare and Early Childhood Education and the Arkansas Better
Chance Program requested approval of grants for the 2012-13 program year.

Ms. Mahony asked if KIPP Delta Charter School could offer a Pre-K program without
amending its charter.



Commissioner Kimbrell explained that ABC funding was available for any agency, and
KIPP, as a 503 C, was eligible.

Mr. Ledbetter moved, seconded by Ms. Reith, approval of the request. The motion
carried unanimously.

Consideration of Waiver of Standards: Arkadelphia High School

Arkadelphia School District requested a waiver of the Standards for Accreditation for
Arkadelphia High School.

Superintendent Donnie Whitten explained the school would be implementing the New
Tech model as part of the state’s STEM Works initiative with the freshman class of
2012-13. Because the class has 158 students, the waiver was needed to allow a teacher
to serve more than 150 students.

Dr. Barth moved, seconded by Ms. Saviers, approval of the waiver. The motion carried
unanimously.

Consideration of Waiver of Standards of Accreditation: Mountain View School
District for Timbo High School

Mountain View School District requested a waiver for the 2012-2013 school year from
the requirements of the Rules Governing Standards for Accreditation of Arkansas Public
Schools and School Districts that requires two units of the same foreign language.

Superintendent Rowdy Ross said the school was transitioning from teaching French to
teaching Spanish. His proposal was to offer Spanish I and French II by distance learning
for the 2012-13 school year to accommodate those students who had already taken
French I. The school would discontinue teaching French the following school year.

Dr. Barth expressed concern regarding the use of distance learning in the first year
experience of foreign language.

Commissioner Kimbrell said the use of distance learning had been successful and had
allowed schools to meet the requirement of 38 academic course offerings.

Ms. Mahony moved, seconded by Mr. Ledbetter, approval of the waiver. The motion
carried unanimously.

Hearing on Waiver Request for Certified Teacher License — Joseph Brewer
Katherine Donoven, legal counsel for the Professional License Standards Board, said

Joseph Brewer had applied for a provisional license. She said Mr. Brewer had a 2004
felony theft of property conviction from Missouri and was requesting a waiver.



Ms. Saviers moved, seconded by Mr. Ledbetter, approval of the waiver with the
stipulation of probation for a period of two years and no other qualifying conviction or
violation of code of ethics. The motion carried unanimously.

Hearing on Waiver Request for Certified Teacher License — Jerome Mitchell

Ms. Donoven presented a waiver request from Jerome Mitchell who had applied for a
provisional license as part of the nontraditional licensing program.

She said Mr. Mitchell had a 2003 felony theft of property conviction from Jefferson
County.

Ms. Gullett moved, seconded by Ms. Reith, approval of the waiver with the stipulation of
probation for a period of two years and no other qualifying conviction or violation of
code of ethics. The motion carried unanimously.

Consideration to Postpone the Revision of all Social Studies Curriculum
Frameworks for a Period of Two (2) Years

Dr. Tracy Tucker, Director of Curriculum and Instruction, requested approval to
postpone revisions to the Arkansas Curriculum Frameworks for Social Studies for a
period of two years. Dr. Tucker explained that as a member of the Social Studies
Assessment, Curriculum, and Instruction Collaborative, Arkansas is one 20 states
collaborating in the development of common social studies standards.

She said it would be beneficial for educators in Arkansas to view those standards prior
to revising the Arkansas curriculum frameworks.

Mr. Ledbetter moved, seconded by Ms. Reith, approval to postpone the revision of
social studies curriculum frameworks for two years. The motion carried unanimously.

Consideration of Arkansas Governor's School Site Selection for 2013-2015

Because of his employment with Hendrix College, Dr. Barth recused himself and left the
room prior to the discussion of this item.

Mary Katherine Stein, Gifted and Talented and AP Program Coordinator, presented a
recommendation for Hendrix College to host Arkansas Governor’s School for 2013-2015.

Ms. Mahony moved, seconded by Mr. Black, approval. The motion carried unanimously.

Consider Recommendation for New Praxis Test in Mandarin Chinese to be
Effective September 1, 2012

Dr. Barth rejoined the meeting.

A recommendation was presented to adopt the Praxis Chinese (Mandarin): World
Language (5665) test effective September 1, 2012.



Ms. Gullett moved, seconded by Ms. Reith, approval. The motion carried unanimously.

Consideration of New Praxis II Cut Score for Gifted Education to be Effective
September 1, 2012

A recommendation was presented to adjust the Gifted Education Praxis II (0357) cut
score from 156 to 150 effective September 1, 2012.

Ms. Mahony moved, seconded by Dr. Barth, to accept the recommendation for the
adjustment and make it retroactive to 2007. The motion carried unanimously.

Consideration to Suspend the Teaching License of Two (2) National Board of
Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) Candidates Who Owe Money to
ADE

The Office of Teacher Quality recommended the State Board suspend the license of
Robin Caraway and Kelly McMahan until repayment of monies owed the Department of
Education for the National Board of Professional Teaching Standards program. Both
candidates failed to complete the program.

Mr. Ledbetter moved, seconded by Ms. Reith approval to suspend the licenses. The
motion carried unanimously.

Consideration of Cut Score for Graduate Record Examination (GRE) for
Acceptance into Institutions of Higher Education Teacher Preparation
Programs in Lieu of Praxis I Exam

A recommendation was made to set the minimum passing scores for the GRE subtests
in Verbal Reasoning, Quantitative Reasoning and Analytical Writing be at 142, 142 and
3.5 respectively, thus representing similar percentile levels as the minimum passing
scores for the Reading, Mathematics and Writing sections of the Praxis I test.

Dr. Barth moved, seconded by Ms. Reith, acceptance of the recommendation. The
motion carried unanimously.

Consideration of Declaration of Critical Academic Shortage Areas as Required
by Ark. Code Ann. § 6-15-403 and § 6-81-609

Dr. Karen Cushman, Assistant Commissioner of Human Resources and Licensure,
presented a recommendation for declaring the following as critical shortage licensure
areas: Secondary--Mathematics (7-12); Middle Childhood--Mathematics/Science (4-8);
English/Language Arts/Social Studies (4-8); Special Education--Deaf Education; Visually
Impaired; Speech Language Pathologist/Speech Therapist; Special Education
Instructional Specialist (P-r and 4-12) or (old licenses: {K-12} Mildly Handicapped,
Moderately/Profound Handicapped, Severely Emotionally Disturbed); and Secondary
Science—Life/Earth Science (7-12); Physical/Earth Science (7-12) or (old licenses:



Biology/Chemistry/Physical Science/Physics). The recommendation also included
endorsements for library media; gifted and talented; school counselor and English as a
second language.

Board members suggested open dialogue with colleges and universities regarding the
shortage areas. They also recommended better communication to communities to help
raise awareness of these needs.

Ms. Mahony moved, seconded by Ms. Gullett, approval of the shortage areas. The
motion carried unanimously.

Consideration for Public Comment: Revisions to the Arkansas Department of
Education Rules Governing Concurrent College and High School Credit for
Students Who Have Completed the Eighth Grade

Higher Education Director Shane Broadway and Jeremy Lasiter, General Counsel, said
state law provides statutory authority for the State Board to adopt rules to permit public
school students who have successfully completed the eighth grade to enroll in a publicly
supported community college or four- year college or university for the purpose of
obtaining concurrent high school and higher education course credit. They reported that
during the 2010-2011 and 2011-2012 school years, the State Board approved a
concurrent credit pilot project.

Based upon the results of the pilot project, the Department of Higher Education and the
Department of Education recommended the provisions of the pilot project be given
permanent effect in the ADE rules.

Ms. Reith moved, seconded by Ms. Mahony, approval of the revised rules for public
comment. The motion carried unanimously.

Consideration for Approval for Public Comment: Revisions to the Arkansas
Department of Education Rules Governing Special Education and Related
Services

The proposed amendments to these rules seek to increase educational continuity for
students in Juvenile Detention Centers. State Board approval was requested.

Ms. Mahony moved, seconded by Ms. Gullett, approval of the revised rules for public
comment. The motion carried unanimously.

Consideration for Public Comment: Revisions to the Arkansas Department of
Education Rules Governing the Arkansas Comprehensive Testing, Assessment
and Accountability Program and the Academic Distress Program

A recommendation was made to revise the Rules Governing the Arkansas
Comprehensive Testing, Assessment and Accountability Program and the Academic



Distress Program should be updated to reflect: (1) Revisions to Arkansas law; (2) A new
definition for “academic distress;"” and (3) Procedures related to the ADE’s flexibility
proposal as approved by the United States Department of Education. State Board
approval was requested.

Board members requested further clarification of the proposed revisions.

Commissioner Kimbrell explained the state would label a school district as academically
distressed if no more than 49.5 percent of its students scored proficient or higher on
state tests. He stipulated that districts with this student performance were among those
in the lowest five percent statewide. In addition, a district that has a school in Priority
status that has not made progress toward its interim measurable objectives over a two-
year period would trigger academic distress for that district.

Board members highlighted the fact that the state could take over a district within two
years.

Dr. Kimbrell said the agency must build capacity to assist these troubled districts. He
said it might require an administrative unit that may or may not be directly attached to
the Department of Education.

Mr. Ledbetter moved, seconded by Ms. Saviers, approval to release the revised rules for
public comment. The motion carried unanimously.

Consideration for Final Approval: Repeal of Arkansas Department of
Education Rules Governing Administrative Consolidation or Annexation of
Public School Districts and Boards of Directors of Local School Districts (A-
16)

Acts 989 and 1217 of 2011 revised Arkansas law concerning the consolidation and
annexation of school districts. The State Board previously approved two separate rules,
including this rule, which governs the consolidation and annexation of school districts.
Department staff recommended this rule be repealed so that it can be combined with
the other rule governing consolidation and annexation of school districts and updated in
accordance with Acts 989 and 1217 of 2011.

State Board approval was requested.

Consideration for Final Approval: Repeal of Arkansas Department of
Education Rules Governing Consolidation or Annexation of Public School
Districts and Boards of Directors of Local School Districts (A-17)

Acts 989 and 1217 of 2011 revised Arkansas law concerning the consolidation and
annexation of school districts. The State Board of Education previously approved two
separate rules, including this rule, which governs the consolidation and annexation of
school districts. Department staff recommended this rule be repealed so that it can be

7



combined with the other rule governing consolidation and annexation of school districts
and updated in accordance with Acts 989 and 1217 of 2011.

State Board approval was requested.

Consideration for Final Approval: Repeal of Arkansas Department of
Education Rules Governing the Distribution of Consolidation/Annexation
Incentive Funding (A-18)

Each fiscal year, the Arkansas General Assembly appropriates consolidation/annexation
incentive funds to the Arkansas Department of Education. The State Board of Education
last approved rules governing the distribution of those funds in November 2005.
Department staff requested the State Board repeal the existing rules pertaining to
consolidation/annexation incentive funding so that the content of those rules can be
updated and included in the revised Arkansas Department of Education Rules Governing
the Consolidation and Annexation of School Districts.

State Board approval was requested.

Mr. Ledbetter moved, seconded by Mr. Black, final approval of Agenda Items 16-18.
The motion carried unanimously.

Consideration for Final Approval: Arkansas Department of Education Rules
Governing the Closure of Isolated Schools

Act 1131 of 2011, now codified at Ark. Code Ann. § 6-20-602, revised Arkansas law
concerning the closure of isolated schools. The proposed rules include the revisions
contained in Act 1131 of 2011 and create a procedure for the State Board to follow
when considering the closure of an isolated school.

State Board approval was requested.

Mr. Ledbetter moved, seconded by Ms. Gullett, final approval of the rules. The motion
carried unanimously.

Consideration for Final Approval: Arkansas Department of Education Rules
Governing the Consolidation and Annexation of School Districts

Acts 989 and 1217 of 2011 revised Arkansas law concerning the consolidation and
annexation of school districts. The proposed rules include the revisions contained in
Acts 989 and 1217 of 2011. The State Board previously approved two separate rules
governing the consolidation and annexation of school districts. A third rule governs the
distribution of consolidation and annexation incentive funding. The proposed rules
update the separate rules and combine them into one rule.

State Board approval was requested.



Ms. Reith moved, seconded by Ms. Saviers, final approval of the rules. The motion
carried unanimously.

Consideration for Final Approval: Proposed Revisions to the Arkansas
Department of Education Rules Governing the Arkansas Better Chance

Program

On February 13, 2012, the State Board approved for public comment proposed revisions
to the Arkansas Department of Education Rules Governing the Arkansas Better Chance
Program. After a public comment period, revisions were made to the rule.

State Board approval was requested.

Ms. Gullett moved, seconded by Mr. Black, final approval of the rules. The motion
carried unanimously.

Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 12:32 p.m.

These minutes were recorded by Phyllis Stewart.



ADE’S PROJECT MANAGEMENT TOOL EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
JULY 31,2012

This document summarizes the progress that ADE has made in complying with the provisions of the
Implementation Plan during the month of July 2012.

IMPLEMENTATION PHASE ACTIVITY

L Financial Obligations

A.

As of June 30, 2012, State Foundation Funding payments paid for FY 11/12
totaled $61,362,928 to LRSD, $34,974,220 to NLRSD, and $42,845,370 to PCSSD.

As of June 30, 2012, the Magnet Operational Charge paid for FY 11/12 totaled
$14,363,041. The allotment for FY 11/12 was $14,363,041.

As of June 30, 2012, the M-to-M incentive checks paid for FY 11/12 totaled
$4,499,601 to LRSD, $4,240,722 to NLRSD, and $10,499,445 to PCSSD.

ADE pays districts three equal installments each year for their transportation budgets.
North Little Rock was overpaid $271,487.69 over the last two payments. The current
payment reflects what is due less the amount of the overpayment.

1. In December 2011, General Finance made the last one-third payment to the
Districts for their FY 10/11 transportation budget. As of December 31, 2011,
transportation payments for FY 10/11 totaled $3,977,759.00 to LRSD,
$1,456,077.37 to NLRSD, and $2,320,249.40 to PCSSD.

2. In December 2011, General Finance made the first one-third payment to the
Districts for their FY 11/12 transportation budget. As of December 31, 2011,
transportation payments for FY 11/12 totaled $1,297,333.34 to LRSD,
$515,623.32 to NLRSD, and $889,000.35 to PCSSD.

3. In February 2012, General Finance made the second one-third payment to the
Districts for their FY 11/12 transportation budget. As of February 29, 2012,
transportation payments for FY 11/12 totaled $2,594,666.67 to LRSD,
$689,693.05 to NLRSD, and $1,778,000.70 to PCSSD.

On May 17, 2012, the sixteen (16) Magnet and M to M buses from Diamond States Bus
Sales in Conway, AR were ordered and are scheduled for delivery around August 1,
2012. A request has been sent to the three (3) districts to submit their documentation for
reimbursement of expenditures for the 2011-12 year and the estimated expenditures for
the 2012-13 school year.

In July 2011, Finance paid the Magnet Review Committee $92,500. This was the total
amount due for FY11/12.

In July 2011, Finance paid the Office of Desegregation Monitoring $200,000. This was
the total amount due for FY 11/12.
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Monitoring Compensatory Education

On July 12, 2012, the ADE Implementation Phase Working Group met to review the
Implementation Phase activities from the previous quarter. Mr. Willie Morris, ADE Lead Planner
for Desegregation, updated the group on all relevant desegregation issues. Little Rock and North
Little Rock School Districts have gained unitary status. Pulaski County Special School District
remains partially unitary. Mr. Jeremy Lasiter, ADE General Council for Legal Services, provided
the Pulaski County School Desegregation Case Settlement Agreement (revised September 28,
1989) via handouts and slides. He presented the names of the staff that were committed to the
obligations and asked for any additions or deletions of any other staff. He advised those staff
members to have their documentation ready to be submitted to the Court. He stated that the
Project Management Tool (PMT) is provided each month to the Court and the Executive
Summary is provided each month to the State Board of Education. Mr. Morris will visit the
schools that have been neglected to see if the upgrading process has begun and what progress has
been made towards the completion. The ADE will continue to have Implementation Phase
Meetings until the desegregation case is totally finished. Little Rock School District filed a
complaint on the number of Charter Schools that have been allowed to open in the Pulaski
County Special School District. The next Implementation Phase Working Group Meeting is
scheduled for October 4, 2012 at 1:30 p.m. in room 201-A at the ADE.

A Petition for Election for LRSD will be Supported Should a Millage be Required
Ongoing. All court pleadings are monitored monthly.
Repeal Statutes and Regulations that Impede Desegregation

In June 2011, the ADE sent letters to the school districts in Pulaski County asking if there were
any new laws or regulations that may impede desegregation. The districts were asked to review
laws passed during the 88th Legislative Session, and any new ADE rules or regulations.

Commitment to Principles

On July 9, 2012, the Arkansas State Board of Education reviewed and approved the PMT and its
Executive Summary for the month of June.

Remediation - Evaluate the impact of the use of resources for technical assistance

On July 10, 2012, Dr. Pamela A. Byrd conducted training to an AP Statistics Class on NAEP
Sampling Overview. The training was left for the teacher to use for her other classes and to share
with the Math Teachers in her District/State. The training took place at McClellan High School.

Test Validation

On May 4, 2012, Jeremy Lasiter, ADE General Council for Legal Services, advised via email that
he had been working with Dr. Gayle Potter and her team to come up with a description to be used
in the PMT under the heading “Test Validation.” Currently, the PMT references a report that
was given back in 2001. The language is to be replaced with the following summary:

The Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) has, for over fifteen (15) years, implemented a
rigorous, statistically sound and nationally recognized process for developing questions for its
state standardized assessments. This process continues on an ongoing basis.



VII.

VIII.

Test Validation (Continued)

Before a question appears on a state standardized exam to measure student achievement, the
question must survive a strict review process that lasts at least two (2) years. The process
includes a review of each draft question by an internal team of ADE content specialists, a Content
Committee, a Bias Review Committee and a Committee of Practitioners. The ADE also relies
upon trained psychometricians, a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), and the federal peer
review process to conduct ongoing evaluations of the ADE’s standardized testing procedures to
ensure that those procedures are reliable, valid and controlled for bias.

Part of the two-year review process includes a review of each draft test question by the Bias
Review Committee. The committee specifically reviews each draft test question for bias or lack
of cultural sensitivity. The Bias Review Committee consists of approximately ten (10) educators,
program specialists and administrators from throughout Arkansas. This committee is responsible
for reviewing all reading passages, test questions, and writing prompts to make certain that the
questions are controlled for bias and are not insensitive to specific groups or individuals. Once
each draft question is field tested, the Bias Review Committee meets again to review the results
using student data disaggregated by demographic group to review indications of possible bias
with regard to a particular question. The Bias Review Committee has the power to reject a draft
question altogether or require the draft question to be revised. If the Bias Review Committee
orders a draft question to be revised, the entire two-year review process begins anew.

Only a draft question that has been found acceptable at every stage of the bias review process
may be placed on an operational test to measure student achievement.

In-Service Training

On June 11-14, 2012, ADE Staff provided Professional Development at Washington Magnet
Elementary in the Little Rock School District. It regarded Cognitively Guided Instruction Years 1
& 2. It is a Teacher Professional Development Program based on research that allows teachers to
explore a framework for how Elementary School children learn concepts of number, operations,
and early Algebra. It also regarded Extending Children’s Math. Like Cognitively Guided
Instruction, extending children’s Mathematics Professional Development is designed to enhance
teacher’s ability to teach Math for understanding by increasing teacher’s understanding of
students’ Mathematical extending. The content focus is Operations and Algebraic Thinking,
Number and Operations in Base Ten, Number and Operations — Fractions, The Number System,
and Expressions and Equations as described in the Third through Sixth Grade CCSSM. Through a
focus on students’ thinking, teachers improve their ability to enact the Standards for
Mathematical Practice described in CCSSM. Extending Children’s Mathematics Professional
Development develops teacher’s ability to use any curriculum to teach Math for understanding.
The presenters were Joan Case, Mazie Jenkins, and Margie Pliggee. The audience was Teachers,
Instructional Facilitators, and Administrators.

On June 18-21, 2012, ADE Staff provided Professional Development at Washington Magnet
Elementary in the Little Rock School District. It regarded Cognitively Guided Instruction Year 1.
It is a Teacher Professional Development Program based on research that allows teachers to
explore a framework for how Elementary School children learn concepts for number, operations,
and early Algebra. The presenters were Kristin Gibson and Mazie Jenkins. The audience was
Teachers, Instructional Facilitators and Administrators.



VIIL.

In-Service Training (Continued)

On June 19-21, 2012, ADE Staff provided Professional Development at Washington Magnet
Elementary in the Little Rock School District. It regarded Extending Children’s Math. The
presenter was Joan Case. The audience was Teachers, Instructional Facilitators and
Administrators.

On June 20-22, 2012, ADE Staff provided Professional Development at Washington Magnet
Elementary in the Little Rock School District. It regarded Cognitively Guided Instruction Year 3.
It is a Teacher Professional Development Program based on research that allows teachers to
explore a framework for how Elementary School children learn concepts of number, operations,
and early Algebra. The presenter was Jeannie Behrend. The audience was Teachers, Instructional
Facilitators and Administrators.

On June 25, 2012, ADE Staff provided Professional Development at Washington Magnet
Elementary in the Little Rock School District. It regarded Cognitively Guided Instruction Year 2.
It is a Teacher Professional Development Program based on research that allows teachers to
explore a framework for how Elementary School children learn concepts of number, operations,
and early Algebra. The presenter was Susan Gehn. The audience was Teachers, Instructional
Facilitators and Administrators.

On June 25-27, 2012, ADE Staff provided Professional Development at Washington Magnet
Elementary in the Little Rock School District. It regarded Cognitively Guided Instruction Year 3.
It is a Teacher Professional Development Program based on research that allows teachers to
explore a framework for how Elementary School children learn concepts of number, operations,
and early Algebra. The presenter was Jeannie Behrend. The audience was Teachers, Instructional
Facilitators and Administrators.

On June 25-28, 2012, ADE Staff provided Professional Development at Washington Magnet
Elementary in the Little Rock School District. It regarded Cognitively Guided Instruction Year 1.
It is a Teacher Professional Development Program based on research that allows teachers to
explore a framework for how Elementary School children learn concepts of number, operations,
and early Algebra. The presenters were Jane Nolan and Sarah Hogg. The audience was Teachers,
Instructional Facilitators and Administrators.

On June 25-28, 2012, ADE Staff provided Professional Development at Washington Magnet
Elementary in the Little Rock School District. It regarded Cognitively Guided Instruction Year 2.
It is a Teacher Professional Development Program based on research that allows teachers to
explore a framework for how Elementary School children learn concepts of number, operations,
and early Algebra. The presenter was Joan Case. The audience was Teachers, Instructional
Facilitators and Administrators.

On July 9-12, 2012, ADE Staff provided Professional Development at Washington Magnet
Elementary in the Little Rock School District. It regarded Cognitively Guided Instruction Year 1.
It is a Teacher Professional Development Program based on research that allows teachers to
explore a framework for how Elementary School children learn concepts of number, operations,
and early Algebra. The presenters were Carolyn Blome and Katrina Long. The audience was
Instructional Facilitators, Teachers and Administrators.
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In-Service Training (Continued)

On July 18-19, 2012, ADE staff provided Professional Development at Pulaski County Special
School District Professional Development Center. It regarded Effective Literacy Update. The
Expected Goals: 1) Identify each big instructional shift and student learning behaviors that will be
required to meet the rigor of the Common Core State Standards. 2) Explain how the components
of comprehensive literacy and instruction align to implementation of the Common Core State
Standards. 3) Consistently employ the research base, best practices, and Common Core State
Standards to plan and provide effective literacy instruction. The audience was Teachers,
Instructional Facilitators and Administrators.

Recruitment of Minority Teachers

On June 27, 2012, a listing of all Spring 2012 Minority Graduates from Arkansas
Colleges/Universities was sent to the three (3) Pulaski County School Districts.

Financial Assistance to Minority Teacher Candidates

On April 12, 2012, Ms. Lisa Smith of the Arkansas Department of Higher Education reported
Minority Scholarships for Fiscal Year 2011-2012 have been phased out and no awards were
given. These included the State Teacher Assistance Resource (STAR) Program, the Minority
Teacher Scholars (MTS) Program, and the Minority Masters Fellows (MMF) Program.

Minority Recruitment of ADE Staff

The MRC met on July 9, 2012 at the ADE. The MRC plan calls for ADE to maintain a 25%
minority (black) employment rate in each division of the department and in the department as a
whole for employees rated at Grade 21 and above (not including Grade 99’s). Due to the revision
in the employee grade system by the Office of Personnel Management, Grades C121 to C130
were used for the purpose of this report. A graph was also presented that showed the percentage
of black, white and other employees for the ADE as a whole and by division. During the quarter
ending June 30, 2012, two of the divisions, Central Administration and Accountability exceeded
the 25% threshold. The ADE as a whole was 20% Black.

School Construction
This goal is completed. No additional reporting is required.

Assist PCSSD by communicating with local colleges and universities to facilitate lowering the
cost of Black History course offerings to its certified staff

Goal completed as of June 1995.

Scattered Site Housing

This goal is completed. No additional reporting is required.
Standardized Test Selection to Determine Loan Forgiveness

Goal completed as of March 2001.
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XVIIL.

Monitor School Improvement Plans - Follow-up and assist schools that have difficulty
realizing their school improvement objectives

On August 25, 2011, ADE staff held an ACSIP meeting at NLRSD. The meeting was held in
Kristie Ratliff’s office to discuss ACSIP requirements. Diane Gross discussed priorities,
interventions, and actions and stressed that actions in the ACSIP plan must be very focused and
clear. It was suggested that NLRSD put the budget codes in the action for the Bookkeeper’s
reference when paying out. The Peer Review Process for approving building plans was discussed.

In addition to the ACSIP, discussions were held about Title III and State ELL expenditures and
making sure monies are being spent in a way the EL students are being served. The need for
spending the dollars in the buildings where the students are located was also pointed out.

Data Collection

The ADE Office of Public School Academic Accountability has released the 2010 Arkansas
School Performance Report (Report Card). The purpose of the Arkansas School Performance
Report is to generally improve public school accountability, to provide benchmarks for measuring
individual school improvement, and to empower parents and guardians of children enrolled in
Arkansas public schools by providing them with the information to judge the quality of their
schools. The Department of Education annually produces a school performance report for each
individual public school in the state.

Work with the Parties and ODM to Develop Proposed Revisions to ADE’s Monitoring and
Reporting Obligations

On April 11, 2012, the ADE held a Desegregation Monitoring and Assistance Plan Meeting.
Those in attendance were Margie Powell, Willie Morris, Aleta Fletcher, Terri Williams, Sherman
Whitfield, and Dr. Brenda Bowles. During the meeting the following items were discussed:

e Dr. Bowles summarized the meeting on April 5, 2012 which included a discussion and
review of academic and discipline interventions used to assist students by school.

e Dr. Bowles shared a draft of the Tiered System of Interventions for Discipline that was
developed in preparation for the Discipline Committee Meeting(s) April 23-24, 2012 and
discussed the purpose for developing the tiered system.

e The Discipline Committee members have been identified, with the exception of Joshua, and
are currently confirming their attendance at the meeting.

e Dr. Bradley Scott, with EAC, will be in attendance at the Discipline Committee Meeting, to
assist the District in developing a District Discipline Intervention System.

e Ms. Powell asked if the District Steering Committee had completed the scoring of the ACSIP
Plans for each school. Dr. Bowles stated that it had been completed as of Tuesday’s meeting
on April 10, 2012.

e Dr. Bowles shared that data regarding retention for students in grades 6-12 by school, race,
and gender provided by Dr. Clowers, will be made available for the Committee to peruse and
discuss during the meeting(s).



XVIII. Work with the Parties and ODM to Develop Proposed Revisions to ADE’s Monitoring and
Reporting Obligations (Continued)

e Mr. Morris inquired how the data was being used to make decisions with reference to
interventions, retention, etc. Dr. Bowles stated that she defer those questions to Dr. Remele
and Dr. Clowers.

e The group agreed to cancel our next schedule meeting on April 25, 2012 due to the Discipline
Committee Meetings that week.

The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for Wednesday, May 9, 2012 at 2:30 p.m. in the Equity and
Pupil Services Conference Room.



NEWLY EMPLOYED FOR THE PERIOD OF June 16, 2012— July 14, 2012

Deborah Bales — Public School Program Advisor, Grade C122, Division of Learning Services, Alternative
Education Learning Environment (ALE), effective 06/18/12.

Kevin Beaumont — Public School Program Advisor, Grade C122, Division of Learning Services, Student
Assessment, effective 07/09/12. Rehire

Pamela Blake — Public School Program Advisor, Grade C122, Division of Learning Services, School
Improvement, effective 07/09/12.

Jennifer Brown — Public School Program Manager, Grade C126, Division of Learning Services, Special Education,
effective 07/09/12.

Jared Cleveland — Assistant Commissioner, Division of Fiscal and Administrative Services, Grade N912, effective
06/25/12.

Rick Green — Public School Program Advisor, Grade C122, Division of Learning Services, School Improvement,
effective 06/18/12.

Andrea Kelly — Public School Program Advisor, Grade C122, Division of Learning Services, School Improvement,
effective 07/09/12.

Melody Morgan — ADE Special Advisor, Grade N908, Division of Learning Services, Student Assessment,
effective 07/09/12. Rehire

Sue Nelson — Public School Program Advisor, Grade C122, Division of Human Resources/ Licensure, Teacher
Quality, effective 07/09/12.

Susan Ridings — Public School Program Advisor, Grade C122, Division of Learning Services, School
Improvement, effective 07/09/12.

Mitszey Sanders — School Bus Driver Trainer, Grade C116, Division of Public School Academic Facilities and
Transportation (DPSAFT), effective 07/09/12.

Desiree Sheehan Palculict — ADE Area Project Manager, Grade C123, Division of Public School Academic
Facilities and Transportation (DPSAFT), effective 06/18/12.

PROMOTIONS/DEMOTION/LATERALTRANSFERS FOR THE PERIOD OF June 16, 2012—- July 14, 2012

Kendra Clay — from Attorney, Grade C124, Central Administration, Legal Services Department, to Grade C126,
Division of Central Administration, Legal Services Department, effective 07/09/12. Promotion

Kathleen Crain — from Assistant Commissioner, Division of Fiscal and Administrative Services, Grade N912, to
ADE Assistant to Director, Grade C129, Division of Fiscal and Administrative Services, Arkansas Public School
Computer Network (APSCN), effective 06/25/12. Demotion

Joseph Rapert — from Data Warehouse Specialist, Grade C123, Division of Fiscal and Administration Services,
Arkansas Public School Computer Network (APSCN), to ADE APSCN Division Manager, Grade C126, Division of
Fiscal and Administration Services, Arkansas Public School Computer Network (APSCN), effective 07/09/12.
Promotion

Deborah Zeringue — from Public School Program Advisor, Grade C 122, Division of Learning Services, Special
Education, to Public School Program Advisor, Grade C122, Division of Learning Services, Special Education,
effective 7/9/12. Lateral Transfer

SEPARATIONS FOR THE PERIOD OF June 16, 2012 July 14, 2012

*Erica Baldwin — Administrative Specialist lll, Grade C112, Division of Learning Services, Special Education,
effective 07/06/12. 0 Years, 6 months, 25 days. 02



Christopher Barnes — Public School Program Manager, Grade C126, Division of Learning Services, Student
Assessment, effective 06/29/12. 5 Years, 11 months, 19 days. 01

Andrew Blankenship — Attorney, Grade C124, Central Administration, Legal Services Department, effective
06/29/12. 4 Years, 4 months, 3 days. 01

*Vivian Brittenum — Administrative Specialist lll, Grade C112, Division of Fiscal and Administrative Services,
Arkansas Public School Computer Network (APSCN), effective 06/22/12. 3 Years, 2 months, 16 days. 01

Travis Farrar — Public School Program Advisor, Grade C122, Division of Learning Services, Migrant Education,
effective 06/22/12. 18 Years, 9 months, 29 days. Retirement

Susan Ferguson — Accounting Coordinator, Grade C121, Division of Fiscal and Administrative Services, Finance,
effective 06/22/12. 33 Years, 6 months, 27 days. Retirement

Tammy Harrell — Public School Program Coordinator, Grade C123, Division of Learning Services, Curriculum and
Instruction, effective 06/22/12. 7 Years, 10 months, 6 days. Retirement

*Richard Jordan — Administrative Specialist lll, Grade C112, Division of Research and Technology, Technology
Resources, effective 07/05/12. 1 Year, 11 months, 3 days. 02

John Kunkel — ADE Finance Division Manager, Grade C129, Division of Fiscal and Administrative Services,
Finance, effective 06/29/12. 2 Years, 10 months, 5 days. 01

*Estelle Matthis — ADE Office of Education Renewal Zone Director, Grade C126, Division of Learning Services,
EORZ/Scholastic Audit, effective 06/29/12. 13 Years, 9 months, 19 days. Retirement

Leslie Mayo — Public School Program Advisor, Grade C122, Division of Learning Services, School Improvement
effective 06/22/12. 6 Years, 0 months, 10 days. 01

*Brandon McClinton — Administrative Specialist lll, Grade C112, Division of Human Resources/Licensure, Time
and Leave Unit, effective 07/06/12. 1 Year, 3 months, 8 days. 01

Teddy Moore — ADE Budget Manager, Grade C125, Division of Fiscal and Administrative Services, Finance,
effective 06/29/12. 39 Years, 10 months, 15 days. Retirement

LaNelle Mott — Public School Program Advisor, Grade C122, Division of Learning Services, Special Education,
effective 6/22/12. 17 Years, 9 months, 11 days. Retirement

Gayle Potter — ADE Assistant to Director, Grade C129, Division of Learning Services, Student Assessment,
effective 06/22/12. 24 Years, 7 months, 20 days. Retirement

Martha Welch — Administrative Specialist lll, Grade C112, Division of Learning Services, Professional
Development, effective 06/22/12. 21 Years, 8 months, 0 days. Retirement

*Minority

AASIS Codes:
01- Voluntary
02- Involuntary
Retirement
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Since ACT 890 of 1999 was enacted, the State Board of Education has been
authorized to issue charters to eligible entities for the operation of charter schools in
Arkansas. In the 2010-2011 school year, Arkansas had seventeen (17) open-enrollment
public charter schools, twelve (12) district conversion public charter school, and one
(1) licensure public charter school in operation pursuant to charters issued by the
State Board of Education.

Arkansas has seen continued interest in charter school growth in part to
additional gains in legislation. During the spring of 2011, the Arkansas Legislature
voted to extend the cap on the number of charter schools in the state. Currently, the
law states that there can only be twenty four (24) open-enrollment public charter
schools in the state. Act 987 of the 88th Arkansas General Assembly allows for the cap
on the number of open-enrollment charter schools to be increased by five slots when
the number of existing open-enrollment charter schools is within two charters of
meeting the existing cap of twenty-four (24). When the number of charter schools is
within two charters of the existing cap, the ADE is required to declare by
Commissioner’s Memo by March 1, the number of available open-enrollment charter
school slots available during the next application cycle.

The following is a list of open-enrollment and conversion public charter schools
for the 2010-2011 school year:

Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools

Academics Plus Charter School, Maumelle

Arkansas Virtual Academy, Little Rock

Benton County School of the Arts, Rogers

Covenant Keepers College Preparatory Charter School, Little Rock
Dreamland Academy of Performing and Communication Arts, Little Rock
e-STEM Elementary Public Charter School, Little Rock

e-STEM Middle Public Charter School, Little Rock

e-STEM High Public Charter School, Little Rock

Haas Hall Academy, Fayetteville

Imboden Area Charter School, Imboden

Jacksonville Lighthouse Charter School, Jacksonville

KIPP Delta Public Schools, Helena



KIPP Blytheville, Blytheville (Licensure school of KIPP Delta Public Schools)
LISA Academy, Little Rock

LISA Academy North, Sherwood

Little Rock Preparatory Academy, Little Rock

Little Rock Urban Collegiate Public Charter School for Young Men, Little Rock*
Osceola Communication, Arts and Business School, Osceola*

District Conversion Public Charter Schools

Arthur “Bo” Felder Alternative Learning Academy, Little Rock School District*
Badger Academy Conversion Charter School, Beebe School District

Blytheville Charter School and ALC, Blytheville School District

Cabot Academic Center of Excellence, Cabot School District

Cloverdale Aerospace Tech. Conversion Charter Middle School, Little Rock School District
Lincoln Academic Center of Excellence, Lincoln School District

Lincoln Middle Academic Center of Excellence, Forrest City School District
Mountain Home High School Career Academies, Mountain Home School District
Oak Grove Elementary Health, Wellness & Environmental Science, Paragould
Ridgeroad Middle Charter School, North Little Rock School District

Vilonia Academy of Service and Technology, Vilonia School District

Vilonia Academy of Technology, Vilonia School District

Arkansas Code Annotated § 6-23-302 requires a review of the charter school
application and a vote to either approve or deny the application by the board of
directors of the local school district in which a proposed open-enrollment public
charter school will be located. The table below is a summary of the local board’s
decisions to approve or deny applications for open-enrollment public charter schools
and a summary of the State Board of Education’s decisions to grant or deny charters
for conversion and open-enrollment public charter schools for the 2011-2012 school

year:

*Charter revoked by the State Board of Education at the end of the 2010-2011 School year



SUMMARY OF OPEN-ENROLLMENT PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS APPLICATIONS: 2011 CYCLE

e . Decision of
. . Proposed Letter of Application Decision of
Sponsoring Entity Location Intent Filed Filed Local Board State Bogrd N
Education
1 | Consortia, Inc. Little Rock X
2 ::nhcghtlme Academy of Arkansas, Jacksonville X
3 | Gillett Civic Group, Inc. Gillett X X Denied Denied
4 | KNOVA Learning Pine Bluff X
5 Lighthouse Academies of Pine Bluff X X Approved
Arkansas, Inc.
6 | Miller McCoy Network Forrest City X X Denied Denied
New Education for the Workplace .
7 (NEWCorp) Little Rock X X Approved Approved
8 | Prism Education Center Fort Smith X
9 SAFE (Sout_h Arkansas Foundation McNeil X N Denied Denied
for Education)
10 | Success Prep Academy Texarkana X
11 | The Throne Room, Inc. Hope X
12 | The Throne Room, Inc. Emmett X
13 | Turning Point 2 Associates Pine Bluff X
14 | Valley Military Academy Little Rock X
TOTALS 14 2/5




SUMMARY OF DISTRICT CONVERSION PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS APPLICATIONS: 2011CYCLE

Decision of

Sponsoring Districts and Proposed Letter of Application Decision of State Board of
Organizations Location Intent Filed Filed Local Board .
Education
1 | Cross County School District Cherry Valley X X Approved Approved
Helena-West Helena School Helena-West
2 N X
District Helena
3 | Lonoke School District Lonoke X
TOTALS 3 1 1/1




The Arkansas Department of Education provides technical assistance to existing
charter schools and to charter school developers by monitoring, providing
informational workshops, conducting the Annual Public Charter Schools Conference,
networking with additional support organizations and making charter school
information available on the Arkansas Department of Education website. The Arkansas
Department of Education, in accordance with Arkansas Code Annotated § 6-23-404,
has contracted with Metis Associates to conduct an independent evaluation of all
public charter schools. Evaluation reports for prior years are available online at the
Arkansas Department of Education website on the Public Charter Schools webpage.
The report for 2010-2011 is attached to this document as Appendix A and will be
made available on the Arkansas Department of Education website.

The following section has information compiled for each public charter school
in Arkansas. Included for open-enrollment public charter schools are a school profile
page, demographic information, financial information, test results for the 2010-2011
school year, and Arkansas adequate yearly progress/school improvement status.
Included for district conversion public charter schools are a school profile page,
demographic information, and test scores for the 2010-2011 school year, and Arkansas
adequate yearly progress/school improvement status. Financial information for
individual district conversion public charter schools is compiled and reported within

the data for each school district.
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Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Academics Plus School District
LEA # 60-40-700
Pulaski County
Opened in 2001

Grades Served 2009-2010 K-12
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 538

Grades Served in 2010-2011 K-12
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 603

Mission Statement:

The mission of Academics Plus (A+) Charter School is
to provide an academically rigorous college
preparatory program for all students regardless of
race, ethnic origin, national background, or
socioeconomic level. All children can learn when
challenged by big expectations. We believe that
attitude, behavior, effort and attendance, as well as
ability, determine academic success.

Contact Person: Website:

Rob McGill, Superintendent www.academicsplus.org
900 Edgewood Drive

Maumelle, AR 72113

501-851-3333




Student Demographics
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Financial Profile
ACADEMICS PLUS CHARTER SCHOOL
05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qfr) 195.00 348.48 400.83 445.19 527.10 | 16,618.99
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 1,333,602 | 1,857,238 | 2,337,193 | 2,638,913 | 3,449,257 | 4,149,381
Per Pupil Expenditures 7,433 5,807 5,984 5,526 6,433 6,316
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 17.50 27.92 33.17 42.71 60.38 51.01
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 15.50 25.92 29.74 38.71 56.78 45.88
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 36,717 29,854 32,557 33,759 26,034 34,840
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 33,906 27,258 28,926 | 1,217,661 23,578 32,351
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) 20,367 265,183 277,470 380,040 358,138 410,187




Academics Plus Charter School
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress
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Academics Plus Charter School
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Academics Plus Charter School
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Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Arkansas Virtual Academy
LEA # 60-43-700
Pulaski County
Opened in 2007

Grades Served in 2009-2010: K-8
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 499

Grades Served in 2010-2011: K-8
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 500

Mission Statement:

Arkansas Virtual Academy will support, guide, and assist families
and colleagues in a positive way through teamwork to promote
academic growth that leads to high achievement for the entire
Arkansas Virtual Academy community. We will do this by keeping
sight of our vision and embracing change through teamwork and
good communication to assure family commitment to accomplish
our purpose

Contact Person: Website:

Scott Sides, Director http://www.arva.org
10802 Ex Center Dr, Suite 205

Little Rock, AR 72211




Student Demographics
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Financial Profile
ARKANSAS VIRTUAL ACADEMY
05- 06-
06 07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qfr) 0.00 | 0.00 497.45 492.09 490.33 489.60
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 0 0| 2,843,379 | 3,319,591 | 3,518,051 | 3,380,336
Per Pupil Expenditures 0 0 5,762 6,758 7,361 6,946
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 0.00 | 0.00 10.40 10.34 8.19 8.50
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 0.00 | 0.00 10.40 10.34 8.19 8.50
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 0 0 40,278 39,925 40,309 39,332
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 0 0 40,278 39,925 40,309 39,332
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) 0 0 344,647 232,607 275,234 268,283




Arkansas Virtual Academy
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress
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Arkansas Virtual Academy
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Arkansas Virtual Academy
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Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Benton County School of the Arts
LEA # 04-40-700
Benton County
Opened in 2001

Grades Served in 2009-2010: K-12
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 701

Grades Served in 2010-2011: K-12
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 728

Mission Statement:

BCSA is the ultimate K-12 choice in arts and academics.

Contact Person: Website:
Dr. Paul Hines,
Superintendent http://www.bcsa.k12.ar.us

205 S. Twelfth Street
Rogers, AR 72758
479-636-2272



Student Demographics

0440701
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Financial Profile

~ %Y Native American/Native Alaskan Total

X |% White Total

—. Total

S % Male Total
% Female Total

Student Total

BENTON COUNTY SCHOOL OF ARTS

05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qtr) 400.00 412.79 440.94 468.38 691.99 723.23
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 3,404,431 | 2,714,787 | 2,773,548 | 2,883,654 | 4,461,965 | 4,885,879
Per Pupil Expenditures 5,147 5,090 4,961 5,111 5,621 5,967
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 27.05 35.20 35.53 38.00 52.33 57.63
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 25.05 33.70 34.03 36.50 50.33 55.63
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 40,931 32,763 33,188 33,309 35,764 36,038
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 40,216 31,478 31,880 32,049 34,424 34,626
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) (64,025) 13,950 13,906 103,068 296,243 502,401

Percent Free-Reduced

60 | 728 | 27.20%




Benton County School of the Arts

2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

Grades K-8
Grades 9-12

Meets Standards

Meets Standards

Benton County School of the Arts
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Benton County School of the Arts
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Arkansas Open Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Covenant Keepers College Preparatory Charter School
LEA # 60-44-700

Pulaski County
Opened in 2008

Grades Served in 2009-2010: 6-9
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 172

Grades Served in 2010-2011: 6-10
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 164

Mission Statement:

The mission of Covenant Keepers is to provide an academically rigorous
college preparatory program for all students and attract a diverse
student population while instilling the habits of tolerance, thoughtful
debate, and civic involvement.

Contact Person: Website:

Dr. Valerie Tatum, Director http://www.covenantkeepers.k12.ar.us
8300 Geyer Springs Road

Little Rock, AR 72209

501-682-7550




Student Demographics

o|% Native American/Native Alaskan Total
o % Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander Total

©

) -
[ | Q
S| e S
8 9 = - B
5|l | = =0 = S [
2 o/ B| B |F S 5 °o|® 5
< [] - <) "6 (3} ] - = -lé' o
- alg |k |F|E bR e R i

-~ c | 2 e x| © 9 ® |
e) o ' S ) Q. = 9 [= t
S 5|6 7 8 @ £ s 5| § S
& 8 N|a @ I S| = | w3 o
- o o o o o o o [J)]
a S|/ 8 33 S &8 & o
6044702 COVENANT KEEPERS CHARTER 0 0 70 29 1 40 60 164 83.54%

*Source of Data: Arkansas Department of Education

Financial Profile

COVENANT KEEPERS COLLEGE PREPARATORY CHARTER

SCHOOL

05-06 | 06-07 | 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qtr) 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 124.16 173.85 179.05
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 0 0 0 1,262,324 1,594,260 1,571,474
Per Pupil Expenditures 0 0 0 9,659 8,658 8,876
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 10.02 13.71 12.55
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 9.02 10.71 11.30
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 0 0 0 40,699 39,816 40,890
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 0 0 0 30,356 32,141 33,972
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) 0 0 0 26,948 5,124 22,951




Covenant Keepers College Preparatory

2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

School Improvement Year 2 (Literacy & Math)

School Improvement Year 1 (Math)

Grades 6-8
Grades 9-10

Covenant Keepers College Preparatory
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Covenant Keepers College Preparatory

EOC Algebra 1 - Spring
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Covenant Keepers College Preparatory

EOC Biology Spring 2011
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Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Dreamland Academy of Performing and Communication
Arts
LEA # 60-42-700
Pulaski County
Opened in 2007

Grades Served in 2009-2010: K-5
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 265

Grades Served in 2010-2011: K-5
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 264

Mission Statement:

Dreamland Academy of Performing and Communication
Arts will provide a learning environment that enables
student to attain their full potential and provide the
necessary means in the quest of each student's
educational success.

Contact Person: Website:

Dr. Carolyn Carter, Superintendent http://www.dreamlandacademy.org
5615 Geyer Springs Road

Little Rock, AR 72209

501-562-9278




Student Demogra

phics
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*Source of Data: Arkansas Department of Education
Financial Profile
DREAMLAND ACADEMY OF PERFORMING &
COMMUNICATION ARTS
05- 06-
06 07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qtr) 0.00 | 0.00 228.38 312.24 274.57 264.76
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 0 0| 2,141,549 | 2,304,038 | 2,912,541 | 2,922,807
Per Pupil Expenditures 0 0 8,718 6,987 10,994 11,175
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 0.00 | 0.00 16.80 19.88 19.02 17.56
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 0.00 | 0.00 16.00 15.47 16.02 15.47
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 0 0 35,165 35,390 39,106 36,988
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 0 0 31,783 35,008 34,667 35,967
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) 0 0 (83,372) (5,696) 82,263 30,461




Dreamland Academy
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

School Improvement Year 3 (Literacy & Math)

Grades K-5

Dreamland Academy of Performing Arts
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

e-Stem Elementary Public Charter School
LEA # 60-45-700
Pulaski County
Opened in 2008

Grades Served 2009-2010: K-4
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 359

Grades Served 2010-2011: K-4
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 362

Mission Statement:

The e-Stem Charter Management Organization will offer
assistance to all charter schools in developing a different
and rigorous curriculum in a disciplined environment and to
use the latest educational techniques, with the ultimate
goal to attain the highest performing schools based on
improvement in individual student achievement.

Contact Person: Website:

Cindy Barton, Director http://www.estemlr.net
112 Third Street, 1st Floor

Little Rock, AR 72201

501-552-9000




Student Demographics

*Source of Data: Arkansas Department of Education
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Financial Profile
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6045701 ESTEM ELEMENTARY CHARTER 2 3 44 6 1 44 49 51 362 33.98%

E-STEM ELEMENTARY PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL

05-06 | 06-07 | 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qir) 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 358.51 360.62 360.11
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 0 0 0 2,946,751 3,089,943 3,250,051
Per Pupil Expenditures 0 0 0 6,808 8,322 7,592
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 26.00 24.91 28.38
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 24.00 23.91 26.92
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 0 0 0 38,687 41,303 39,106
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 0 0 0 37,910 39,649 37,122
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) 0 0 0 12,506 4,080 2,048




eSTEM Elementary Public Charter School

2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

Alert (Literacy & Math)

Grades K-4

eSTEM Elementary Public Charter School
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

e-Stem Middle Public Charter School
LEA # 60-46-700
Pulaski County
Opened in 2008

Grades Served 2009-2010: 5-8
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 390

Grades Served 2010-2011: 5-8
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 502

Mission Statement:

The e-Stem Charter Management Organization will offer
assistance to all charter schools in developing a different and
rigorous curriculum in a disciplined environment and to use
the latest educational techniques, with the ultimate goal to
attain the highest performing schools based on improvement
in individual student achievement.

Contact Person: Website:

Cindy Barton, Director http://www.estemlr.net
112 Third Street, 2nd Floor

Little Rock, AR 72201

501-552-9040




Student Demogra

hics

*Source of Data: Arkansas Department of Education
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Financial Profile
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E-STEM MIDDLE PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL

05-06 | 06-07 | 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qtr) 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 394.20 395.34 500.70
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 0 0 0 3,077,820 3,107,664 3,888,818
Per Pupil Expenditures 0 0 0 6,702 7,446 7,379
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 24.91 25.40 28.88
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 24.00 24.40 28.88
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 0 0 0 40,837 41,394 38,929
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 0 0 0 39,521 39,982 38,929
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) 0 0 0 21,104 46,533 5,551




eSTEM Middle Public Charter School

2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

Alert (Literacy & Math)

Grades 5-8

eSTEM Middle Public Charter School
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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eSTEM Middle Public Charter School
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Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

e-Stem High Public Charter School
LEA # 60-47-700
Pulaski County
Opened in 2008

Grades Served 2009-2010: 9-10
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 182

Grades Served 2010-2011: 9-11
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 367

Mission Statement:

The e-Stem Charter Management Organization will offer
assistance to all charter schools in developing a
different and rigorous curriculum in a disciplined
environment and to use the latest educational
techniques, with the ultimate goal to attain the highest
performing schools based on improvement in individual
student achievement.

Contact Person: Website:

Katrina Jones, Director http://www.estemlr.net
112 Third Street, 3rd Floor

Little Rock, AR 72201

501-552-9080




Student Demographics

Percent Free-Reduced
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*Source of Data: Arkansas Department of Education

Financial Profile

— [% Native American/Native Alaskan Total
o % Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander Total

E-STEM HIGH PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL

05-06 | 06-07 | 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qtr) 0.00 0.00 0.00 84.36 185.30 358.59
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 0 0 0| 993,175 1,547,230 2,961,567
Per Pupil Expenditures 0 0 0 8,747 8,510 7,660
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.84 17.52 25.10
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.92 16.52 23.73
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 0 0 0 49,950 39,797 43,020
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 0 0 0 43,021 35,496 38,862
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) 0 0 0 6,224 1,320 5,451




eSTEM High Public Charter School
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

Grades 9-11

Meets Standards

eSTEM High Public Charter School
lowa Basic Skills Test 2011
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eSTEM High Public Charter School
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Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Haas Hall Academy
LEA # 72-40-700
Washington County
Opened in 2004

Grades Served 2009-2010: 8-12
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 185

Grades Served 2010-2011: 8-12
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 280

Mission Statement:

To provide an aggressive alternative to the traditional learning
environment for students with high intensity of purpose,
enabling them to succeed at the nation’s prestigious universities
and to become pillars of their communities

Contact Person: Website:

Dr. Martin Schoppmeyer, Superintendent http://www.haashall.org
3155 North College Avenue

Fayetteville, AR 72703

479-966-4930




Student Demographics

— % Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander Total
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7240703 HAAS HALL ACADEMY 0 3 3 5 3 85 43 57 280 1.07%

*Source of Data: Arkansas Department of Education

Financial Profile

HAAS HALL ACADEMY

05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qftr) 47.00 68.94 88.21 | 114.46 187.04 288.79
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 386,367 | 578,979 | 574,198 | 719,685 | 1,107,055 | 1,880,348
Per Pupil Expenditures 7,069 7,782 6,359 5,452 5,477 5,648
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 7.28 5.14 5.14 6.14 9.95 15.35
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 5.71 4.57 5.14 6.14 9.95 15.35
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 19,426 | 38,070 | 36,436 | 38,280 37,586 43,601
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 20,856 | 36,575 | 36,436 | 38,280 37,586 43,601
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) 11,644 | 21,945 1,046 4,141 21,700 90,222




Haas Hall Academy
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

Grades 8-12

Meets Standards

Haas Hall Academy
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Haas Hall Academy

EOC Algebra 1 — Spring 2011
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Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Imboden Area Charter School
LEA # 38-40-700
Lawrence County
Opened in 2002

Grades Served 2009-2010: K-8
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 69

Grades Served 2010-2011: K-8
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 67

Mission Statement:

Teachers, parents, and community members unite to provide a
need-satisfying environment and a rigorous curriculum that will
prepare all students to be life-long learners and successful
members of a democratic society.

Contact Person: Website:

Judy Warren, Director http://www.imbodencharter.com
605 West Third Street

Imboden, AR 72434

870-869-3015




Student Demographics
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3840701 IMBODEN AREA CHARTER SCHOOL 0 0 4 1 1 0 94 58 42 67 86.57%
*Source of Data: Arkansas Department of Education
Financial Profile
IMBODEN AREA CHARTER SCHOOL
05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qtr) 49.00 58.86 60.46 53.15 67.03 64.37
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 375,382 | 401,416 | 424,342 | 431,595 | 513,007 | 576,037
Per Pupil Expenditures 7,896 7,007 6,737 8,099 8,245 8,580
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 5.59 5.70 5.20 5.80 6.20 5.95
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 4.60 4.70 4.20 4.80 5.20 4.95
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 28,803 33,725 36,063 33,758 37,354 38,781
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 24,262 29,832 32,195 29,729 33,564 35,089
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) (10,574) (21) 47,418 24,025 | 122,352 | 107,954




Imboden Area Charter School
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

Alert (Math)

Grades K-8

Imboden Area Charter School
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Jacksonville Lighthouse Charter School
LEA # 60-50-700
Pulaski County
Opened in 2009

Grades Served 2009-2010 K-6
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 343

Grades Served 2010-2011: K-7
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 394

Mission Statement:

JLCS will prepare students for college through a rigorous arts-infused
program.

Contact Person: Website:
Dr. Phillis Nichols Anderson,
Superintendent http://www.lighthouseacademies.org/jlcs.htm

251 North First Street
Jacksonville, AR 72076
501-985-1200



Student Demographics
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6050701 JACKSONVILLE LIGHTHOUSE CHARTER 0 1 50 8 0 40 45 55 394 57.61%
*Source of Data: Arkansas Department of Education
Financial Profile
JACKSONVILLE LIGHTHOUSE CHARTER SCHOOL
05-06 | 06-07 | 07-08 | 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qir) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 340.39 391.32
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 0 0 0 0 4,820,637 3,481,256
Per Pupil Expenditures 0 0 0 0 5,868 6,742
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.97 18.89
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.97 15.49
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 0 0 0 0 39,083 46,273
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 0 0 0 0 34,795 42,778
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) 0 0 0 0 158,502 70,111




Jacksonville Lighthouse Charter School

2011 Adequate Yearly Progress
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Jacksonville Lighthouse Charter School
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

KIPP Delta Public Schools
LEA # 54-40-700
Phillips County
Opened in 2002

Grades Served 2009-2010: K-2, 5-12
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 527

Grades Served 2010-2011: K-2,5-12
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 577

Mission Statement:

The mission of KIPP Delta Public Schools is to create and support
schools that empower students from underserved communities to
develop the knowledge, skills, and character traits necessary to
pursue a college education and a life of value, joy, and integrity.

Contact Person: Website

Scott Shirey, Executive Director http://www.deltacollegeprep.org
215 Cherry Street

Helena, AR 72342

870-753-9444
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Financial Profile

KIPP DELTA PUBLIC SCHOOLS

05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qtr) 211.00 263.54 266.88 350.73 516.02 633.09
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 2,465,742 | 2,817,732 | 2,842,945 | 6,797,555 | 6,975,085 | 9,146,672
Per Pupil Expenditures 9,194 8,428 8,911 8,920 10,045 11,345
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 15.94 16.93 22.46 7.92 44.50 37.50
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 15.44 16.93 22.46 7.92 44 .50 37.50
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 28,967 33,804 32,159 95,873 26,722 34,039
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 28,448 32,435 31,992 95,873 26,722 34,039
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) 9,516 214,423 | (148,992) | 1,417,978 | 2,051,743 | 1,482,381




KIPP Delta Public Schools
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress
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KIPP Delta Public Schools
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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KIPP Blytheville
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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KIPP Delta Public Schools
lowa Basic Skills Test 2011
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KIPP Delta Public Schools

EOC Algebra 1 - Spring
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Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

LISA Academy
LEA # 60-41-700

Pulaski County
Opened in 2004

Grades Served 2009-2010: 6-12
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 465

Grades Served 2010-2011: 6-12
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 476

Mission Statement:

The mission of LISA Academy is to provide an academically rigorous
college preparatory program, in partnership with students, families,
and the community, and guide all students in gaining knowledge,
skills, and the attitude necessary to direct their lives, improve a
diverse society, and excel in a changing world by providing dynamic,
resource-rich learning environments.

Contact Person: Website:

Cuneyt Akdemir, Superintendent http://www.lisaacademy.org
21 Corporate Hill Drive

Little Rock, AR 72703

501-227-4942




Student Demographics
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*Source of Data: Arkansas Department of Education
Financial Profile
LISA ACADEMY
05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qtr) 297.00 359.42 410.63 432.70 456.52 476.55
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 1,945,587 | 2,445,497 | 2,688,151 | 2,742,114 | 2,924,044 | 3,747,245
Per Pupil Expenditures 5,631 6,219 6,343 6,151 6,888 7,481
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 22.60 22.60 31.63 33.21 35.69 32.79
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 19.60 19.60 28.13 29.21 32.57 30.61
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 32,210 44,728 38,870 38,470 37,442 39,281
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 28,109 40,936 34,997 34,206 34,607 38,018
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) 66,864 143,670 27,639 221,868 528,445 341,603




LISA Academy
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress
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LISA Academy
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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LISA Academy

EOC Algebra 1 - Spring
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Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

LISA Academy - North Little Rock
LEA # 60-48-700
Pulaski County
Opened in 2008

Grades Served 2009-2010: K-9
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 380

Grades Served 2010-2011: K-10
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 428

Mission Statement:

The mission of LISA Academy-North Little Rock is to
provide an academically rigorous college preparatory
program, in partnership with students, families, and the
community, and guide all students in gaining knowledge,
skills, and the attitude necessary to direct their lives,
improve a diverse society, and excel in a changing world
by providing dynamic, resource-rich learning
environments

Contact Person: Website:

Atnan Ekin, Superintendent http://www.lisanorth.org
5410 Landers Road

Sherwood, AR 72117

501-945-2727
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Financial Profile

LISA ACADEMY - NORTH LITTLE ROCK

05-06 | 06-07 | 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qtr) 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 290.43 375.70 411.38
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 0 0 0 3,360,932 2,882,357 3,109,175
Per Pupil Expenditures 0 0 0 6,630 5,830 6,247
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 22.76 27.00 29.81
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 19.96 24.00 26.81
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 0 0 0 35,194 36,035 38,726
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 0 0 0 32,111 32,083 35,555
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) 0 0 0 2,348 165,031 76,613




LISA Academy — North Little Rock

2011 Adequate Yearly Progress
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LISA Academy - North Little Rock

EOC Algebra 1 - Spring
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Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Little Rock Preparatory Academy
LEA # 60-79-700
Pulaski County
Opened in 2009

Grades Served 2009-2010: 5
Enrollment in 2009:2010: 64

Grades Served 2010-2011: 5-6
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 81

Mission Statement:

Little Rock Preparatory Academy prepares middle school students to excel
in high school, college, and beyond by providing a high-quality middle
school education, ensuring student mastery of the core subjects, and

developing the key behaviors required for educational and personal
SucCcess.

Contact Person: Website:

Benjamin Lindquist, Director http://www.littlerockprep.org/
1205 South Schiller Street

Little Rock, AR 72703

501-231-0485



Student Demographics
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Financial Profile
LITTLE ROCK PREP ACADEMY
05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qtr) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 47.43 76.22
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 0 0 0 0 845,478 765,286
Per Pupil Expenditures 0 0 0 0 16,097 9,306
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.67
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.67
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 0 0 0 0 0 40,259
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 0 0 0 0 0 40,259
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) 0 0 0 0 126,344 277,090




Little Rock Preparatory Academy
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

School Improvement Year 1 (Literacy & Math

Grades 5-6

Little Rock Preparatory Academy
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Little Rock Urban Collegiate
Public Charter School for Young Men*
LEA # 60-51-700
Pulaski County
Opened in 2010

Grades Served 2010-2011: K-8
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 386

Mission Statement:

The mission of LRUCPC School for Young Men is to develop young men to be
life-long learners who value academic success. Through our rigorous
research based curriculum we are preparing young men for success in
secondary and post-secondary education.

Contact Person: Website:

Jackie Jackson, Superintendent http://www.lrucpc.net
6411 W. Markham

Little Rock, AR 72205

501-255-1298

*Charter Revoked by the State Board of Education on March 14, 2011
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Due to the date of revocation no test scores available for Little Rock UCPC School for Young Men.



Arkansas Open-Enrollment Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Osceola Communication, Arts and Business School*
LEA # 47-40-700
Mississippi County
Opened in 2008

Grades Served 2009-2010: 7-12
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 115

Grades Served 2010-2011: 7-12
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 98

Mission Statement:

OCABS mission is to assure that “No Child Is Left Behind,” even those young
people who seldom have been the object of society’s attention and
compassion. OCABS will serve the students of Osceola who have not found a
place in the traditional public school system. OCABS’ mission is to provide
students with a clear and realistic focus for setting long and short term goals
and a greater sense of relevancy. OCABS will provide a format for energizing
students, staff, families and community. OCABS will help young people
overcome the ego-smashing effects of past failure and trauma. OCABS will
search for more effective ways to reach and teach even the least promising
and most recalcitrant.

Contact Person: Website:

Ray Cooper, Director http://www.osceolacommunityschool.com
1425 Ohlendorf Road

Osceola, AR 72370

870-622-0550

*Charter Revoked by the State Board of Education on March 14, 2011



Student Demographics
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Financial Profile

o % Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander Total

OSCEOLA COMMUNICATION, ARTS AND BUSINESS

SCHOOL

05-06 | 06-07 | 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11
Superintendent
Actual ADM (4 Qtr) 0.00 0.00 0.00 36.09 106.63 81.55
Total Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Mills 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Debt 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 0 0 0 369,213 824,819 829,928
Per Pupil Expenditures 0 0 0 9,976 7,039 10,807
Non-Federal Certified FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.08 8.57
Non-Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.08 7.57
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified FTEs) 0 0 0 0 15,735 33,342
Avg Teacher Salary (Non-
Federal Certified Classroom
FTEs) 0 0 0 0 15,735 33,164
Net Legal Balance (Excl Cat &
QZAB) 0 0 0 41,308 100,042 0




Osceola Communication, Arts and Business School

2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

School Improvement Year 1 (Literacy & Math)

Grades 7-12

Osceola Communication, Arts and Business School

2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Osceola Communication, Arts and Business School

EOC Algebra 1 - Spring

Number of Students Processed
% Below Basic

School Name

% Advanced

© IDistrict Number

& [school Number

2 [Mean Scale Score
& |% Basic
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— |0,
w

OCABS Charter School

N
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& |% Proficient

= o
w

Osceola Communication, Arts and Business School

EOC Biology Spring 2011

District Number
School Number

School Name

% [Number of Students Processed

% IMean Scale Score
>< 0 H

< |% Below Basic

% 1% Basic

< o -

< |% Proficient

% 1% Advanced

4740 | 703 | OCABS Charter School

"xx" denotes that 10 or fewer students were tested




2010-2011

District Conversion Public Charter School Profiles

*Financial Data for individual district conversion public charter schools is compiled
and reported within the school districts’ data.



Arkansas District Conversion Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Arthur "Bo" Felder
Learning Academy*
LEA # 60-01-703
Little Rock School District
Opened in 2006

Grades 6 - 12
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 60
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 85

Mission Statement:

The mission of the Felder Alternative Learning Academy is to
provide an educational setting that is committed to equipping all
students with the skills and knowledge to realize their aspirations,
to think critically and independently, to learn continuously and to
face the future as productive, contributing citizens. The ultimate
goal of Felder Alternative Learning Academy is to provide
opportunities to meet students’ educational and behavioral needs,
guiding them to adjust their behavior and habits in such a manner
that they will become successful citizens.

Contact Person: Website:

Judge N. Evans, Jr., Coordinator http://www.lrsd.org/
6900 Pecan Avenue

Little Rock, AR 72206

501-447-4200

*Charter surrendered in April of 2011.
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*Source of Data: Arkansas Department of Education



Arthur “Bo” Felder Alternative Academy

Little Rock School District
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

School Improvement Year 2 (Literacy & Math)

12

Grades 6

Arthur “Bo” Felder Alternative Academy

Little Rock School District
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Arthur Bo Felder Learning Academy

EOC Algebra 1 - Spring

Number of Students Processed
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Arkansas District Conversion Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Badger Academy
LEA # 73-02-703
Beebe School District
Opened in 2007

Grades 7 - 12
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 26
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 29

Mission Statement:

The mission of Badger Academy is to provide an alternative
setting to accommodate the students of Beebe Public Schools,
through instructional and social intervention, that can be
accomplished with an attitude of commitment and acceptance
for attaining future success in educational endeavors and in the
workforce

Contact Person: Website:

Keith Madden, Director http://badger.k12.ar.us
1201 W. Center Street

Beebe, AR 72012

501-882-8413
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Badger Academy
Beebe School District
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

School Improvement Year 2 (Literacy & Math)

Grades 7-12

Badger Academy
Beebe School District
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Badger Academy

EOC Biology Spring 2011
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Arkansas District Conversion Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Blytheville Charter School & ALC
LEA # 47-02-703
Blytheville School District
Opened in 2001

Grades 7 - 12
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 95
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 82

Mission Statement:

Blytheville Charter School and ALC will maintain a progressive,
alternative learning community for secondary students in
Blytheville, Arkansas, who are not experiencing success in
Blytheville Schools. Its mission is intellectual, vocational,
personal, and social development of youth.

Contact Person: Website:

Ann Lewis, Principal http://www.blythevilleschools.com
415 Tennessee

Blytheville, AR 72315

501-882-8413
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Blytheville Charter School & ALC

Blytheville School District
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

School Improvement Year 2 (Literacy & Math)

Grades 7-12

Blytheville Charter School & ALC

Blytheville School District
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Blytheville Charter School and ALC

EOC Biology Spring 2011
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Arkansas District Conversion Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Cabot Academic Center for Excellence
LEA # 43-04-703
Cabot School District
Opened in 2004

Grades 7 - 12
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 185
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 174

Mission Statement:

The mission of Cabot Academic Center of Excellence (ACE) is to
increase the achievement of every student by providing anywhere,
anytime learning whether in a traditional or non-traditional
educational setting. Since failure will not be an option, a safety net
will be embedded into each child’s educational plan.

Contact Person: Website:

Michele Evans, Principal http://cabot.wmsc.k12.ar.us
21 Funtastic Drive

Cabot, AR 72012

501-743-3520
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Cabot Academic Center for Excellence

Cabot School District
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

Alert (Literacy & Math)

Grades K-12

Cabot Academic Center for Excellence

Cabot School District
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Cabot Academic Center for Excellence
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Arkansas District Conversion Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Cloverdale Aerospace Technology Conversion
Charter Middle School
LEA # 60-01-702
Little Rock School District
Opened in 2010

Grades 6-8
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 593

Mission Statement:

The Cloverdale Aerospace and Technology Conversion Charter Middle
School will use research-based instructional strategies to provide
enrichment opportunities in aerospace science and technology through
accelerated achievement and proficiency in literacy, mathematics,
and science.

Contact Person: Website:

Willie Vinson, Principal http://www.lrsd.org
6300 Hinkson Road

Little Rock, AR 72209

501-447-2500




CLOVERDALE AEROSPACE
TECHNOLOGY CONVERSION
6001702 CHARTER MIDDLE SCHOOL 0 1 77 18 0 0 4 54 46 593

*Source of Data: Arkansas Department of Education



Cloverdale Aerospace Technology Conversion Charter Middle School
Little Rock School District
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress
Grades 6-8 Alert (Literacy & Math)

Cloverdale Aerospace Technology Conversion Charter Middle School
Little Rock School District
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Arkansas District Conversion Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Lincoln Academic Center of Excellence
LEA # 72-05-700
Lincoln School District
Opened in 2009

Grades 7 - 12
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 71
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 120

Mission Statement:

The mission of Lincoln Academic Center of Excellence (ACE) is to
provide physical and mental health support, provide instruction that
will foster excellent social skills, and improve the academic
achievement of every student so they can be productive members of
society.

Contact Person: Website:

Becky Griscom, Principal http://wolfpride.nwsc.k12.ar.us
611 EP Rothrock Drive

Lincoln, AR 72744

479-824-3010
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Lincoln Academic Center of Excellence

Lincoln School District
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

Alert (Literacy)

Grades 7-12

Lincoln Academic Center of Excellence

Lincoln School District
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Lincoln Academic Center of Excellence

EOC Algebra 1 - Spring

Number of Students Processed
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Arkansas District Conversion Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Lincoln Middle Academy of Excellence
LEA # 62-01-702
Forrest City School District
Opened in 2010

Grades 5-6
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 486

Mission Statement:

Lincoln Middle Academy of Excellence will use research-based instructional
strategies to provide opportunities for enrichment and accelerated
achievement in literacy, mathematics, and science. We will strive to meet
the needs of the whole child and maximize parental involvement and
preparation for college by providing a safe environment where students can
achieve proficiency in these academic areas.

Contact Person: Website:

Dr. Jerry Woods, Superintendent http://mustang.grsc.k12.ar.us
149 Water Street

Forrest City, AR 72335

870-633-1485
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Lincoln Academy of Excellence

2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

Alert (Literacy & Math)

Grades 5-6

Lincoln Academy of Excellence

Forrest City School District
2010-2011 Augmented Benchmark Results
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Arkansas District Conversion Public Charter Schools

2010-2011

Mountain Home High School Career Academy
LEA # 03-03-702
Mountain Home School District
Opened in 2003

Grades 9 - 12
Enrollment in 2009-2010: 1196
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 1194

Mission Statement:

Using the career academy model, Mountain Home High School
Career Academy will provide the student the opportunity to
focus on his/her specific strengths and interests, exposure to
broad career themes within each academy, and a strong
connection to other students, staff, and community partners.
Through faculty teams housed in specific locations on
campus, career academies will create a strong support
system for each individual student. While maintaining the
curricular integrity of the Arkansas frameworks, a career
theme, developed across the curriculum within each
academy, will allow the student to see how specific areas of
study are connected. Further, as upperclassmen, students
will have the opportunity to explore careers through job
shadowing, internships, and other activities offered by
community business partners. Ultimately, the mission of
MHHS career academies is to allow students to discover and
actualize their strengths and to graduate productive, focused
young adults who enter the post-secondary world with a
realistic plan for their future.

Contact Person: Website:
Dana Brown, Principal http://bombers.k12.ar.us/hs/

500 Bomber Boulevard
Mountain Home, AR 72653
870-425-1215
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Mountain Home High School Career Academy
Mountain Home School District
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

Grades 9-12 Alert (Math)

Mountain Home High School Career Academy
EOC Biology Spring 2011
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Arkansas District Conversion Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Oak Grove Elementary Health, Wellness & Environmental
Science
LEA # 28-08-701
Paragould School District
Opened in 2009

Grades K - 4

Enrollment in 2009-2010: 421
Enrollment in 2010-2011: 466

Mission Statement:

Oak Grove Elementary believes that there is a vital
relationship between student health and academic
performance. Our school employs an innovative
curriculum that embraces the physical and emotional
needs of our children. Learning cooperatively and
understanding the science of wellness and personal
health are both critically important. Our dedication to
the “whole child” will improve academic performance
and exceed our high expectations for all that enter our
doors.

Contact Person: Website:
Ms. Tammy Edwards,
Principal http://paragould.k12.ar.us

5027 Hwy 135 N
Paragould, AR 72450
870-586-0439
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Oak Grove Elementary Health and Wellness

Paragould School District
2011 Adequate Yearly Progress

Alert (Literacy)

Grades K-4

Oak Grove Elementary Health and Wellness
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Arkansas District Conversion Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Ridgeroad Middle Charter School
LEA # 60-02-702
North Little Rock School District
Opened in 2003

Grades 7 - 8
Enrollment 2009-2010: 456
Enrollment 2010-2011: 453

Mission Statement:
The mission of Ridgeroad Middle Charter School is to improve
the achievement of every student.

Contact Person: Website:

Caroline Faulkner, Principal http://www.nlrsd.k12.ar.us
4601 Ridge Road

North Little Rock, AR 72116

501-771-8155
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2011 Adequate Yearly Progress
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Arkansas District Conversion Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Vilonia Academy of Service &
Technology
LEA # 23-07-702
Vilonia School District
Opened in 2007

Grades 5 - 6
Enrollment 2009-2010: 108
Enrollment 2010-2011: 110

Mission Statement:

The mission of the Vilonia Academy of Service and
Technology is to foster the development of an
enhanced learning process for students through the
incorporation of community service and technology
within academic courses. Together with structured
reflection upon that experience in the context of the
course, curricular and co-curricular initiatives, student
education will become enhanced.

Contact Person: Website:

Cathy Riggins, Principal http://vilonia.k12.ar.us
49 Eagle Street

Vilonia, AR 72173

501-796-2940
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Academy of Service and Technology
Vilonia School District

2011 Adequate Yearly Progress
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Arkansas District Conversion Public Charter Schools
2010-2011

Vilonia Academy of Technology
LEA # 23-07-701
Vilonia School District
Opened in 2004

Grades 2 - 4
Enrollment 2009-2010: 78
Enrollment 2010-2011; 78

Mission Statement:

The mission of Vilonia’s Academy of Technology is to
improve the achievement of every student through a
diversified means of challenging, technology enhanced
instruction. The school will provide an innovative and
safe learning environment that is efficient, effective,
and comprehensive in delivering an individualized
education that will enable every student to have
immediate and future success in the 21st century.

Contact Person: Website:
Susan Lloyd, Principal http://vilonia.k12.ar.us
4 Bane Lane

Conway, AR 72032
501-796-2018
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APPENDIX A

ARKANSAS PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS:

EVALUATION OF SERVICE IMPACT AND STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

2010-2011
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ARKANSAS PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS EVALUATION REPORT FOR YEAR 2010-2011

Executive Summary

During the 2009-2010 school year, 29 public charter schools serving approximately 10,200 students
were operating in Arkansas (17 open-enrollment and 12 conversion schools); of these 29 schools, 27
were still in operation at the time of this evaluation. Oversight of the public charter schools is
provided by the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE). Since 2001, evaluations of these
schools prior to Metis’s previous four annual evaluations have indicated that they are outperforming
regular public schools in Arkansas. This evaluation focuses on the characteristics of the Arkansas
public charter schools that are having the greatest impact on student achievement, overall customer
satisfaction, and also looks at schools’ efficacy in carrying out the charter school philosophy. These
tindings could have implications not only for public charter schools but also for traditional district
schools in the state.

The ADE retained Metis Associates, Inc., a research and evaluation firm based in New York City,
Atlanta, and Philadelphia, to conduct an independent evaluation of the Arkansas Public Charter
School Program for the 2010-2011 school year. The evaluation used a variety of data collection
methodologies, yielding both qualitative and quantitative data. These methodologies included the
tollowing:

e Surveys of school administrators (N = 27 respondents), parents (N = 1,118 respondents),
and students (N = 5,948 respondents);

e Analyses of student achievement data from the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) in reading
and math (Grade 2), the Arkansas Benchmark exams in literacy and math (Grades 3-8), and
End-of-Course (EOC) exams in geometry, algebra, and literacy (Grades 9-12); and

e Review of detailed project documentation.

The study revealed evidence of schools’ specific focus on strong academic leadership, effective
academic programming, and relevant professional development for staff. The documentation
reviewed for this evaluation included schools’ academic plans, along with meeting agendas and
minutes that alighed with these plans. These materials demonstrated the efforts taken by the charter
schools to meet the high accountability standards written in their comprehensive school plans and
charters. A high percentage of schools further documented their use of technology, project-based
learning, and individualized instruction—all of which show schools’ efforts to provide effective
academic programming to students.

Teacher professional development was also shown to be a particular focus in 2010-2011. Each
school provided very detailed material on its professional development practices, including annual
professional development plans, agendas from professional development committee meetings, and
training and materials (such as curriculum training guides and staff needs-assessment surveys).

Q metiS making a meaningful difference iii



ARKANSAS PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS EVALUATION REPORT FOR YEAR 2010-2011

This evaluation, like those previously carried out by Metis, found that parents and students reported
high degrees of satisfaction with their schools, especially with opportunities to be involved. It is
possible that parents’ satisfaction is tied to the charter schools’ efforts to cultivate a high level of
parent involvement, as demonstrated by detailed documentation provided that supports a
commitment to parent involvement strategies.

While the greatest challenge school administrators described in 2009-2010, managing public
perceptions, decreased substantially in 2010-2011, lower by 16 percentage points (57 percent vs. 41
percent, respectively), concerns with facility costs among open-enrollment schools still persisted in
2010-2011,

Regression analyses suggest that certain public charter school characteristics may have resulted in
higher student achievement in 2010-2011. In Grade 2, smaller school size and the implementation
of theme-based curriculum and team teaching were associated with increased student achievement
on the ITBS reading and math tests. In Grade 3, small school size and the use of team teaching were
associated with improved student achievement on the Benchmark literacy and math exams. In
Grades 4-8, fewer suspensions and the implementation of reduced/small class sizes were associated
with improved student achievement on the Benchmark literacy and math exams. Parental
satisfaction was associated with improved performance on the Benchmark literacy exam in Grades
4-8 as well. Finally, in Grades 9-12, the use of multigrade classrooms was associated with higher
achievement on the algebra EOC exam, the presence of an extended school day was associated with
higher achievement on the geometry EOC exam, and the use of theme-based curriculum was
associated with higher achievement on the 11th-grade literacy EOC exam.

An analysis of student achievement data using No Child Left Behind (NCLB) comparisons indicated
a higher prevalence of subgroup differences in literacy and math achievement compared to 2009—
2010 across all grade levels.

Taken together, the quantitative and qualitative data suggest that Arkansas public charter schools
successtully implemented the charter school program and achieved their goals during the 2010-2011
school year.

The following recommendations, based on the evaluation’s findings and conclusions, may be usetul
to the Arkansas Public Charter School Program and its stakeholders as they move forward and make
decisions for the future.

e Explore the increasing gap between NCLB subgroups. More than in previous years,
regression analyses showed that White ethnic students and female students were more often
associated with higher achievement in 2010-2011. In addition, ANCOVA analyses showed
that students that were White, general education, and not eligible for free/reduced-price
lunch consistently outperformed their counterparts across most grades. Future evaluations
can determine whether these issues are growing, what their impact is, and how schools are—
and ought to be—addressing them.
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ARKANSAS PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS EVALUATION REPORT FOR YEAR 2010-2011

e Continue to encourage the use of innovative curricular instruction. A number of
innovative instructional practices, such as theme-based instruction, team teaching, and
reduced class size, were associated with improved student achievement. The ADE could
continue supporting the public charter schools in implementing these practices and could
also encourage further study of their impact.

¢ Look further into the effect of school size on lower grade levels. Smaller school size was
associated with higher achievement in Grades 2 and 3 on reading/literacy and math. Future
evaluations can determine whether this trend continues going forward and if it is an issue
worth further exploring.

e Continue addressing facility challenges experienced by open-enrollment public
charter schools. While the concern over facility costs among administrators of open-
enrollment schools has declined over the last two evaluations, and while parents at these
schools have expressed greater satisfaction with their schools’ facilities, we would again
recommend that the ADE continue exploring the financial support that is provided to the
public charter schools used for facility management and provided technical assistance to
schools who wish to seek outside funding to address this challenge (e.g., in the form of grant
writing). It might also be possible to offer incentives to entities (e.g., districts, local
businesses) that give public charter schools the opportunity to either colocate with them or
lease appropriate facilities from them.

Q metiS making a meaningful difference v
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|. Introduction

In August 2001, Arkansas established a statewide public charter school program, which grew from 4
schools in its first year to 29 schools serving approximately 10,200 students in 2010-2011 (17 open-
enrollment and 12 conversion schools). Under the program, new open-enrollment schools and
adapted district conversion schools offered flexible curricular programming and promised higher
degrees of accountability to the communities they serve. Arkansas state law specities that public
charter schools must also demonstrate to the State Board of Education that they are producing gains
in student achievement and adhering to the charter authorization. The Division of Learning
Services” Public Charter School Oftice of the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) hired
Metis Associates! to design and carry out the evaluation for the 2010-2011 school year. The
independent evaluation was intended to assist the state in meeting its requirements to annually
evaluate its charter school program and to address key research areas of interest to the ADE and to
achieve the following:

e Contribute to the overall knowledge base about public charter schools, including their
impact on student achievement;

e Obtain qualitative data on the program’s impact from key stakeholders (administrators,
students, and parents) across the target schools and assess the stakeholders’ satistaction with
all aspects of program implementation; and

e DBegin to identify the innovations and practices within and across the target public charter
schools that might be having an impact on student academic achievement.

The evaluation period ran from October 2011 to March 2012. An interim report provided to the
ADE in February 2012 indicated high levels of parent and student satistaction with the quality of
schools’ curricula and instruction, student remediation and support, and opportunities for parental
involvement. Student achievement analyses also revealed various significant statistical differences
between No Child Left Behind (NCLB) subgroups in their performance on state exams.

The next two sections of this report describe the research methods used in the study and present the
tindings, which are organized by the three major research questions contained in the evaluation
proposal. The last section presents conclusions and recommendations for future implementation.
Five appendices follow the main report; they include an evaluation matrix that aligns research
questions to the data collection methods used to address them (Appendix A), a data collection
summary sheet (Appendix B), outputs for student-achievement data distributions (Appendix C),
detailed evaluation survey results (Appendix D), and copies of the evaluation surveys (Appendix E).

! Mets Associates is an employee-owned, national social services research and evaluation consulting organization
headquartered in New York City, with 35 years of expertise in program evaluation, grants development, and
information technology.
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[l. Research Methods

Drawing on the scope of work described in the ADE request for proposal, Metis worked closely
with the Public Charter School Office during the evaluation period to develop an evaluation
implementation plan covering activities between October 2011 and March 2012. During initial
progress meetings, a set of research questions was finalized for both the implementation and the
outcome components of the 2010-2011 evaluation. The final research questions developed were as
tollows:

e What is the overall efficacy of the charter schools with respect to various attributes,
including strong academic leadership, high academic standards/expectations, mastery-
oriented instruction, classroom management skills, a positive learning climate, and parental
support and involvement?

e To what extent are the parents and the students of the public charter schools satistied with
their schools?

e What is the impact of the Arkansas public charter schools on student performance?

o What are the characteristics of the public charter schools that have the greatest
impact on academic achievement (e.g., student/parental satisfaction, school size, type
of curricula used, etc.)?

o What other indicators of improved school success are evident for public charter
school students (e.g., increased attendance, fewer discipline reports, improved
grades)?

o What can the public charter schools learn tfrom disaggregating the student outcome

data by the different NCLB subgroups (special education status, Title I status,
free/reduced-price lunch eligibility, gender, and racial/ethnic background)?

The Metis team used the following methods to collect data relevant to the evaluation questions.

Administration of surveys to school administrators, parents, and students. Beginning in
November 2011, the evaluation team asked administrators at each of the public charter schools to
complete an online charter school implementation survey, assist in disseminating a classroom-based
student survey, and facilitate the administration of a parent survey, which the schools sent home
with students for completion. Survey data for 2010-2011 were collected only for schools that were
still in operation during the evaluation data collection period (November 2011-March 2012; N = 27
schools).

e The school implementation survey collected systematic information about public charter
school operations. Administrator surveys for all 27 schools still in operation were completed
by March 2012.

Q metiS making a meaningful difference 2
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The parent survey was sent home with each public charter school student and included a
cover letter, a parent consent form for student participation in the student survey, and an
addressed, postage-paid survey return envelope. To ensure the greatest response rate
possible, no sampling methods were used and all parents were sent a questionnaire. The
parent survey asked questions related to parents’ satistaction with certain aspects of their
child’s school, including the quality of instruction, parental support and communication, and
school climate and safety. In total, 1,118 parent surveys were returned for the 2010-2011
school year (a 14 percent return rate). However, only surveys where parents reported having
a child enrolled at the same school in 2010-2011 were retained for the analyses of parent
survey data. After modifications to the survey data file, 851 survey entries for the 2010-2011
school year evaluation were available for analysis. The number of parent surveys returned
from each school ranged from 3 to 167, with a median of 25.

Students in Grades 3 and higher at all of the public charter schools completed a student
survey. Parental consent for children’s participation was obtained by means of a consent
torm included with the parent survey. School staff administered the surveys in the target-
grade classrooms and students inserted the completed questionnaires into a peel-and-seal
envelope to ensure anonymity. The student survey asked questions related to students’
satisfaction with various aspects of their school, including quality of instruction, educational
support, and school climate and safety, and it also collected basic background information.
In total, 5,948 student surveys were returned (a 76 percent return rate). Among these, Metis
conducted the analysis for only those students who reported being present at their school in
2010-2011, which resulted in 4,040 surveys being retained. The number of student surveys
returned from each school ranged from 17 to 622, with a median of 152.

Analysis of student achievement data and demographic information. Student achievement
data and demographic information were obtained from the ADE for each target school year for all
29 public charter schools that were in operation during the 2010-2011 school year, and an analytic
file was constructed. Demographic information included racial/ethnic background, gender, title I
status, poverty status (free/reduced-price lunch eligibility), and special needs status. In addition, the
tile contained the results of the:

Arkansas Comprehensive Testing, Assessment, and Accountability Program (ACTAAP),
which includes results for the Stanford Achievement Test 10 (SAT-10) in language and
math;

The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) in reading and math (for Grades 1, 2, and 9);2
The Arkansas Benchmark exams in literacy and math (for Grades 3-8); and

End-of-Course exams in geometry, algebra, and literacy (for Grades 9-12) for the 2010-
2011 school year.

2 Pretest scores were not available for Grade 1 (i.e., there were no kindergarten scores), so the analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA) could not be conducted for this grade. ANCOVA makes it possible to compare a given outcome in two
ot more categorical groups while controlling for the vatiability of impottant continuous predictors/ covariates (e.g.,

prior achievement).
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Review of extant data. The evaluation team collected televant documentation on schoolwide
public charter school implementation for 2010-2011. The list of requested program documentation
included

Protessional development opportunity schedules;

Evidence of parental support/involvement (including parent newsletters, agendas of parent
events, etc.);

Evidence of strong academic leadership, high academic standards, positive school climate,
and effective classroom management (including materials such as meeting agendas/minutes,
local survey results, and a list of programs implemented at the school);

Forms that demonstrate class scheduling and student grouping practices;

Arkansas Comprehensive School Improvement Plans (ACSIP) for the 2009-2010 school
year; and

Annual reports to the public.
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lll. Findings

This section of the report presents findings of the evaluation and is organized according to the
major research questions. Where there were notable or interesting differences, the discussion and
interpretation of findings includes comparisons to results from the 2009-2010 evaluation.

For this study, Metis sought to examine how the public charter schools fostered growth in the key
areas vital to running an effective charter school. Through the school administrator implementation

survey and a detailed collection of school documents, the study addressed schools’ steps in
developing strong academic leadership, implementing a rigorous and effective instructional program,
cultivating their staffs, and involving and communicating effectively with families. Sections

addressing each of these areas follow.

Table 1 lists the 29 public charter schools that were open during the 2010-2011 school year and
includes information about the school type, grades served, and year opened.

Table |. Overview of the Arkansas Public Charter Schools (2010-201 | Evaluation)

School Grades Served Year Opened
Badger Academy Charter School 7-12 2007-2008
Blytheville Charter School and ALC 7-12 2001-2002
Cabot Academic Center of Excellence 7-12 2004-2005
Cloverdale Aerospace and Technology Conversion
S Charter Middle School 6-8 2010-2011
I ) ) 2005-2006
g Arthur Bo Felder Alternative Learning Academy 6-12 (Closed June 201 1)
S
Lincoln Academic Center of Excellence K-12 2009-2010
Lincoln Middle Academy of Excellence 5-6 2010-2011
Mountain Home High School Career Academies 10-12 2003-2004
Oak Grove Elemgntary Health, Wellness, and K4 2009-2010
Environmental Science
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School

Grades Served

Year Opened

Ridgeroad Middle Charter School 7-8 2003-2004
Vilonia Academy of Technology 24 2004-2005
Vilonia Academy of Service and Technology 5-6 2007-2008
Academics Plus Charter School K-12 2001-2002
Arkansas Virtual Academy K-8 2004-2005
Benton County School of the Arts K-12 2001-2002
Covenant Keepers College Preparatory Charter School 69 2008-2009
Dreamland Academy of Performing & Communication K_5 2007-2008
Arts
e-STEM Elementary Public Charter School K—4 2008-2009
e-STEM Middle Public Charter School 5-8 2008-2009
g e-STEM High Public Charter School 9-10 2008-2009
£
© | Haas Hall Academy 8-12 2004-2005
&
& | Imboden Area Charter School K-8 2002-2003
a
O
Jacksonville Lighthouse Charter School K-6 2009-2010
KIPP Blytheville College Preparatory 5 2010-2011
KIPP Delta Public Schools K-1, 5—-12 2002-2003
LISA Academy 6-12 2004-2005
LISA Academy—North Little Rock K-9 2008-2009
Little Rock Preparatory Academy 5-8 2009-2010
o . 2008-2009
Osceola Communication, Arts, and Business School 7-12 (Closed June 201 1)
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Among the 29 public charter schools open in 2009-2010, the grade configurations varied
considerably, including elementary school grades only (five schools), elementary through middle
school grades (seven schools), middle school through high school grades (eight schools), middle
school grades only (two schools), high school grades only (two schools), and all three schooling
levels (tive schools). Table 1 also shows that 12 of these schools were conversion schools and 17
were open-enrollment schools. Three schools (Blytheville, Academics Plus, and Benton) were the
tirst to open (in the 2001-2002 school year), and three schools (Cloverdale, Lincoln Middle, and
KIPP Blytheville) were the latest to open (in the 2009-2010 year).

In 2010-2011, as in previous years, the public charter schools put into practice various waivers
allowed under state and district education laws, regulations, and policies. Data were received from
administrators from all 27 public charter schools still in operation during the evaluation period and
were analyzed to determine what waivers the public charter schools utilized. Table 2 shows the most
common areas in which the schools obtained and implemented waivers.

Table 2. Public Charter School Waivers

Wai Number of Percentage of
alver Schools Schools

Teacher certification requirements 19 76%
Teacher hiring, discipline, and dismissal practices 12 48%
School calendar 8 329
Other 7 28%
Establishing curriculum 6 249,
School day length 5 20%
Collective bargaining provisions 5 20%
School year length 4 16%
Student discipline policies ) 8%
Purchasing procedures 2 8%
Contractual services | 49,

Teacher certification requirements were the most common waivers put in place by the public charter
schools in 2010-2011 (76 percent of charter schools), as they were in 2009-2010. A little less than
halt of the schools also implemented waivers for teacher hiring, discipline, and dismissal practices
(48 percent).

A great deal of information regarding the practices carried out at the charter schools during the
2010-2011 school year was contained in the program documentation the schools provided. Master
schedules had information on class schedules, and accompanying documents had information on
student grouping practices. Information on schools’ academic practices was available in curriculum
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outlines, listings and descriptions of academic programs, and numerous agendas and minutes for

meetings dealing with academics, school operations, and policies.

Schools provided the following program documentation to enable Metis to assess their progress in
efficacious public charter school management and academic leadership:

Master schedules, weekly schedules, and school calendars;
Documents concerning student grouping practices;
Teacher observation schedules;

Multiyear strategic plans;

School board and/or school leadership team meeting agendas and minutes (with
information on annual goals; curricula; teacher effectiveness and teacher evaluations; student
assessment; professional development; data analysis; special academic programs; student
conduct policies and implementation of “intervention programs,”’
therapists, mentors, and social workers; the use of consultants for instruction, scheduling,
attendance, and discipline; the updating of school handbooks; and schoolwide events);

including the use of

Faculty and academic department meeting agendas (with information on unit and lesson
planning, the use of student data, SMART goals, special projects, addressing the needs of
low performers, professional development turnkeying, academic events like writing
celebrations, and report cards);

Curriculum outlines;

Monthly staff newsletters and schoolwide newsletters;

Copies of student surveys (to research academic accessibility and effectiveness);
Copies of teacher surveys (to examine academic practices and curricular effectiveness);

Copies of parent surveys (to assess school effectiveness in areas of academic support for
students, school climate, and parent communication);

Agendas for special committees to address school objectives (scheduling committees,
discipline committees, core subject committees, testing committees, special needs instruction
committees, ACSIP committees, etc.);

School climate program materials (positive behavior supports, behavior progress reports,
etc.);

School remodeling plans—meeting notes;
Lunch menus;
Newspaper articles outlining academic successes and leadership of schools; and

Student behavior incentive program outlines.
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Open-enrollment schools were also separately asked to indicate the most common practices carried
out by their school boards during the 2010-2011 year. Of the boards at the 17 participating open-
enrollment schools, at least 90 percent did the following:

e Held open board meetings (100 percent);

. Shared agendas and other important information before board meetings (100 percent);

e Maintained clear, up-to-date bylaws (100 percent);

e [Established clear procedures for the selection of board members (100 percent);

e Maintained written descriptions of board members’ roles and responsibilities (94 percent);

e Maintained open lines of communication between the board and school administration (94
percent);

e Maintained a commitment to strategic planning (94 percent);
e [Established a formal plan for the training of board members (93 percent);
e [Established a formal plan for family and community involvement (92 percent); and

e Used available funds for continued board development (91 percent).

Program documentation collected from the open-enrollment schools—which included the materials
listed on page 9 as well as board-specitic documents (meeting agendas and minutes, school policy
handbooks, and data reports to the school)—demonstrated transparency in boards’ activities, roles,
and responsibilities as well as in their communication with the school community.

School administrators were asked to indicate what facility arrangements existed for their school in
2010-2011. The largest proportion of respondents (42 percent) indicated using rented/leased
tacilities that were independent of the school district. The second highest proportion (39 percent)
indicated using existing district facilities at no cost, while a notable 15 percent of schools indicated
purchasing their own facilities. As can be seen, the majority of school facilities were not school-
ready buildings, a situation that led to challenges in some school offerings (similarly to 2009-2010
and explained further under “Issues and Challenges,” below).

Administrator survey respondents indicated the use of various methods of instructional delivery in
2010-2011. The list of options included all instructional methods known to be implemented across
the public charter school program in 2010-2011.

Table 3. Primary Methods of Instructional Delivery

Instructional Method Number of Percentage of
Schools Schools

Regular integration of technology 20 77%

Project-based or hands-on learning 20 77%
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Instructional Method Number of Percentage of
Schools Schools

Character education 19 73%
Individualized or tailored instruction 19 73%
Reduced or small class size I8 69%
Direct instruction |7 65%
Interdisciplinary instruction 16 62%
Cooperative learning 16 62%
Regular integration of fine arts |4 549
Multigrade classrooms 12 46%
Alternative or authentic assessment 12 46%
Extended school day (before, after, summer, and/or vacation) 12 46%
Team teaching 9 359%
School-to-work concepts and strategies ) 31%
Theme-based curriculum 7 7%
Distance learning and/or instruction via Internet 7 27%
Year-round or extended schooling 7 7%
Work-based or field-based learning 6 239
Independent study 6 739
Home-based learning with parent as primary instructor | 4%

As with the 2009-2010 evaluation findings, the prevalence of technology integration in the charter
schools’ instructional methodology was high. Approximately 77 percent of schools indicated
regularly integrating technology, along with an equal 77 percent of schools that indicated
implementing project-based or hands-on learning in their schools. At least two thirds of schools also
indicated implementing character education (73 percent), individualized or tailored instruction (73
percent), and reduced or small class size (69 percent). Few schools (less than 25 percent) indicated
the implementation of work-based or field-based learning (23 percent), independent study (23
percent), foreign language immersion (19 percent), and home-based learning (15 percent).

When asked about special education instruction, 100 percent of schools reported providing some
type of accommodation for students with special needs (similar to 2009-2010). The two most
common accommodations reported, pull-out services and inclusive classrooms, were offered by 89
percent of charter schools, up from 79 percent the previous year. In addition, approximately 42
percent of these charter schools had self-contained special education classes (similar to the previous
year). When asked about instruction for English language learner (ELL) students, 46 percent of
schools indicated offering English as a second language instruction, a figure that is slightly up from
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39 percent the previous year, and that is explained by the increase in the number of schools with
ELL students in 2010-2011 (58 percent compared to 48 percent of schools the previous year).

All of the public charter schools appeared to use a range of assessment strategies in addition to the
state and national assessments required of all Arkansas public schools. At least halt of schools
reported using student demonstrations/exhibitions (69 percent), behavioral indicators (69 percent),
student portfolios (62 percent), and student interviews or surveys (50 percent) in addition to teacher-
assigned grades and the required standardized achievement test and Benchmark exam.

Schools provided detailed program documentation to support their reports of the various
instructional methodologies used. Documentation included curriculum outlines and materials;
descriptions of general education, special education, elective/enrichment courses, advanced
placement, and gifted programs; and school course listings. The documentation also provided
evidence of strong instructional support for teachers and students across the charter school
program, including pacing guides and scope and sequence documents, tutoring and after-school
schedules, and evidence of postsecondary support programs.

The following is a summary list of documents provided by schools that indicate the implementation
of strong instructional programming and support across the public charter school program.

e Sample curricula and curriculum outlines for core subject areas (some grade specific);
e Instructional pacing guides;

e Lists of coutse offerings (general education, special education, elective/enrichment courses,
advanced placement, gifted programs, and special programs like community initiatives for
students);

e (lass schedules;

e Descriptions of alternative learning environment programs (as well as agendas for related
meetings);

e Student mentorship program guides and lists;

e Remediation course rosters/schedules;

e Interdisciplinary projects and interdisciplinary instructional plans;

e Descriptions/lists of online learning opportunities used;

e Charter school annual reports to the public;

e Inventory lists of educational software and technology-related equipment;

e Evidence of strong postsecondary preparation support and college-readiness programs (e.g.,
program pamphlets, career fairs, materials for school-based postsecondary support oftices,
etc.);

e Scope and sequence documents;

e Student assessment guides and samples;
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e Student advisory group plans;

e Inclusion classroom guides;

e Core-subject events (Literacy Night agendas, writing celebration flyers, etc.);
e Sample instructional and assessment rubrics;

e Student portfolio guides for teachers/students;

e Sample student portfolios, student projects, and student work;

e Sample unit and lesson plans and copies of lesson plan books;

e Sample unit and gradewide assessments;

e Testing tools and schedules;

e Tutoring and after-school schedules; and

e Student Progress Report Notebook guides.

Arkansas public charter schools take advantage of laws that allow them to implement staff practices
that are not possible under a traditional school structure. Results of the online administrator survey,
which asked about the various alternative staff practices that the charter schools implemented
through the flexibility in their charter school contracts, are shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Public Charter School Alternative Staff Practices

Practi Number of Percentage of
ractice Schools Schools

Ongoing, targeted professional development |4 589%
Dismissal of teachers for unsatisfactory performance 13 549
Lack of tenure for teachers 10 429
Professional development services contracts with nondistrict providers 9 38%
Rewards for exemplary performance ) 33%
Performance-based bonuses for teachers 7 299
Private fund-raising/grants development 4 17%
Higher teacher salaries (than public school) 4 7%
Other 4 17%

Ongoing targeted professional development was the most common alternative practice among all
schools (cited by 58 percent of schools), followed by dismissal of teachers for poor performance (54
percent), lack of tenure for teachers (42 percent), and professional development service contracts
with nondistrict providers (38 percent).
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The survey findings revealed that public charter schools offered approximately 10 dedicated days of
professional development in 2010-2011, equal to the number of days offered in 2009-2010.
Program documentation provided information on the content of the professional development that
the public charter schools offered during the 2010-2011 year. It also revealed professional
development practices and planning to support implementation.

Documents that offered evidence of implementation included the following:
Protessional development schedules;

School year professional development plans;

Curriculum training guides;

School web page announcements (copies);

Faculty and department meeting agendas focused on professional development
implementation;

Protessional development materials;
Conference workshop materials/agendas;
Staff needs-assessment surveys;
Protessional development sign-in sheets;

Individual professional development plans and personalized professional-development
verification forms;

Internship opportunity lists;

Leadership team meeting agendas and minutes related to protessional development plans
Proftessional development committee meeting agendas;

Proftessional learning community meeting agendas;

Team Action Planning (TAP) meeting agendas; and

Documents illustrating the alighment of professional development offerings to schoolwide
goals.

The following were the general topics covered by protessional development sessions across multiple

charter schools:?

Subject-specific curriculum implementation (e.g., literacy, history, math, science, writing,
health);

Data-related topics (e.g., data walks, data disaggregation, data walls, data backup procedures,
data security, and data-driven decision making);

5 This list consists of general topic areas found in the documentation provided; thete were too many specific titles to list

them.
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A
e Parent involvement and communication strategies;

e C(Classroom management and behavior-related trainings (e.g., behavior intervention, cultural
sensitivity, ethics in teaching, teaching with poverty in mind, crisis management, classroom
management approaches, teen conflict, teen communication);

e Instructional delivery trainings (e.g., research-based instruction, instructional best practices,
cognitive research, cooperative learning, homework assignment best practices, common
core, instructional differentiation, unit pacing);

e Curriculum-related training (e.g., cutticulum mapping and instructional/curticulum
alignment;

e Student testing, accountability, and achievement;

e The use of technology to support instruction (e.g., virtual learning, computing, software,
SmartBoards, document cameras);

e Staff collaboration, teaming, mentoring, coaching, advocacy, and building collaborative
learning communities;

e Conference participation (regional and national)—multiple topics covered; and

e Administration-related trainings (e.g., instructional leadership, parental involvement data
disaggregation, fiscal management, supervision, staff assessment, progress monitoring,
teacher effectiveness).

Parent Communication and Involvement

The school administrator survey asked respondents to rate the level of parental and community
involvement in the charter school program. Table 5 presents these findings for 25 responding
charter schools.

Table 5. Level of Parental and Community Involvement

Level of Involvement

Excellent or Poor or
Indicator Good Average Unsatisfactory

Level of parental involvement concerning students’ 25 68% 24% 8%
academic achievement, attendance, and/or behavior

Level of parental involvement concerning participation in 25 60% 3% 8%
schoolwide events or activities (e.g., Parents Club)

Level of community involvement at this school 25 52% 28% 20%

As can be seen in Table 5, the majority of school administrators rated parental involvement in
students’ academic achievement, attendance, and/or behavior in 2010-2011 as good to excellent (68
percent); nearly a quarter (24 percent) of parents rated it average; and only 8 percent rated it poor or
unsatisfactory. These findings show a slight increase in the rating for parental involvement from the
previous school year (2009-2010), when 62 percent ot schools rated parents’ involvement as good to
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excellent (a  O-percentage-point difference). Generally, schools rated parental involvement in
schoolwide events and activities a bit lower than their involvement in students’” academics, with 24
percent rating parents’ involvement in schoolwide events as exvelent. However, this finding reflects
an increase from 2009-2010, when only 13 percent rated this item as exce/lent.

Schools also indicated using similar strategies and activities to promote parent involvement in 2010—
2011 as in 2009-2010. At least 95 percent of schools in each of the past two school years indicated
having parent-teacher conferences and involving parents in monitoring student academic progress.
However, a slightly higher percentage of schools in 2010-2011 indicated scheduling school events
during times that accommodated parents’ schedules and involved parents in discipline-related
discussions (92 percent each) compared to the previous year (83 and 88 percent, respectively). No
other notable increases were observed in the use of parent involvement strategies between 2009—
2010 and 2010-2011 (see the complete list of parent involvement strategies used under
“Administrator Survey” copy in Appendix E). However, data from the 2009-2010 evaluation reveal

that schools’ use of community resources rose 38 percentage points from the previous year (2008—
2009), the most dramatic increase between 2008-2009 and 2010-2011 in any method used.

Program documentation contained additional examples of strategies used by the schools to promote
parent involvement and communication, including schoolwide parent involvement plans, monthly
parent newsletters, parent trainings or workshops, annual parent feedback surveys, and materials on
other school functions. All schools that provided copies of their 2010-2011 school improvement
plan (ACSIP) indicated the implementation of parent orientation events and Parent-Teacher
Association (PTA) meetings. The following is a complete list of all documentation provided to Metis
that spoke to schools’ efforts at promoting a high level of parent involvement.

e Charter school annual reports to the public;

e Schoolwide parent involvement plans (outlines of strategies for communication, for building
parental capacity, for generating partnership between parents and schools, for collaboration
with community stakeholders, and for recruiting parent volunteers);

e Community collaboration initiative plans;

e Open-house agendas;

e Parent events documents (e.g., agendas, handouts, sign-in sheets, calendars);
e Permission slips for special student assemblies or events;

e Parent communication documents (e.g., letters and memos sent home, parent newsletters,
flyers and notices of special events, email blasts of upcoming events), information about
parent activities, academic programming, academic events [e.g., literacy nights], fund-raising,
testing schedules, community-related resources, contact lists, lists of special programs
[academic/remedial and extracurricular], including documents translated into other
languages, etc.);

e DParental guides for at-home educational support;

e Community stakeholder collaboration plans;
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e Schoolwide lists of parent involvement activities for school;

e Parent-teacher conference sign-in sheets and related communiques;
e Parent volunteering forms and lists of opportunities;

e School-parent compacts;

e Parent survey samples and survey results (e.g., school implementation surveys and needs
assessment surveys);

e Student/parent handbooks;
e Resources provided to parents, including lists of websites; and

e Teacher call logs (to parents).

Public charter school administrators were asked about what issues and challenges (if any) they
encountered in operating their school during the 2010-2011 year. Previous evaluation reports have
outlined the various challenges faced by charter schools in procuring the proper facilities to allow
operation at full capacity, and have noted in particular the difficulties of implementing
extracurricular activities in certain facilities and the financial burden of transtorming physical spaces
to handle activities such as sports programs. As such, one of the two most common areas that were
identified as particular challenges by the charter schools in 2010-2011 was facility costs; the other
was managing public perceptions and public relations (indicated by 41 percent of schools in each
case). The latter, however, is an improvement over the 59 percent of schools that felt that managing
public perceptions was a challenge the previous year (a difference of 18 percentage points). Beyond
these two areas, nearly a third (32 percent) of schools also reported finding it challenging to increase
parental involvement in 2010-2011; a similar share of schools (33 percent) reported the same
challenge in 2009-2010. Complete data can be found on Table 89 in Appendix D.

When the data are disaggregated by type of school (open-enrollment vs. conversion), it can be seen
that the challenges were most pronounced by either type of school. To be sure, all 9 schools that
indicated being challenged by facility costs were open-enrollment (the figure represents 64 percent
of open-enrollment schools, 10 percentage points above what it was in 2009-2010). In addition,
only 15 percent of open-enrollment schools indicated having trouble with increasing parent
involvement, compared to 56 percent of conversion schools. Furthermore, 22 percent of conversion
schools struggled with managing public perceptions and public relations, compared to 54 percent of
open-enrollment schools.
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Retrospective surveys were used to assess parent and student satisfaction with the public charter
schools. Parents were queried about the reasons for their charter school selection; parents and
students alike were asked about the overall quality of the school and their expetiences and/or
satisfaction with the instruction, student support, school environment and climate, and family
involvement. Both sets of respondents were also asked about prior experiences with other schools.
Main findings from the survey analyses are presented in the subsections below. Complete parent and
student survey responses can be found in Appendix D.

When asked about their reasons for their charter school selection, parent survey respondents
attributed it to the particular school’s quality of instruction and environment. Specifically, parents
most frequently cited the following reasons:

e Interest in the charter school’s instructional or academic program (69 percent);

e Dissatisfaction with traditional public school options/safety (62 percent );

e Interest in the charter school’s educational mission or philosophy (61 percent );

e Small size of the charter school or small classes (41 percent );

e Better teachers at the charter school (37 percent);

e (reater opportunities for parental involvement at the charter school (30 percent ); and

e Respondent’s child wanted to come to the charter school (28 percent).

Also, while only 28 percent of parents named their child’s interest as a reason for enrollment, it is
noteworthy to mention that over three quarters (76 percent) of students reported being interested in
their charter school during the 2010-2011 school year.

Student survey findings on various aspects of instruction are represented in Figure 1; it shows
students’ estimations of how frequently they used technology in the classroom, how much
homework they received, how hard their teachers expected them to work, how much knowledge
they felt they gained during the school year, and how well they performed academically overall.
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FINDINGS
Figure 1. Student Perceptions of Charter School Instruction
How Often How Hard Teachers How Much
Technology Is Used Ask Students to Work Homework Students Receive
Not
at all
3%
Somewhat Alittle

Rarely or never
20%

12% 24%

Very hard
45%

Sometimes

Average
31%

amount
43%

N=3907
N=3,903 N=3976
How Much Knowledge How Students Perceive Their
Students Gained Academic Performance
Poor
4%
Alittle
Average

Excellent 20%
37%

Average
amount
37%

N=3,903 N=3,896

The data in in Figure 1 show the following:

e The majority of student respondents (85 percent) indicated that their teachers expected them
to work hard (bard or very hard). Notably, when compared to 2009-2010, this is 12 percentage
points higher than the proportion of those students who believed their teachers expected
them to wotk hard ot very hard.

e The greatest proportion of students (49 percent) used computers and other electronics in
class on a regular basis (offen or very offen).
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e Although most students (43 percent) thought they received an average amount of homework, a
third of students (33 percent) thought they received « /o7 of homework.

e Over half of student respondents (55 percent) reported that they learned « /oz, while over a
third (37 percent) stated that they learned an average amount.

e Importantly, the majority of students (76 percent) felt they earned good or excellent grades
during the 2010-2011 school year.

e Differences in students’ reported use of technology were also higher in 2010-2011, with 49
percent reporting using technology offen or very offen, compared to 40 percent of responding
students in 2009-2010.

Parents were asked to rate their level of satisfaction with their child’s school in various ateas related
to instruction. Table 6 illustrates the findings from the parent survey across all 27 charter schools.

Table 6. Parent Satisfaction with Charter School Instruction

Level of Satisfaction Reported

Total |Very Somewhat | Somewhat | Very
Indicator N Satisfied | Satisfied Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied

Curriculum 828 74% 22% 3% 1%
Quality of reading instruction 812 74% 21% 3% 2%
Quality of math instruction 819 72% 22% 5% 1%
Quality of writing instruction 814 72% 22% 4% 2%
Use of technology within the instructional program 810 71% 22% 4% 3%
Performance of the teachers 822 70% 22% 6% 2%

Table 6 shows that most survey respondents were satistied (very satisfied or somewhat satisfied) with all
elements of instruction at the charter schools. The greatest proportion of parents indicated
satisfaction with their charter school’s curriculum (96 percent), followed by the quality of reading
instruction (95 percent), the quality of math instruction (94 percent), the quality of writing
instruction (94 percent), technology use within the instructional program (93 percent), and teacher
performance (92 percent). No notable differences were observed when compared to findings from
2009-2010.

Student Support

Table 7 represents survey findings on parents’ satisfaction with charter schools’ support for
students. The survey asked parents about their satistaction with various areas ot support, including
special services available, individualized attention received by students, guidance counseling and
tutoring, and extracurricular activities.
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Table 7. Parent Satisfaction with Charter School Student Support

Level of Satisfaction Reported

Indicator

Total |Very Somewhat | Somewhat | Very
N Satisfied | Satisfied Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied

Extra help or special services when needed 715 74% 18% 4% 4%
Individualized attention 818 71% 21% 6% 29
Quality of student support services such as 772 71% 2% 59% 39
guidance counseling and tutoring

Extracurricular activities 752 599 249, 1% 6%

Findings from Table 7 suggest that the charter schools performed strongly in the area of student
support. The majority of parents reported being wvery satisfied or somewhat satisfied with the extra
help/special services provided by the school (92 petcent), individualized attention given to their
child (92 percent), quality of student support services (92 percent), and extracurricular activities (83
percent). These findings were found to be consistent with the parent survey findings from 2009—
2010.

Students were also asked to rate their teachers’ ability to provide support when needed. Figure 2
shows that 74 percent of student respondents thought that their teachers were able to do so gffer or

very offen, a figure that was very similar to the 73 percent of students that indicated the same in 2009—
2010.

Figure 2. Student Perception of Teachers’ Ability to Provide Support

Rarely or never
able to provide

support
6%
Sometimes able
Very often able to provide
to provide support

support 20%
35%

Often able to

provide support
39%

N=3,938

.

metis associates

making a meaningful difference 20



ARKANSAS PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS EVALUATION REPORT FOR YEAR 2010-2011
FINDINGS

School Environment and Climate

Figure 3 and Table 8 outline the student and parent survey findings on charter schools” environment
and climate.

Figure 3. Student Perception of School Environment/Climate

Class Size Frequency of Behavior Disruptions

Too many

Rarely or
students never
20% 20%
Sometimes
Just right 33%
80%
N=3,917 N=3,899
School Safety School Cleanliness
Very unsafe
4%
Very dirty
Somewhat 3
unsafe
12% Very clean
29%
Somewhat dirty

Very safe

22%
47%

N=3,909 N=3,919

As shown in Figure 3, the majority of student survey respondents thought that:

e Their charter school was safe (safe and very sate) (84 percent);

e Their class size was just right (80 percent);

e Their school was clean (clean and very clean) (69 percent); and

e Behavior disruptions occurred sometimes or rarely/never (53 percent).
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Table 8. Parent Satisfaction with Charter School Environment and Climate

Level of Satisfaction Reported

Indicator

Total
N

Very Somewhat | Somewhat | Very
Satisfied | Satisfied Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied

School safety 769 75% 20% 3% 2%
School size 801 74% 22% 3% 1%
Class size 808 73% 21% 5% 1%
School climate (i.e., the feel or tone of everyday life 776 71% 299 59% 79,
at the school)

School discipline policies and practices 787 69% 21% 6% 39
Quality of the building in which the school is 736 67% 249, 6% 39
located

Quality of the school facilities (i.e., school library, 691 559 28% 1% 6%

gymnasium, and science labs)

In alignment with the positive student survey findings, Table 8 shows that parent survey
respondents were generally satistied with the environment and climate of their child’s charter school.
At least 83 percent of parents reported satisfaction with each of the indicators. Specifically, the
greatest proportion of parents were somewhat to wvery satisfied with the charter schools’ size (96
percent), followed by safety (95 percent), class size (94 percent), climate (93 percent), quality of the
building (91 percent), and quality of the facilities (83 percent). In previous evaluations, satistaction
with the quality of school facilities was notably lower among open-enrollment school parents than
among conversion school parents, so the two school types disaggregated data for the last two items
in Table 8. The results showed that in 2010-2011, there were no notable differences between the
groups (i.e., there was only a maximum 5-percentage-point difference in the share of parents in both
groups giving a rating of dissatisfied for each item). Combined, no area showed any marked difference

between 2010-2011 and 2009-2010.

Family Involvement

Table 9 presents survey findings on parents’ satisfaction with family involvement at the charter

schools.

Table 9. Parent Satisfaction with Charter School Family Involvement

Level of Satisfaction Reported

Indicator

Opportunities for parents to be involved or
participate

Total
N

827

Very Somewhat | Somewhat | Very
Satisfied | Satisfied Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied

79%

18%

2%

1%

Communication with child’s teacher

834

73%

20%

4%

3%

metis :

making a meaningful difference

22




ARKANSAS PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS EVALUATION REPORT FOR YEAR 2010-2011
FINDINGS

Similar to findings on school instruction, support, and environment/climate, most patent sutvey
respondents were satistied (somewhat to very satisfied) with family involvement at their charter school.
The majority of parents were somewhat to very satisfied with the opportunities available for parent
participation (97 percent) and communication with teachers (93 percent). Notably, very few
(between 1 and 4 percent) were somewhat or very dissatisfied with either of these items.
Again, no marked differences were found when compared to the share of parents that were
satisfied/not satisfied in 2008—2009 in either item.

Previous School Experience

Most student survey respondents (86 percent) attended another school prior to enrollment at their
current charter school. The majority of those students previously attended a regular public school
(83 percent); the rest attended a private school (7 percent), attended another charter school (6
percent), or were home schooled (5 percent).

Figure 4. Parent Comparisons of the Charter School Versus the Previous School

Quality of School’s Children’s Academic
y
Performance Performance

Previous thter_
school rated academic
more highl performance at

Y previous school

10% 12%
Better
academic
performance at
Charter school charter school
rated more Schools rated e
highly the same

0,
o8% 32% Same

performance at
both schools
48%

N=768 N=789

Although most students (58 percent) thought that their previous school was of good or excellent
quality, parents tended to prefer their child’s current charter school over the previous school. As
shown in Figure 4, the majority (58 percent) of parent survey respondents thought that their child’s
current charter school was of better quality than their child’s previous school. Moreover, 40 percent
of parent survey respondents reported better academic performance for their child at the current
charter school than at the previous school. These data were not distinctly different trom those in the
2009-2010 data.
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Table 10. Parent Satisfaction with Current Charter School Versus Previous School

Satisfaction With Current School

More Less

Than Same as Than

With With With
Indicator Total N Previous Previous Previous

Quality of math instruction

Quality of reading instruction 737 40% 49% 1%

Quality of writing instruction 742 40% 51% 10%

Extra help or special services for students 639 429 499 9%
when needed

School safety 709 36% 54% 10%
School facilities 640 33% 46% 22%

Parent involvement or participation 744 41% 51% 9%

Table 10 presents the differences in parents’ satistaction with their child’s current charter school and
the previous school. Parents were asked to rate their child’s current school and previous school in
each of the areas listed in the table above. Ratings were then compared between the two questions.
As can be seen, overall, a much larger percentage of parents provided higher satistaction ratings with
their child’s current charter school in areas of instructional quality compared to their ratings of
satisfaction with their child’s previous school. Parents were also generally more satistied with their
child’s current school in the areas of student support, school environment, and family involvement
than with their child’s previous school.

Challenges

Although parent survey respondents reported general satistaction with the charter schools, 419
expressed concerns regarding specific elements through open-ended responses. The most frequently
mentioned concerns include the following:

e The need for the expansion of schools to include the upper grade levels;
o A lack of extracurricular activities for students;
e A lack of school transportation;
e The quality of teachers;
e Large class size;
e Teacher turnover;
e Bullying/behavioral issues;
e School safety;
The quality of the school facilities;
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e Students’ academic progress;
e Insufficient challenges for students; and

e Insufficient communication with parents.

The Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) reading and math data were used to analyze student
achievement in Grade 2;* Benchmark literacy and math exam data were used to analyze student
achievement in Grades 3-8; and EOC algebra 1, geometry, and 11th-grade literacy exam data were
used to analyze student achievement in Grades 9-12.5

The ITBS administered in Grades 1, 2, and 9 in Arkansas in the 2010-2011 school year, is a
standardized, norm-referenced test that includes ditferent literacy- and math-related subtests that are
combined into overall literacy and math test scores. The Benchmark literacy and math exams are
criterion-referenced tests mandated by the state of Arkansas. They have been customized around the
Arkansas Curriculum Frameworks, meaning that the test items are based on the academic standards
in the frameworks and are developed by committees of Arkansas teachers with support from the
ADPE and the testing contractor.

The EOC algebra 1, geometry, and 11th-grade literacy exams were used to compare the
performance of students in Grades 9-12 in spring 2010 and spring 2011. All three of these
examinations are criterion-referenced tests with questions that have been aligned with the goals and
subject-specitic competencies described by the Arkansas Curriculum Frameworks. Thus, student
performance on these exams is directly aligned with the statewide frameworks and statewide
curriculum goals.®

Multiple regression analyses were used to examine the different factors that might influence student
achievement. Multiple regression can be a useful tool when there is an interest in accounting for the
variation in an outcome (i.e., the dependent variable) based on combinations of different factors and
conditions (Le., the independent variables). Multiple regression analysis can establish a set of
independent variables that explains a proportion of the variation in a dependent variable at a
significant level (significance test of R?) and can establish the relative predictive importance of the
individual independent variables (comparing beta weights).

Regressions were conducted to predict 2011 student achievement scores from several programmatic
and demographic variables, measures of satisfaction,” 2010 achievement scores (when available),

4 There were no pretest scores available for students in Grade 1 in 2010-2011.

5 Note that I'TBS reading and math data were also used for Grade 9 for the ANCOVA analyses of NCLB designations.

¢ This information is from the ADE website:| hitp://arkansased.gov|

7 Student and parent satisfaction measures were derived by summing ratings across various items in each survey, creating
an overall level of satisfaction for each group.
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and attendance. Several models were constructed using a range of variables to maximize the number
of observed cases and the number of input variables. The list below shows the starting set of
variables for all of the models. Note that NCLB subgroups® were also included in the full regression
models to further control for potential confounding factors and to improve model fit.

e School size,

e School attendance ratio,

e Number of suspensions,

e Spring 2010 test scores (SAT-10 and Benchmark exams),
e Student satisfaction total,

e Parent satisfaction total,

e 2011 grade point average (GPA),

e Student NCLB subgroups,

e DPresence of extended school day,

e Implementation of reduced/small class size,
e Use of team teaching,

e Use of theme-based instruction, and

e Use of multigrade classrooms.

Based on initial R* values and the corresponding significance tests conducted, all of the above listed
vatiables were retained in the final models.

The following tables summarize the resulting regression models. Presented in each table is the
amount of variation explained by the independent variables (i.c., the R* value) as well as the set of
variables that appears to contribute significantly and substantially to that variation. The tables also
include the beta weight (standard coetticient [SC] beta), from which each variable’s direction of
association (i.e., positive or negative) with the outcome can be discerned.

8 For high school grades (9—12), student grade point average in 2011 was used as an achievement predictor for the state
exam performance.

° For these analyses, NCLB subgroups include gender, ethnicity, Title I status, special education status, and an indicator
of socioeconomic status (e.g., eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch).
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Table | |. Stepwise Regression Results for the Final Model Predicting Spring 2011 ITBS
Reading and Math Scale Scores (Grade 2)

Variance Explained

Independent Variables Included in Final Model SC Beta ®Y
SAT-10 spring 2010 language scale score 510
School size -273

White race/ethnicity 224 374%
Use of theme-based curriculum 131
Use of team teaching A1
SAT-10 spring 2010 math scale score 574
Use of team teaching 227
School size -.193

A425%
Use of theme-based curriculum 123
Female gender -.079
Special education status -072

* p < .05. The p-value refers to the odds that the regression model does not appropriately predict the outcome.

Table 11 presents the resulting regression models predicting 2011 I'TBS reading and math scores for
Grade 2. Both final models retained the pretest (i.e., 2010) SAT-10 achievement as a significantly
positive predictor for the outcomes. Further, several demographic and programmatic variables also
were significantly associated with the achievement outcomes. Higher I'TBS reading achievement in
Grade 2 was associated with the following:!0

e Higher pretest performance;

e Smaller school size;

e White race/ethnicity of students (compared to minority race/ethnicity11);
e The use of theme-based curriculum; and

e The use of team teaching,.

For I'TBS math, higher achievement in Grade 2 was associated with the following:

e Higher pretest performance;

10 Note that the final regression model was able to explain only approximately 37 percent of variation in the ITBS
reading outcome (R?). This model fit was less satisfactory than that of other models with higher R? values.

11 Minotity students included those who were Asian, Black, Hispanic, Native American/Alaskan, Native
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, or multiracial.
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e The use of team teaching;

e Smaller school size;

e The use of theme-based curriculum,;

e Female gender of students (compared to male gender); and

e (General education status of students (compared to special education status).

The positive association of pretest performance with both achievement outcomes was expected. In
the final models for I'TBS achievement, it was notable that the use of team teaching and theme-
based curriculum were positively associated with both reading and math outcomes. In addition, both
models indicated that smaller school size was associated with higher achievement. White students
scored significantly higher than minority students in ITBS reading. With regard to I'TBS math, male
students significantly outperformed their female counterparts, and general education students
performed significantly better than special needs students.

Table 12. Stepwise Regression Results for the Final Model Predicting Spring 201 |
Benchmark Literacy and Math Scale Scores (Grade 3)

Variance Explained

Independent Variables Included in Final Model SC Beta ®Y)
SAT-10 spring 2010 language scale score 671
Female gender .149
School size -122

White race/ethnicity .089 S84
Special education status -.087
Use of team teaching 064
SAT-10 spring 2010 math scale score 729
School size -.142
Female gender .082

.649%
White race/ethnicity .100
Use of team teaching 074
Special education status -.069

* p < .05. The p-value refers to the odds that the regression model does not appropriately predict the outcome.
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for Grade 3.1 Note that some of the significant predictors that appeared in the Grade 2 analyses

were also retained in the final models for Grade 3, particularly the use of team teaching and school
size. As shown in Table 12, higher literacy achievement in Grade 3 was associated with the

tollowing:
e Higher pretest performance;
e Female gender of students (compared to male gender);
o Smaller school size;
e White race/ethnicity of students (compared to minority race/ethnicity);
e General education status of students (compared to special education status); and
[ ]

The use of team teaching,.

The following set of variables was associated with higher math achievement in Grade 3:

It was notable that both models retained the same set of predictors: Pretest performance served as a
positive predictor of the outcomes, as anticipated; the use of team teaching was associated with
higher literacy and math achievement; and smaller school size was associated with better

Higher pretest performance;

Smaller school size;

Female gender of students (compared to male gender);

White race/ethnicity of students (compared to minority race/ethnicity);
The use of team teaching; and

General education status of students (compared to special education status).

performance. In addition, female students significantly outperformed their male counterparts on
both literacy and math, and White students scored significantly higher than other racial/ethnic
groups in both outcomes. Not surprisingly, general education students significantly outperformed
those with special needs on literacy and math as well.

12 The analysis of Grade 3 data was not combined with either the analysis of Grade 2 data or that of data from Grades

4-8 because of the unique combination of outcome (Benchmark test) and pretest (SAT-10).
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Table |3. Stepwise Regression Results for the Final Model Predicting Spring 201 |
Benchmark Literacy and Math Scale Scores (Grades 4-8)

Independent Variables Included in Final Model SC Beta Variance Explained

(R%)
Benchmark spring 2010 literacy scale score 734
Number of suspensions -.084
White race/ethnicity .054
Special education status -.066
Female gender 062 J19*
Implementation of reduced/small class size .030
Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility -037
Parental satisfaction total .020
School attendance ratio 021
Benchmark spring 2010 math scale score 769
White race/ethnicity .086
Number of suspensions -.058
Special education status -.055
J01*
Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility -.054
Implementation of reduced/small class size 023
Title | status -017
School attendance ratio 017

* p < .05. The p-value refers to the odds that the regression model does not appropriately predict the outcome.

Table 13 presents the resultant regression models predicting 2011 Benchmark literacy and math
scores for students in Grades 4 through 8. In addition to pretest performance, the two models
included several demographic and programmatic variables.

As shown in Table 13, higher literacy achievement in Grades 4 through 8 was associated with the
tollowing:

e Higher pretest performance;

e Tewer suspensions;

e White race/ethnicity of students (compared to minority race/ethnicity);

@ metis associates making a meaningful difference 30



ARKANSAS PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS EVALUATION REPORT FOR YEAR 2010-2011

General education status of students (compared to special education status);
Female gender of students (compared to male gender);

The implementation of class size reduction initiatives;

Higher family socioeconomic status (i.e., ineligibility for free/reduced-price lunch);
Higher parental satistaction total; and

Higher school attendance ratio.

For the Benchmark math exam, higher achievement at these grade levels was associated with the

tollowing:
e Higher pretest performance;
e TFewer suspensions;
e White race/ethnicity of students (compared to minority race/ethnicity);
e (General education status of students (compared to special education status);
e The implementation of class size reduction initiatives;
e Higher family socioeconomic status (i.e., ineligibility for free/reduced-price lunch);
e Title I status (compared to non-Title I status); and
e Higher school attendance ratio.

Notably, the literacy and math regression models for Grades 4-8 shared a common set of significant

predictors:

e Higher pretest performance consistently predicted better achievement, as expected.

e The implementation of class size reduction initiatives turned out to be a positive predictor of
higher performance.

e The number of student suspensions unsurprisingly had a negative association with
achievement outcomes.

e White students significantly outperformed their minority counterparts.

e Students with general education status scored significantly higher than those with special
needs.

e Those who were ineligible for free/reduced-ptrice lunch performed significantly better than
eligible students.

e Higher school attendance ratio was positively associated with better performance.

In addition, while higher parental satistaction and female gender of students was associated with a
better literacy outcome, the Title I status of students was associated with better math achievement.
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Table 14. Stepwise Regression Results for the Final Model Predicting Spring 2011 End-of-
Course Exam Scores (Grades 9-12)

Independent Variables Included in Final Model SC Beta Variance Explained

(RY)
Grade point average 482
Special education status -276
AS51*
White race/ethnicity 204
Use of multigrade classrooms 135
Grade point average 512
White race/ethnicity .178
Special education status - 119
Presence of extended school day A1 559%
Student satisfaction total 107
Female gender -.088
Number of suspensions -.058
Grade point average 569
Special education status -241
Use of theme-based curriculum 167 49| *
Parental satisfaction total 21
White race/ethnicity 063

* p < .05. The p-value refers to the odds that the regression model does not appropriately predict the outcome.

Table 14 presents the final regression models predicting 2011 EOC algebra 1, geometry, and literacy
tor Grades 9 through 12. Because EOC exams are taken only once, pretest scores were unavailable
to include in high school models. Instead, student GPA in 2011 was included in the models as an
achievement indicator. The analyses showed that higher achievement in EOC algebra 1 in Grades 9
through 12 was associated with the following:

e Higher GPA;
e (General education status of students (compared to special education status);
e  White race/ethnicity of students (compared to minority race/ethnicity); and

e The use of multigrade classrooms.
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For EOC geometry, higher achievement at these grade levels was associated with the following:
e Higher GPA;
e White race/ethnicity of students (compared to minority race/ethnicity);
e  (General education status of students (compared to special education status);
e The presence of an extended school day;
e Higher student satistaction total;
e Male gender of students (compared to female gender); and

e TFewer suspensions.

For 11th-grade literacy, higher achievement was associated with the following:
e Higher GPA;
e (General education status of students (compared to special education status);
e The use of theme-based curriculum,;
e Higher parental satistaction total; and

e White race/ethnicity of students (compared to minotity race/ethnicity).

For all three EOC exams, higher GPA served as a significant predictor of better performance, as
expected. White students significantly outperformed minority students, and students with general
education status significantly outperformed special education students on all three exams. Notably, a
tew programmatic variables were respectively associated with different outcomes: The use of a
multigrade classroom was a significant positive predictor of algebra 1; the presence of an extended
school day served as a significant positive predictor of student geometry performance; and the use
of theme-based curriculum was positively associated with literacy achievement. While higher student
satisfaction total was associated with higher geometry performance, higher parental satistaction total
was a positive predictor of better literacy outcome. In addition, male students significantly
outperformed their female counterparts on geometry, and the number of suspensions was negatively
associated with geometry performance.

To examine the academic performance of various subgroups of students, the Metis team conducted
a series of analyses of covariance (ANCOVAs) on the results of the ITBS for Grades 2 and 9 and
the Benchmark exams for Grades 3—8. ANCOVA makes it possible to compare a given outcome in
two or more categorical groups while controlling for the variability of important continuous
predictors/variables (e.g., prior achievement). Specifically, the analyses conducted here controlled
tor variability in pretest achievement so that any observed posttest achievement differences could be
attributed to group membership instead of “starting point.” Note that analyses were not conducted
on Grade 1 because no pretest scores were available. Nor were analyses conducted for Grades 10—
12 because they, too, lacked the requisite pretest scores (since EOC exams are administered once a
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year). The subgroups of students for which these analyses were conducted were based on the
tollowing characteristics:

e Racial/ethnic background;
o Gender;

e Special education status;

o Title I status; and

e Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility.

Tables 15-17 present a summary of the results of these analyses. The complete set of findings can
be found in Appendix C.

Table I5. Summary of ANCOVA Analyses of ITBS Reading and Math Skills Across Student
Subgroups for Grade 2 in 2010-201 |

ITBS: ITBS:

Comparison Groups Overall Reading Skills Overall Math Skills

Black No significant difference

White Significant difference

Others

Male No significant difference Significant difference

Female

Non-Title | No significant difference

Title | Significant difference

General education No significant difference Significant difference

Special education

Not eligible Significant difference Significant difference

Eligible

Note. Findings are based on ANCOVA results. Pretest scores were not available for Grade |, so the ANCOVAs
could not be conducted for this grade. Higher-achieving groups are presented in italicized bold type when a
statistically significant difference with the probability (or p-value) of less than .05 is observed. In simpler terms, the
p-value (shown explicitly in the tables in Appendix C) refers to the odds that the observed difference is erroneous.

As shown in Table 15, many NCLB comparisons in Grade 2 produced statistically significant results.

It is notable that the I'TBS reading analyses indicated less of a gap among subgroups, as compared to
the I'TBS math analyses. The analyses show the following:
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e TFor math, male students in Grade 2 significantly outperformed their female counterparts.

e General education students in Grade 2 performed significantly better than special education
students in math.

e Notably, Grade 2 Title I students significantly outperformed non-Title I students in math.
e White students in Grade 2 had the highest reading achievement of all racial/ethnic groups.

e Finally, Grade 2 students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch scored
significantly higher in both reading and math than those who were eligible.

Table 6. Summary of ANCOVA Analyses of Benchmark Reading and Math Skills Across
Student Subgroups for Grades 3-8 in 2010-201 |

Benchmark: Benchmark:

Comparison Groups Overall Literacy Skills Overall Math Skills

Black 3 No significant difference No significant difference

White

Others

Black 4

White

Others Significant difference Significant difference

Black 5

White Significant difference Significant difference

Others

Black 6

White Significant difference Significant difference

Others

Black 7

White Significant difference

Others Significant difference

Black 8

White

Others Significant difference Significant difference

Male 3

Female Significant difference Significant difference

Male 4 No significant difference

Female Significant difference

Male 5 No significant difference
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Significant difference

Benchmark: Benchmark:
Overall Literacy Skills Overall Math Skills

Male

Female

Significant difference

No significant difference

Male

Female

Significant difference

Significant difference

Male

Female

No significant difference

No significant difference

Non-Title |

Title |

No significant difference

No significant difference

Non-Title |

Title |

No significant difference

No significant difference

Non-Title |

Title |

Significant difference

Significant difference

Non-Title |

Title |

No significant difference

Significant difference

Non-Title |

Title |

No significant difference

No significant difference

Non-Title |

Title |

No significant difference

Significant difference

General education

Special education

Significant difference

Significant difference

General education

Special education

Significant difference

Significant difference

General education

Special education

Significant difference

No significant difference

General education

Special education

No significant difference

Significant difference

General education

Special education

Significant difference

Significant difference

General education

Special education

Significant difference

Significant difference

Not eligible

Grade
)
7
8
3
4
5
)
7
8
3
4
5
)
7
8
3

Significant difference
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Target Benchmark: Benchmark:
Comparison Groups Grade Overall Literacy Skills Overall Math Skills

Reduced- Eligible
Price
Lunch Not eligible 4 Significant difference Significant difference

Eligibility Eligible

Not eligible 5 Significant difference Significant difference
Eligible
Not eligible 6 Significant difference Significant difference
Eligible
Not eligible 7 No significant difference Significant difference
Eligible
Not eligible 8 No significant difference No significant difference
Eligible

Note. Findings are based on ANCOVA results. Higher-achieving groups are presented in italicized bold type when a
statistically significant difference with the probability (or p-value) of less than .05 is observed. In simpler terms, the
p-value (shown explicitly in the tables in Appendix C) refers to the odds that the observed difference is erroneous.

Table 16 also shows that there were many subgroup differences in Grades 3 through 7, while slightly
tewer significant results were found for Grade 8.

e Non-Title I students achieved significantly higher scores than Title I students in math in
Grades 6 and 8 and in both literacy and math in Grade 5. In addition, students who were
ineligible for free/reduced-price lunch significantly outperformed eligible students in math in
Grade 7 and in both literacy and math in Grades 3 through 6.

e While females achieved significantly higher literacy scores than males in Grades 3 through 7,
they outperformed male students in math only in Grades 3 and 7. No differences in the
literacy or math performance of the two genders were detected in Grade 8.

e General education students performed significantly better than special education students in
literacy in Grade 5, in math in Grade 6, and in both literacy and math in Grades 3, 4, 7, and
8.

With respect to racial/ethnic background, the ANCOVA analysis showed the following:

e In Grades 5 and 6, White students achieved the highest scores in both literacy and math
among all racial/ethnic groups.

e In Grades 4 and 8, students other than White or Black performed the best in both literacy
and math among all racial/ethnic groups.

e In Grade 7, White students achieved the highest math scores among all racial/ethnic groups,
while students other than White or Black performed the best in literacy.
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Table 7. Summary of ANCOVA Analyses of ITBS Reading and Math Skills Across Student
Subgroups for Grade 9 in School Year 2010-201 |

ITBS: ITBS:

Comparison Groups Overall Reading Skills Overall Math Skills

Black

White

Others Significant difference Significant difference

Male No significant difference No significant difference

Female

Non-Title | Significant difference Significant difference

Title |

General education No significant difference Significant difference

Special education

Not eligible No significant difference No significant difference

Eligible

Note. Findings are based on ANCOVA results. Higher-achieving groups are presented in italicized bold type when a
statistically significant difference with the probability (or p-value) of less than .05 is observed. In simpler terms, the
p-value (shown explicitly in the tables in Appendix C) refers to the odds that the observed difference is erroneous.

Table 17 shows that slightly fewer subgroup differences were found in Grade 9, as compared to
Grades 2-7. Notable findings from the ITBS subgroup analyses include the following:

e Non-Title I students in Grade 9 achieved higher scores in both reading and math than
Title I students.

e General education students significantly outperformed special education students in math
but not reading.

e Students other than White or Black achieved the highest scores in reading and math among
all racial/ethnic groups.

e No statistically significant differences were found for gender groups or free/reduced-price
lunch eligibility in Grade 9 achievement.
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V. Discussion and Recommendations

Findings from various data sources collected by Metis indicate that the public charter schools are
effectively implementing academic programs using a wide array of instructional practices, providing
professional development to staff, engaging parents and the community, facilitating students’
academic progress, and providing safe school environments.

An analysis of the various data used in this study leads to the following conclusions:

e Arkansas public charter schools are working hard to maintain high academic standards and
to offer a range of instruction to meet students’ needs (including remedial support and
special programs).

e Parents and students were very satistied with their public charter schools during the 2010—
2011 school year.

e Certain characteristics of the public charter schools—the use of theme-based curricula, the
use of team teaching, smaller school size, class size reduction, and fewer suspensions—were
associated with improved student achievement in 2010-2011.

e NCLB comparisons indicated a much higher prevalence of subgroup differences in literacy
and math achievement at all grade levels than was the case in 2009-2010.

e There was a substantial drop in the percentage of schools that were concerned about
managing public relations in 2010-2011 compared to 2009-2010, though budget
management and facility costs continued to be concerns.

As was found in the 2009-2010 evaluation, the study saw a great deal of evidence of schools’ focus
on strong academic leadership (e.g., agendas and detailed minutes for meetings associated with
carrying out schools’ academic plans and instructional programs, school board meeting minutes
outlining decision-making processes). The most prevalent instructional methods used in 2010-2011
were the regular integration of technology and project-based or hands-on learning, indicating that
the charter schools were being progressive with their instructional programs. Parents also reported
high levels of satisfaction with technology use in their children’s schools, as only 7 percent of parent
survey respondents indicated feeling dissatistied with the use of technology within the instructional
program. Additionally, neatly halt of surveyed students (49 percent) reported using technology often
or very often, a 9-percentage-point increase from the previous year. Although at rates slightly lower
than in 2009-2010, survey data also showed that special programs (including character education,
reduced or small class size, and individualized instruction) were present in more than two thirds of
the public charter schools.

Although the charter school program focuses on providing rigorous academic instruction to
students, schools also aim to provide rigorous professional development to teachers. The evaluation
tound that teacher professional development continued to be an important focus of the charter
schools in 2010-2011. Evidence for the importance of professional development was provided in
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very detailed documentation, including annual professional development plans and materials such as
curriculum training guides, staff needs-assessment surveys, and agendas from professional
development committee meetings.

Rigor was a theme also seen at the student level in 2010-2011, as 85 percent of students indicated
that their teachers expected them to work hard or very hard. This rating is 12 percentage points
higher than their rating of the same survey question in the previous year (2009—2010)—an indication
that students are feeling more challenged than ever by the academic programming at their schools.
This also further shows that the intensive focus on professional development and the accountability
of teachers is reflected in parents’ and students’ survey responses. Moreover, neatly three quarters of
parents (74 percent) indicated feeling very satistied with the quality of the curriculum at their child’s
school. This is a critical finding, as 69 percent of parents indicated in the survey that they had placed
their child in a charter school because of their interest in the school’s instructional and academic
program—the most popular reason chosen by parents. It is also evidence that many parents who
enrolled their child at an Arkansas charter school are having their expectations met.

Recognizing that parents and the community are an important part of a school’s academic success,
the charter schools also made a concerted etfort to continue involving parents and the community in
school-related activities. In 2010-2011, this is supported by the 80 percent of schools that reported
tacilitating parent workshops and in the 92 percent of schools that reported scheduling events that
accommodated parents’ schedules. Schools continued using various other strategies at high levels
from 2009-2010, including involving parents in student academic progress monitoring and in
discipline-related discussions (over 92 percent of schools each). Clearly, parents were pleased with
schools’ efforts. All of these efforts led parents to report a high degree of satistaction with the
schools’ efforts to involve them: 79 percent of parents indicated feeling very satistied with
opportunities to be involved or to participate in school-related activities, and 93 percent of parents
indicated feeling somewhat to very satisfied with the communication with their child’s teacher (73
percent were very satisfied). Parents also indicated feeling more satistied with their child’s current
public charter school than with their child’s previous school, and a large percentage thought that the
quality of the math, reading, and writing instruction was better at the public charter school than at
the previous school.

Successes in achieving high parent satistaction and implementing effective innovative instructional
practices can be linked to the schools’ charter status, which has allowed schools the flexibility to
implement a wide array of practices that speak to each community’s educational needs. In 2010—
2011, these practices included greater control over methods of instructional delivery, the
implementation of open board meetings, formal plans for family and community involvement, the
hiring and dismissing of staft (because of the absence of teacher contracts), targeted professional
development, and performance-based bonuses for teachers.

Despite the high degree of satistaction among parents, they did indicate some concerns about their
children’s schools. The most common concerns listed in response to an open-ended question were
these: the limited grade levels offered (parents wished schools to add grade levels), the limited
extracurricular offerings, the inexperience of teachers and high teacher turnover rates, the lack of
transportation for students to the school, and bullying/behavioral issues.
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The greatest challenge school administrators described in 2009-2010, managing public perceptions,
decreased substantially in 2010-2011, lower by 16 percentage points (57 percent vs. 41 percent,
respectively). This is important to note because the 57 percent of schools that marked this item as a
challenge in 2009-2010 was a 10-percentage-point increase over 2008-2009, which indicates that
schools were able to address this challenge quite well after the 2009-2010 school year. Issues with
tacility costs, however, continued to be an ongoing challenge for public charter schools in 2010-
2011, as they had been over the past five years (especially for open-enrollment schools), as indicated
by 41 percent of schools in 2010-2011.

Regression analyses suggest that certain public charter school characteristics may have resulted in
higher student achievement in 2010-2011. In Grade 2, smaller school size and the implementation
of theme-based curriculum and team teaching were associated with increased student achievement
on the ITBS reading and math tests. In Grade 3, small school size and the use of team teaching were
associated with improved student achievement on the Benchmark literacy and math exams. In
Grades 4-8, fewer suspensions and the implementation of reduced/small class sizes wete associated
with improved student achievement on the Benchmark literacy and math exams. Parental
satisfaction was associated with improved performance on the Benchmark literacy exam. Finally, in
Grades 9-12, the use of multigrade classrooms was associated with higher achievement on the
algebra EOC exam, the presence of an extended school day was associated with higher achievement
on the geometry EOC exam, and the use of theme-based curriculum was associated with higher
achievement on the 11th-grade literacy EOC exam.

Across all grades, the most common variables found to be associated with improved performance
on the ITBS, Benchmark, and EOC exams were grade point average (GPA), female gender, White
ethnicity, and general education status. In the lower grades (2 and 3), small school size was
associated with higher student achievement. Parental or student satisfaction did not seem to be as
generally associated with higher achievement in most grades in 2010-2011 compared to its
prevalence in previous evaluations. Also differently from 2009-2010, higher attendance ratios were
associated with higher achievement only in the middle grades (4-8), but not in the lower grades (2
and 3) or upper grades (9-12).

Finally, comparative analyses of NCLB subgroups revealed that general education students generally
outperformed special education students in both literacy and math, female students generally
outperformed male students in literacy, and students not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
generally outperformed eligible students in literacy and math. The most notable trends were
observed in Grades 3-8 for race/ethnicity, gender, and free/reduced-price lunch status. Highlights
of the findings in these areas include the following:

e [Females significantly outperformed males on the literacy exam in Grades 3-7;

e Students not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch outperformed eligible students in Grades
2-06 in literacy and math and in Grade 7 in math; and

e Tinally, general education students significantly outperformed special education students in
literacy in Grades 3-5 and 7-9, and in math in Grades 2—4 and 6-8.
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The following recommendations apply collectively to all public charter schools rather than to any
specific school. It is hoped that these recommendations will be useful to the Arkansas Public
Charter School Program and its stakeholders as they move forward and make decisions in the future.

Explore the increasing gap between NCLB subgroups. More than in previous years,
regression analyses showed that White ethnic students and female students were more often
associated with higher achievement in 2010-2011. In addition, ANCOVA analyses showed
that students that were White, general education, and non-free/reduced-price lunch
consistently outperformed their counterparts across most grades. Future evaluations can
determine whether these issues are growing, what their impact is, and how schools are—and
ought to be—addressing them.

Continue to encourage the use of innovative curricular instruction. A number of
innovative instructional practices, such as theme-based instruction, team teaching, and
reduced class size, were associated with improved student achievement. The ADE could
continue supporting the public charter schools in implementing these practices and could
also encourage further study of their impact.

Look further into the effect of school size on lower grades. Smaller school size was
associated with higher achievement in Grades 2 and 3 on reading/literacy and math. Future
evaluations can determine whether this trend continues going forward and if it is an issue
worth further exploring.

Continue addressing facility challenges experienced by open-enrollment public
charter schools. While the concern over facility costs among administrators of open-
enrollment schools has declined over the last two evaluations, and while parents at these
schools have expressed greater satisfaction with their schools’ facilities, we would again
recommend that the ADE continue exploring the financial support that is provided to the
public charter schools for facility management and provide technical assistance to schools
who wish to seek outside funding to address this challenge (e.g., in the form of grant
writing). It might also be possible to offer incentives to entities (e.g., districts, local
businesses) that give public charter schools the opportunity to either co-locate with them or
lease appropriate facilities from them.
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Appendices

A. Evaluation Design Matrix

Table 18. Evaluation Research Questions and Associated Data Collection Strategies

Evaluation Questions

Implementation Evaluation Questions

. What is the overall efficacy of the charter schools with respect to
various attributes, such as strong academic leadership, high academic
standards/expectations, mastery-oriented instruction, classroom
management skills, positive learning climate, and parental support and
involvement?

Document Review

Implementation

Parent Satisfaction

Data Collection Strategies

c
el
=)
9]
=
)
=)
(s}
w
Fe)
c
(]
©
=
2
(%]

Student Record Data

2. To what extent are the parents and the students of the public
charter schools satisfied with their school?

Outcome Evaluation Questions

3. What is the impact of the Arkansas public charter schools on student
performance!?

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

a.

What characteristics of the public charter schools are having the
greatest positive impact on academic achievement (e.g.,
student/parental satisfaction, school size, provider, management
organization, type of curricula used, etc.)?

What other indicators of improved school success are evident
for public charter school students (e.g., increased attendance,
fewer discipline reports)?

What can be learned from disaggregating the student outcome
data by the NCLB subgroups (special education status, Title |
status, free/reduced-price lunch eligibility, gender, English
language proficiency, and racial/ethnic background)?

@ metis associates making a meaningful difference

43



ARKANSAS PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS EVALUATION REPORT FOR YEAR 2010-201 1

Table 19. Data Collection Tallies (Surveys and Program Documentation Received)
Student Parent Online Program
Surveys Surveys Administrator | Documents

Received Received Survey Received
Completed

Badger Academy Conversion Charter

School 8 3 v v
Blytheville Charter School and ALC 50 6 v
Cabot Academic Center of Excellence 107 23 + +
Cloverdale Aerospace and Technology 443 21 v v

= Lincoln Academic Center of Excellence 50 16 + +

o

‘n

E Lincoln Middle Academy of Excellence 369 41 + +

£

o - -

0 Mountain Home High School Career
Academies 622 37 v v
Oak Grgve Elementai.'y Health, Wellness, 186 27 N N
and Environmental Science
Ridgeroad Middle Charter School 354 13 + +
Vilonia Academy of Service and
Technology 87 7 v v
Vilonia Academy of Technology 47 I v v
Academics Plus Charter School 380 94 \/ ~
Arkansas Virtual Academy 59 163 \/ ~

2 Benton County School of Arts 459 59 \/ ~

)

£ Covenant Keepers College Preparatory

_2 Charter School 152 108 v v

o Dreamland Academy of Performing &

i o 49 I5 v —

S Communication Arts

=%

o e-STEM Elementary Public Charter School 328 25 + +
e-STEM Middle Public Charter School 139 53 + +
e-STEM High Public Charter School 17 14 + +
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Student Parent Online Program
School Surveys Surveys Administrator | Documents
Received Received Survey Received
Completed
Haas Hall Academy 292 167 + +
Imboden Area Charter School 40 10 + +
Jacksonville Lighthouse Charter School 269 38 v v
KIPP Blytheville College Preparatory
School 107 4 v v
KIPP Delta College Preparatory School 434 35 v v
LISA Academy 486 82 v —
LISA Academy—North Little Rock 260 35 + +
Little Rock Preparatory Academy 144 I v v
Total 5,948 1,118 27 25

— = No data received.
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C. ANCOVA Analyses of Student Achievement Using NCLB

Subgroups

Table 20. ITBS Reading ANCOVA Results by Race/Ethnicity Comparisons, Grade 2

Subgroup

Black

Mean Scale

Score

Mean
Difference

Degrees of

Freedom

Significance

White 165.04
Black 156.59 6.99 2 5.671 0.004*
Others 163.58
White 165.04 |.46 2 5.671 0.004*
Others 163.58

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 21. ITBS Math ANCOVA Results by Race/Ethnicity Comparisons, Grade 2
F Value

Subgroup
Black

Mean Scale

Score

Mean
Difference

Degrees of

Freedom

Significance

White 164.77
Black 167.54 0.73 2 1.710 0.182
Others 168.27
White 164.77 3.50 2 1.710 0.182
Others 168.27

Table 22. Benchmark Literacy ANCOVA Results by Race/Ethnicity Comparisons, Grades 3—

8

Subgroup
Black

Mean Scale

Score

Mean
Difference

Degrees of

Freedom

F Value

Significance

@ metis associates making a meaningful difference

White 572.73
Black 544.90 35.01 2 2493 0.084
Others 579.91
White 572.73 7.18 2 2493 0.084
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Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom
Others 579.91
Black 643.49 40.03 2 8.876 0.000%*
White 683.52
Black 643.49 65.90 2 8.876 0.000%*
Others 709.39
White 683.52 25.87 2 8.876 0.000%*
Others 709.39
Black 658.12 29.09 2 8.164 0.000%*
White 687.21
Black 658.12 19.65 2 8.164 0.000%*
Others 677.77
White 687.21 9.44 2 8.164 0.000%*
Others 677.77
Black 670.54 27.45 2 8.573 0.000%*
White 697.99
Black 670.54 15.62 2 8.573 0.000%*
Others 686.16
White 697.99 11.83 2 8.573 0.000%*
Others 686.16
Black 685.66 12.87 2 8.066 0.000%*
White 698.53
Black 685.66 35.30 2 8.066 0.000%*
Others 720.96
White 698.53 2243 2 8.066 0.000%*
Others 720.96
Black 756.55 31.97 2 17.727 0.000%*
White 788.52
Black 756.55 32.56 2 17.727 0.000%*
Others 789.11
White 788.52 0.59 2 17.727 0.000%*
Others 789.11

@ metIS aSSOCiateS making a meaningful difference 47



ARKANSAS PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS EVALUATION REPORT FOR YEAR 2010-201 1
APPENDICES

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 23. Benchmark Math ANCOVA Results by Race/Ethnicity Comparisons, Grades 3-8

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom
Black 571.34 15.83 2 2.908 0.056
White 587.17
Black 571.34 0.78 2 2.908 0.056
Others 570.56
White 587.17 16.60 2 2.908 0.056
Others 570.56
Black 610.80 31.84 2 13.149 0.000%*
White 642.64
Black 610.80 38.25 2 13.149 0.000%*
Others 649.05
White 642.64 6.41 2 13.149 0.000%*
Others 649.05
Black 626.38 30.51 2 29.335 0.000%*
White 656.89
Black 626.38 29.39 2 29.335 0.000%*
Others 655.77
White 656.89 .12 2 29.335 0.000%*
Others 655.77
Black 674.80 17.58 2 9.398 0.000%*
White 692.38
Black 674.80 7.54 2 9.398 0.000%*
Others 682.34
White 692.38 10.04 2 9.398 0.000%*
Others 682.34
Black 691.78 22.37 2 16.753 0.000%*
White 714.15
Black 691.78 20.10 2 16.753 0.000%*
Others 711.88
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Subgroup
White

Mean Scale
Score

Mean
Difference

Degrees of
Freedom

Significance

Others 711.88
Black 700.15 21.51 2 22.650 0.000*
White 721.66
Black 700.15 25.11 2 22.650 0.000*
Others 725.26
White 721.66 3.60 2 22.650 0.000*
Others 725.26

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 24. ITBS Reading ANCOVA Results by Race/Ethnicity Comparisons, Grade 9

Mean Scale Mean F Value

Subgroup Score Difference

Degrees of
Freedom

Significance

Black

White 273.29
Black 263.62 13.73 2 11.744 0.000*
Others 277.35
White 273.29 4.06 2 11.744 0.000*
Others 277.35

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 25. ITBS Math ANCOVA Results by Race/Ethnicity Comparisons, Grade 9

Mean
Difference

Mean Scale Significance

Subgroup Score

Degrees of
Freedom

Black
White 271.78
Black 267.32 5.65 2 3.007 0.050%*
Others 272.97
White 271.78 [.19 2 3.007 0.050%*
Others 272.97

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.
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Table 26. ITBS Reading ANCOVA Results by Gender Comparisons, Grade 2

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom

Table 27. ITBS Math ANCOVA Results by Gender Comparisons, Grade 2

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom

Male

Female

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 28. Benchmark Literacy ANCOVA Results by Gender Comparisons, Grades 3-8

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom
Male 536.97 52.92 I 24.252 0.000%*
Female 589.89
Male 659.10 30.76 I 10.379 0.001*
Female 689.86
Male 660.78 17.98 I 7.211 0.007*
Female 678.76
Male 670.00 22.84 I 14911 0.000%*
Female 692.84
Male 675.97 36.20 I 37014 0.000%*
Female 712,17
Male 765.89 10.12 I 3.778 0.052
Female 776.01

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 29. Benchmark Math ANCOVA Results by Gender Comparisons, Grades 3-8

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance

Grade Subgroup Score Difference Freedom

. .
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Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom
Male 572.07 18.06 I 9.802 0.002*
Female 590.13
Male 631.05 6.64 I 1.470 0.226
Female 637.69
Male 641.00 2.94 I 0.593 0.442
Female 638.06
Male 681.35 0.69 I 0.037 0.847
Female 682.04
Male 696.43 9.57 I 6.933 0.009*
Female 706.00
Male 71255 4.4| I 1.930 0.165
Female 708.14

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 30. ITBS Reading ANCOVA Results by Gender Comparisons, Grade 9

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom

Male

Female

Table 31. ITBS Math ANCOVA Results by Gender Comparisons, Grade 9

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom

Male

Female

Table 32. ITBS Reading ANCOVA Results by Title | Status, Grade 2

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom

Title |
Non-Title |
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Table 33. ITBS Math ANCOVA Results by Title | Status, Grade 2

Subgroup

Title |
Non-Title |

Mean Scale
Score

Mean
Difference

Degrees of
Freedom

F Value

Significance

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 34. Benchmark Literacy ANCOVA Results by Title | Status, Grades 3-8

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom
Title | 558.94 9.84 I 0.689 0.407
Non-Title | 568.78
Title | 681.91 [1.55 I 1.326 0.250
Non-Title | 670.36
Title | 660.98 15.74 I 5.350 0.021*
Non-Title | 676.72
Title | 677.47 6.59 I [.152 0.283
Non-Title | 684.06
Title | 687.50 9.02 I 1.811 0.179
Non-Title | 696.52
Title | 767.16 5.25 I 0815 0.367
Non-Title | 77241

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 35. Benchmark Math ANCOVA Results by Title | Status, Grades 3-8

Subgroup
Title |

Mean Scale
Score

Mean
Difference

Degrees of
Freedom

Significance

Non-Title | 585.54
Title | 641.32 10.80 I 3.577 0.059
Non-Title | 630.52
Title | 629.48 17.24 I 19.992 0.000*
Non-Title | 646.72
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Mean
Difference

Mean Scale
Subgroup Score

Degrees of
Freedom

Significance

Title |
Non-Title | 685.01
Title | 697.50 5.04 I |.467 0.226
Non-Title | 702.54
Title | 699.12 15.28 I 18.368 0.000*
Non-Title | 714.40

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 36. ITBS Reading ANCOVA Results by Title | Status, Grade 9

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom

Title |
Non-Title |

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 37. ITBS Math ANCOVA Results by Title | Status, Grade 9

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom

Title |
Non-Title |

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 38. ITBS Reading ANCOVA Results by Education Status, Grade 2

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom

Special Ed
General Ed

Table 39. ITBS Math ANCOVA Results by Education Status, Grade 2

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom
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Mean Scale Mean Degrees of Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom

General Ed

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 40. Benchmark Literacy ANCOVA Results by Education Status, Grades 3-8

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom
Special Ed 518.57 50.86 I 5.608 0.018*
General Ed 569.43
Special Ed 626.45 52.13 I 7.869 0.005%*
General Ed 678.58
Special Ed 615.96 58.23 I 17.979 0.000%*
General Ed 674.19
Special Ed 661.22 21.82 I 2.869 0.091
General Ed 683.04
Special Ed 659.33 37.38 I 9.200 0.002%*
General Ed 696.71
Special Ed 721.37 52.52 I 19.765 0.000%*
General Ed 773.89

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 41. Benchmark Math ANCOVA Results by Education Status, Grades 3-8

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance

Subgroup Score Difference Freedom

Special Ed
General Ed 583.64
Special Ed 599.66 37.81 I 14.324 0.000*
General Ed 637.47
Special Ed 643.05 3.85 I 0.245 0.621
General Ed 639.20
Special Ed 659.67 23.48 I 9.685 0.002*
General Ed 683.15
Special Ed 678.37 24.59 I [1.205 0.001*
General Ed 702.96
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Mean Scale Mean Degrees of Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom

Special Ed
General Ed

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 42. ITBS Reading ANCOVA Results by Education Status, Grade 9

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom

Special Ed
General Ed

Table 43. ITBS Math ANCOVA Results by Education Status, Grade 9

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of Significance
Subgroup Score Difference Freedom

Special Ed
General Ed

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 44. ITBS Reading ANCOVA Results by Poverty Status, Grade 2

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of | F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference | Freedom

Free/Reduced Lunch
No Free/Reduced Lunch

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 45. ITBS Math ANCOVA Results by Poverty Status, Grade 2

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of | F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference | Freedom

Free/Reduced Lunch
No Free/Reduced Lunch

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.
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.
Table 46. Benchmark Literacy ANCOVA Results by Poverty Status, Grades 3-8

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of | F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference | Freedom
Free/Reduced Lunch 561.05 55.61 I 7.670 0.006*
No Free/Reduced Lunch 616.66
Free/Reduced Lunch 670.00 36.08 I 6.223 0.013*
No Free/Reduced Lunch 706.08
Free/Reduced Lunch 668.76 33.65 I 3.848 0.050*
No Free/Reduced Lunch 702.41
Free/Reduced Lunch 680.04 36.43 I 6.869 0.009*
No Free/Reduced Lunch 71647
Free/Reduced Lunch 693.49 20.48 I 1.498 0.221
No Free/Reduced Lunch 713.97
Free/Reduced Lunch 770.62 853 I 0.475 0491
No Free/Reduced Lunch 779.15

* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 47. Benchmark Math ANCOVA Results by Poverty Status, Grades 3-8

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of | F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference | Freedom
Free/Reduced Lunch 579.54 26.23 I 5.990 0.015*
No Free/Reduced Lunch 605.77
Free/Reduced Lunch 631.47 23.34 I 7.462 0.007*
No Free/Reduced Lunch 654.81
Free/Reduced Lunch 638.51 24.34 I 6.086 0.014*
No Free/Reduced Lunch 662.85
Free/Reduced Lunch 679.12 55.46 I 43716 0.000*
No Free/Reduced Lunch 734.58
Free/Reduced Lunch 700.24 30.89 I 8.894 0.003*
No Free/Reduced Lunch 731.13
Free/Reduced Lunch 710.63 6.87 I 0.809 0.369
No Free/Reduced Lunch 703.76
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* Statistically significant difference with the probability less than .05.

Table 48. ITBS Reading ANCOVA Results by Poverty Status, Grade 9

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of Significance
Subgroup Score Difference | Freedom

Free/Reduced Lunch
No Free/Reduced Lunch

Table 49. ITBS Math ANCOVA Results by Poverty Status, Grade 9

Mean Scale Mean Degrees of | F Value Significance
Subgroup Score Difference | Freedom

Free/Reduced Lunch
No Free/Reduced Lunch
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D. Parent, Student, and School Administrator Survey Findings

Parent Survey

Table 50. Length of Children’s Charter School Enrollment
(N = 838)

Number of Years (Including This Year) Percentage

2 35%
3 31%
4 21%
5 7%
6
7
8

3%
2%
2%

Table 51. Children’s Previous School

Previous School Percentage

Regular/traditional public school 72%
Private school 13%
Home school 9%
Another charter school 6%

Table 52. Number of Children per Family Enrolled at the Charter School

Number of Children Percentage

| 59%
2 33%
3 6%
E 2%
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|
Table 53. Parent Education Level

(N =818)

Education Level Percentage

High school diploma 729,
Associate’s or 2-year degree 16%
Bachelor’s or 4-year degree 3%
Graduate degree 25%
Other 6%

Table 54. Main Reasons for Charter School Selection

(N = 804)

Reason Percentage™

Interest in the charter school’s instructional or academic program 69%
Dissatisfaction with traditional public school options and/or safety 62%
Interest in the charter school’s educational mission or philosophy 61%
Small size of this charter school or small classes 41%
Better teachers at this charter school 37%
Greater opportunities for parental involvement at this charter school 30%
Respondent’s child wanted to come to this charter school 28%
More convenient location than previous school 19%
Extended-day hours/before- and after-school programs available 18%
Child was doing poorly in previous school 16%
Child has special needs that the previous school was not addressing/meeting 1%
Not applicable 39

*Percentages may not total |00 percent as respondents were allowed to select more than one response.

Table 55. Student Academic Performance: Previous and Current Schools

Academic Performance

Total
Indicator N Excellent | Good Average | Poor Failing

Previous school 807 41% 32% 19% 7% 1%

2009-2010 charter school 829 60% 299 10% 1% 0%
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Table 56. Parent Satisfaction with Charter School

Indicator

Level of Satisfaction

Very Somewhat | Somewhat | Very
Satisfied | Satisfied Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied

Opportunities for parents to be involved or 827 79% 18% 2% 1%
participate

School safety 769 75% 20% 3% 2%
Curriculum (i.e., what the school teaches) 8728 74% 29% 3% 1%
School size 801 74% 22% 3% 1%
Quality of reading instruction 812 74% 21% 3% 2%
Class size 808 73% 21% 5% 1%
Communication with respondent’s child’s teacher 834 73% 20% 4% 3%
Quality of math instruction 819 72% 22% 5% 1%
Quality of writing instruction 814 72% 22% 4% 2%
Use of technology within the instructional program 810 71% 22% 4% 3%
School climate (i.e., the feel or tone of everyday life 776 71% 29% 5% 2%
at the school)

Extra help or special services for students when 715 74% 18% 4% 4%
needed

The individualized attention respondent’s child gets 818 71% 21% 6% 2%
Quality of student support services such as 772 71% 21% 5% 3%
guidance counseling and tutoring

Performance of the teachers (i.e., how well the 822 70% 22% 6% 2%
school teaches)

Quality of the building in which the school is 736 67% 24% 6% 3%
located

School discipline policies and practices 787 69% 21% 6% 3%
Extracurricular activities (i.e., sports programs, 752 59% 24%, 11% 6%
after-school clubs or activities)

Quality of the school facilities (i.e., school library, 691 559 28% 1% 6%
gymnasium, and science labs)

Table 57. Parent Satisfaction with Child’s Previous School

Level of Satisfaction

Indicator

Quality of reading instruction

Total
N

763

Very Somewhat | Somewhat | Very
Satisfied | Satisfied Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied

47%

32%

12%

9%

Quality of math instruction 765 4% 35% 12% 11%
School facilities 750 45% 32% 14% 9%
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Level of Satisfaction

Total |Very Somewhat | Somewhat | Very
Indicator N Satisfied | Satisfied Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied

Parent involvement/participation 756 49Y% 28% 13% 10%
Quality of writing instruction 766 45% 31% 14% 10%
School safety 757 52% 22% 12% 14%
Extra help or special services for students when 638 45% 249, 5% 16%
needed

Table 58. Quality of Previous and Current Schools

Total
Indicator N Excellent | Good Fair Poor

Previous school 791 24% 40% 24% 12%
2009-2010 charter school 818 65% 26% 7% 2%

Student Survey

Table 59. Distribution of Students by Grade Level

(N = 3,982)

9%

9%

O ® N o v A ow
o
o2

10

I 10%
)
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Table 60. Students’ Years at the Charter School

(N=3997)
Number of Years Percentage
2 years 359%
3 years 26%
4 or more years 399

Table 61. Students’ Previous School

(N = 2,576)

Regular/traditional public school 71%
Current school is student’s first 1 4%
Private school 6%
Another charter school 59,
Home school 49,

Table 62. Student Interest in Charter School

Very Somewhat | Justa Little | Not at All
Indicator Interested | Interested Interested Interested

Student interest 3,908 39% 37% 16% 8%

Table 63. Student Rating of Previous School

Indicator Excellent

Previous school 3419 28% 30% 27% 15%
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Table 64. Student Grades at Charter School

Indicator Excellent

Grades 3,896 37% 39% 20% 4%

Table 65. Student Perception of Teachers’ Expectations

Expected to Work ...

Indicator Somewhat Not at All

How hard did your teachers expect you to work? 3,976 45% 40% 12% 39

Table 66. Student Perception of Teachers’ Helpfulness

Available to Help ...

Rarely or
Indicator Sometimes | Never

How often were your teachers able to help you 3,938 35% 39Y% 20% 6%
when you needed help?

Table 67. Student Perception of Class Size

Number of Students in Class

Indicator Too Many Just Right

How did you feel about the number of students in 3917 20% 80%
your class(es)?

Table 68. Student Perception of Knowledge Gained

Knowledge Gained

Indicator Average Amount

How much did you feel you learned? 3,903 559 37% 8%
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Table 69. Student Perception of Homework

Indicator Average Amount | A Little

How much homework did you get? 3,907 33% 43% 24%

Table 70. Student Perception of Technology Use

Technology Used ...

Indicator Sometimes Rarely/Never

How often did you get to use computers and 3,903 239 26% 3% 20%
other electronics in your classes!?

Table 71. Student Perception of Behavior Disruptions

Disruptions Occurred ...

Indicator Sometimes | Rarely/Never

How often were there behavior disruptions in your | 3 gg99 24% 23% 33% 20%
classes?

Table 72. Student Perception of School Safety

Level of Safety

Somewhat | Very
Indicator Unsafe Unsafe

How safe was your school? 3,909 47% 37% 12% 4%

Table 73. Student Perception of School Cleanliness

Level of Satisfaction Reported

Somewhat
Indicator Unclean Very Dirty
How clean was your school? 3,919 299 40% 22% 99,
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School Administrator Survey

Table 74. Number of Years at Current Position

Number of Years
This is my first year 19%
| year 7%
2 years 339
3 years 4%
4 years 1%
5+ years 26%

Table 75. Number of Years at Charter School

(Total N = 27)

Number of Years Percentage

This is my first year 5%
| year 4%
2 years 1%
3 years 7%
4 years 26%
5+ years 37%

Table 76. Charter School Exemptions and Waivers

(Total N = 25)

Exemptions/VVaivers Percentage™

Teacher certification requirements 76%
Teacher hiring, discipline, and dismissal practices 48%
School calendar 329
Exemptions/waivers specified in school 28%
Establishing curriculum 249,
School day length 20%
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(Total N = 25)

Percentage™

Collective bargaining provisions 20%
School yéar length 16%
Purchasing procedures (e.g., outside bidding, more timely purchases) 8%
Student discipline policies 8%
Contractual services 4%

*Percentages may not total |00 percent as respondents were allowed to select more than one response.

Table 77. Charter School Enrollment Methods

(Total N = 25)
Enrollment Methods Percentage™
Lottery 68%
Use of zoning laws (i.e., all zoned students welcome) 28%
First-come, first-served basis (until maximum capacity is reached) 16%
Other 4%

*Percentages may not total |00 percent as respondents were allowed to select more than one response.

Table 78. Charter School Facilities Arrangements

Arrangements

Rented/leased facilities that were independent of the district

(Total N = 26)

Percentage

42%

Used district facility at no cost 39%
Purchased facilities 15%
Other 4%

Table 79. Open-Enrollment Charter Schools: Charter School Board Practices

School Board Practices Total N

Implementation of open board meetings

Percentage

17 100%
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School Board Practices Total N Percentage

Sharing of agendas and other important information prior to 16 100%
board meetings

Clear, up-to-date bylaws |4 100%
Clear procedures for the selection of board members I5 100%
Open lines of communication 16 949
Commitment to strategic planning |5 949,
Written descriptions of board members’ roles and 16 949,
responsibilities

Formal orientation and training sessions for board members 13 939
Use of available funds for continued board development I 929
Formal plan for family and community involvement 12 929
Use of advisory committees 12 86%
Identification of a board director 12 80%
Formal processes for the development of school policy I 79%
Functioning executive committee 10 77%
Responsibility of fund-raising 4 799,
Decision-making flow charts 3 7%

Table 80. Primary Methods for Instruction Delivery

(Total N = 26)

Methods

Regular integration of technology 77%
Project-based or hands-on learning 77%
Character education 73%
Individualized or tailored instruction 73%
Reduced or small class size 69%
Direct instruction 65%
Interdisciplinary instruction 62%
Cooperative learning 62%
Regular integration of fine arts 549
Multigrade classrooms 46%
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Methods

(Total N = 26)

Percentage

Alternative or authentic assessment 46%
Extended school day (before, after, summer, and/or vacation) 46%
Team teaching 359%
School-to-work concepts and strategies 31%
Theme-based curriculum 7%
Distance-learning and/or instruction via Internet 27%
Year-round or extended schooling 7%
Independent study 239
VWork-based or field-based learning 739
Home-based learning with parent as primary instructor 4%,
Other 49,

Table 81. Extended School Instructional Hours

Extended School Arrangement

(Total N = 26)

Percentage

No, we used a traditional school day and year 549
Yes, we had an extended school year, but not an extended school day 4%,
Yes, we had an extended school day, but not an extended school year 19%
Yes, we had an extended school day and year 239

Table 82. Accommodations for Special Needs Students

Accommodations

(Total N = 26)

Percentage™

Pull-out services 89%
Inclusive classrooms 89%
Self-contained special education classes 429,
Other 4%,
*Percentages may not total |00 percent as respondents were allowed to select more than one response.
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Table 83. Services for English Language Learners

(Total N = 26)
Services Percentage
ESL instruction 47%
This school did not have students with limited English—proficient students 42%
Other 4%
Self-contained bilingual education 4%
None 49,

Table 84. Student Assessment Methods

(Total N = 26)

Assessment Methods Percentage™

State benchmark exams 96%
Standardized achievement tests 96%
Teacher-assigned grades 929
State End-of-Course exams 69%
Behavioral indicators, such as attendance and suspension 69%
Student demonstrations or exhibitions 65%
Other performance-based tests 65%
Student portfolios 62%
Student demonstrations or exhibitions 50%
Other 8%

*Percentages may not total |00 percent as respondents were allowed to select more than one response.

Table 85. Instructional Staff Practices Under Charter School Status
(Total N = 24)

Practices Percentage™

Ongoing, targeted professional development 589%
Dismissal of teachers for unsatisfactory performance 549
Lack of tenure for teachers 479
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(Total N = 24)

Rewarding teachers for exemplary performance 339
Contracts for PD services with non-district providers 38%
Performance-based bonuses for teachers 299
Private fund-raising/grants development 7%
Other 17%
Higher teacher salaries (than public schools) 7%

*Percentages may not total |00 percent as respondents were allowed to select more than one response.

Table 86. Satisfaction With Parent/Community Involvement

Level of Satisfaction Reported

Total

The level of parental involvement at this school 25 32% 36% 24% 4% 4%
concerning students’ academic achievement,
attendance, and/or behavior

This school’s level of parental involvement 25 249, 36% 329 8% 0%
concerning participation in schoolwide events or
activities (e.g., Parents Club)

The level of community involvement at this 25 16% 36% 28% 16% 4%
school

Table 87. Parent/ Community Involvement Strategies

(Total N = 25)

Strategies Percentage™

Implementing parent-teacher conferences 96%
Involving parents in monitoring students’ academic progress 96%
H )

Scheduling school events to accommodate parents’ schedules 929
Involving parents in discipline-related discussions 929
Conducting parent workshops 80%
Using community resources (e.g., museums, parks, gyms) to enhance students’ 76%
learning

Establishing parent and community advisory committees 68%
Creating learning partnerships with community-based organizations 68%
Using parents and community volunteers to provide special instruction 64%
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Strategies Percentage™

Hiring a parent involvement coordinator and/or community liaison 56%
Implementing parent involvement contracts 56%
Using community sites for service learning or work-based learning opportunities 48%
Using the school as a community center 20%
Inviting parents to attend staff trainings 12%
Other 12%

*Percentages may not total |00 percent as respondents were allowed to select more than one response.

Table 88. Parent Requirements

(Total N = 25)

Requirements Percentage™

Sign a contract with the school 56%
Attend parent meetings 449,
Participate in a minimum number of hours at the school 249,
Other 249
Participate on committees or the governance board 20%

*Percentages may not total |00 percent as respondents were allowed to select more than one response.

Table 89. Charter School Issues/Challenges

Issues/Challenges Percentage

Managing public perceptions and public relations 22 41%
Facility costs 27 41%
Increasing parent and community involvement 22 329
Facility management 22 7%
Designing/delivering professional development 22 7%
Fiscal and business management 23 299
Personnel (e.g., retaining teachers) 27 18%
Selecting and implementing curricula 23 7%
General school administration 23 13%
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Issues/Challenges Total N Percentage

Other 20 10%
Charter school organization 21 59
Charter school board operations 2] 0%
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ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION — 2009-2010 AND 20102011 CHARTER SCHOOL

EVALUATION
Student Survey

Directions: The reason for this survey is to hear from you about whether your charter school is meeting
your needs. The information you provide will be used to make the program better in the future. No one
will know your responses on this survey. Using a pencil or pen, please answer the following questions by
completely filling in the circle next to your choice. We are interested in hearing what you thought of your
previous two school years (2009-2010 and 2010-2011). After finishing, please insert and seal your
survey in the envelope your teacher has. There are no risks in participating in this study. You may choose

not to participate at any time.

*%% [F YOU AGREE TO PARTICIPATE, PLEASE CHECK THIS BOX: [ s

What grade are you in this year?
Including this year, how many years have you gone to this school?

O 1 year O 2 years O 3 years O 4 or more years
Before coming to this school, where did you go to school?

O This is my first school O Was home schooled

O Attended a regular public school O Attended a private school

O Attended a different charter school

How interested were you in your school...

...last year (2010-2011 school year)? O Very O Somewhat O Just a little
...two years ago (2009-2010 school year)? O Very O Somewhat O Just a little

How were your grades...

...last year (2010-2011 school year)? O O O O
Excellent  Good Average  Poor

...two years ago (20092010 school year)? O O O O
Excellent  Good Average  Poor

O Not at all
O Not at all

O
Not sure, or I was
not at this school

O
Not sure, or I was
not at this school

6. If you went to another school before this one, how would you rate your previous school?

O Excellent O Good O Average O Poor O This is my first school
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How hard did your teachers expect you to work...

...last year (2010-2011 school year)? O Veryhard O Hard O Somewhat
...two years ago (2009-2010 school year)? O Veryhard O Hard O Somewhat

How often were your teachers able to help you when you needed help...

...last year (2010-2011 school year)? O Veryoften O Often O Sometimes
...two years ago (2009-2010 school year)? O Veryoften O Often O Sometimes

10.

How did you feel about the number of students in your class(es)...

O Not at all
O Not at all

O Rarely or Never
O Rarely or Never

...last year (2010-2011 school year)? O Too many students in my classes O Just right

...two years ago (2009-2010 school year)? O Too many students in my classes O Just right
How much did you feel you learned...

...last year (2010-2011 school year)? O Alot O An average amount O Little

...two years ago (2009-2010 school year)? O A lot O An average amount O Little

11.

How much homework did you get...

...last year (2010-2011 school year)? O Alot O An average amount O Little
...two years ago (2009-2010 school year)? O Alot O An average amount O Little

12.

How often did you get to use computers and other electronics in your classes...

...last year (2010-2011 school year)? O Veryoften O Often O Sometimes
...two years ago (2009-2010 school year)? O Veryoften O Often O Sometimes

13.

How often were there behavior disruptions in your classes...

...last year (2010-2011 school year)? O Veryoften O Often O Sometimes
...two years ago (2009-2010 school year)? O Veryoften O Often O Sometimes

14.

How safe was your school...

O Rarely or Never
O Rarely or Never

O Rarely or Never
O Rarely or Never

...last year (2010-2011 school year)? O Verysafe O Safe O Somewhat unsafe O Very unsafe
...two years ago (2009-2010 school year)? O Verysafe O Safe O Somewhat unsafe =~ O Very unsafe

15.

How clean was your school...

...last year (2010-2011 school year)? O Veryclean O Clean O Somewhat unclean O Very dirty

...two years ago (2009-2010 school year)? O Veryclean O Clean O Somewhat unclean O Very dirty

Thank you for completing this survey!
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ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION—CHARTER SCHOOL EVALUATION
Parent Survey

Directions: The Arkansas Department of Education is asking that you complete this survey as part of a
study of the public charter schools for the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years. Your experiences
with your child’s charter school will be an important part of the study. Please know that the information
you provide is confidential and that you will not be identified with any of your answers. Your participation
is voluntary and there are no known risks in participating in this study. You may withdraw from
participating at any time. Please complete and mail this survey using the postage-paid envelope within
two weeks of receiving it. If you wish to complete this survey online instead, please visit

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/CharterParentSurvey2011. Please complete only one survey per

parent unless you have children enrolled in multiple charter schools.

1) Do you agree to participate in this research study? D Yes

Background Information
2) For how many years (including this year) have you had a child enrolled in
[SCHOOL NAME]? Years

3) Where did your child attend school before enrolling in this charter school?
0 Regular/traditional public school
3 Private school
O Home school
3 Another charter school

4) How many of your children were enrolled in this charter school during the 2009-2010 year? ___
5) How many of your children were enrolled in this charter school during the 20102011 year? ___

6) Whatis your highest educational degree?
3 High school diploma
O Associate’s or 2-year degree
O Bachelor’s or 4-year degree
O Graduate degree
3 Other, please describe:

7) What were the main reasons for choosing this charter school for your child? (Check all that apply.)
O Interest in the charter school’s educational mission or philosophy
3 Child was doing poorly in his or her previous school
O Dissatisfaction with traditional public school options and/or safety
O Interest in the charter school’s instructional or academic program
O More convenient location than previous school
O3 Child has special needs that the previous school was not addressing/meeting
O Better teachers at this charter school
O My child wanted to come to this charter school
O This charter school offers extended day hours/before- and after-school programs
O Small size of this charter school or small classes
O Greater opportunities for parental involvement at this charter school
O Not applicable
3 Other, please describe:
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8) How did your child do academically at his or her previous school?
O Excellent 3 Good 3 Average 3 Poor 3 Failing

9) How did your child do academically at this charter school during the 2009-2010 year?
3 Excellent 3 Good O Average 3 Poor 3 Failing O Not applicable

10) How did your child do academically at this charter school during the 2010-2011 year?
3 Excellent 3 Good O Average 3 Poor 3 Failing O Not applicable

harter School Sati ion
11) How satisfied were you with the following areas of your child(ren)’s charter school during the 2009
2010 school year?
Very Somewhat  Somewhat Very Not

Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Not Sure Applicable

a. Curriculum (i.e., what the school

teaches). ..o viv e [ I [ [ a a a
b. Performance of the teachers (i.e.,

how well the school teaches).................. [ I [ A [ a a a
C. Class SiZ€ ..ccovcrrccerrieersee e sccceer e [ [ [ a a a
d. The individualized attention your

Child 8etS ..o O [ A [ A a a a
e. Opportunities for parents to be

involved or participate ......cccccveverrceennee. [ I [ A [ a a a
f.  Communication with your child’s

teacher ..o [ [ [ a a a
g. Quality of the building in which

the school is located.......ccccovvcvevrceeennnnn. [ I [ [ a a a

h. Quality of the school facilities (i.e.,
school library, gymnasium, and
SCIENCE 1abs) ..ccueeveceer e [ I [ [ a a a

i. Use of technology within the
instructional program .......cccccenveeiennene O [ P [ A a a a

j-  School discipline policies and
PractiCes....veivmrrccir e [ I [ [ a a a

k. Quality of student support
services such as guidance
counseling and tutoring ......c.ccceceevennenne O [ P [ A a a a

I. Extracurricular activities (i.e.,
sports programs, after-school
clubs or activities) ....c.ccceevervecerrcenecinennns [ I [ A [ a a a

M. SCNOOI SIZE cueueeeeeereeereeeeeeeeeeeee e e e e e eraraeas [ I [ [0 m) m) m)
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Very Somewhat  Somewhat Very Not
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Not Sure Applicable

n. School climate (i.e., the feel or

tone of everyday life at the

E=To] g1 o] ) I [ I [ [ a a a
0. Quality of reading instruction......c........... O [ P [ A a a a
p. Quality of math instruction.......cccceue.... [ I [ A [ a a a
g. Quality of writing instruction ................... [ I [ A [ a a a
r.  School safety...ccccvccvvcceiceeecer e [ I [ [ a a a
s. Extra help or special services for

students when needed........cccccvvcceerrnennne [ I [ A [ a a a
12) How satisfied were you with the following areas of your child(ren)’s charter school during 2010

20117

Very Somewhat  Somewhat Very Not
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Not Sure Applicable

a. Curriculum (i.e., what the school

teaches). ..o viv e [ I [ [ a a a
b. Performance of the teachers (i.e.,

how well the school teaches).................. [ I [ A [ a a a
C. Class SiZ€ ..ccovcrrccerrieersee e sccceer e [ I [ A [ a a a
d. The individualized attention your

Child 8etS ..o O [ A [ A a a a
e. Opportunities for parents to be

involved or participate ......cccccveverrceennee. [ I [ A [ a a a
f.  Communication with your child’s

teacher ..o [ I [ A [ a a a
g. Quality of the building in which

the school is located.......ccccovvcvevrceeennnnn. [ I [ A [ a a a
h. Quality of the school facilities (i.e.,

school library, gymnasium, and

SCIENCE 1abs) ..ccueeveceer e [ I [ [ a a a
i. Use of technology within the

instructional program .......cccccenveeiennene O [ P [ A a a a
j-  School discipline policies and

PractiCes....veivmrrccir e [ I [ [ a a a
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Quality of student support
services such as guidance
counseling and tutoring

I. Extracurricular activities (i.e.,
sports programs, after-school
clubs or activities)

School size
n. School climate (i.e., the feel or

tone of everyday life at the
school)

Quality of reading instruction

Quality of writing instruction

r. School safety....ccocvccvicvccnieccennn,

Extra help or special services for

students when needed.................

Quality of math instruction...........

ARKANSAS PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS EVALUATION REPORT FOR YEAR 2010-2011

13) How satisfied were you with your child(ren)’s prior school in terms of:

Quality of reading instruction

¢. Quality of writing instruction

f. Parent involvement or
participation

Extra help or special services for

students when needed.................

Q metis

Quality of math instruction...........

School safety...cccovevniecccn e,

School facilitieS.....cccceveeveeeeeiieinenns

Very Somewhat  Somewhat Very Not
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Not Sure Applicable
........... O D e Ol d m m
........... O D e Ol d m m
........... O D e Ol d m m
........... O D e Ol d m m
........... O D e Ol d m m
........... O D e Ol d m m
........... O D e Ol d m m
........... O D e Ol d m m
........... O D e Ol d m m
Very Somewhat  Somewhat Very Not
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied applicable
........... O e Dt e O O e .0
........... O e Dt e O O e .0
........... O e Dt e O O e .0
........... O e Dt e O O e .0
........... O e Dt e O O e .0
........... O e Dt e O O e .0
........... O e Dt e O O e .0
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14) How would you rate the overall quality of your child’s previous school?
3 Excellent 3 Good 3 Fair 3 Poor

15) How would you rate the overall quality of this charter school?

3 Excellent 3 Good 3 Fair 3 Poor

16) How would you rate the overall quality of this charter school...
...for the 2009-2010 school year? O Excellent 3 Good
...for the 20102011 school year? O Excellent 3 Good

O Fair
O Fair

17) What issues most concerned you about this charter school during the 2009-2010 year?

18) What issues most concerned you about this charter school during the 20102011 year?

Thank you for completing this survey.

[ Q metiS making a meaningful difference
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Arkansas Charter Schools - Administrator Survey (2009-2011)

Introduction: The Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) has asked Metis Associates, an
independent research and evaluation firm, to conduct a study of Arkansas' Public Charter Schools
for the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years. The purpose of this study is to assess the impact of

charter schools on student performance and the effects of innovative teaching and learning
practices. Because your opinions are valuable, we are asking that you take about 30 minutes to

complete this survey. All responses will remain anonymous and confidential. Responses to the items

will be reported in the aggregate and never attributed to any one individual. There are no known risks
in participating in this study, and you may withdraw your participation at anytime. The information you
provide is greatly appreciated and will be used to improve future implementation of the program.

IMPORTANT: Since you cannot return to the survey once you have closed your browser, it must be
completed in one sitting. Be certain to click the "SAVE AND COMPLETE THE SURVEY" button at
the end of the survey before closing the survey window in order to ensure that your responses are

saved.

*1. Do you agree to participate in this research study?

D Yes

D No (You will be redirected to another page)

* 2, What is the name of your school?

| |

* 3. What is your position at this school?

O Principal/Director

O Assistant Principal/Director

O Superintendent
O Other (please specify)

I |
* 4. Number of years at current position in this charter school (including current year):

O This is my first year O 3 years
O 1 year O 4 years
O 2 years O 5+ years

! Q metis making a meaningful difference
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Arkansas Charter Schools - Administrator Survey (2009-2011)

* 5. Number of overall years in this school (including current year):

O This is my first year O 3 years
O 1 year O 4 years
O 2 years O 5+ years

* 6. What exemptions/waivers from the state and district education laws, regulations, and
policies were specified in your school's charter AND put into practice during the 2009-
2010 and 2010-2011 school years at your school?

2009-2010 2010-2011

Teacher certification requirements

Collective bargaining provisions

Establishing curriculum

Purchasing procedures (e.g., outside bidding, more timely purchases)
Contractual services

Resource allocations

Teacher hiring, discipline, and dismissal practices
Student discipline policies

School calendar

School year length

School day length

Other (please specify below)

I
I

| |
*7. Which of the following enroliment methods were used at your school during the 2009-
2010 and 2010-2011 school years? (Check all that apply)

2009-2010 2010-2011

Use of zoning laws (i.e., all zoned students welcome)
Admissions criteria (i.e., competitive application process)
First-come, first-served basis (until maximum capacity is reached)

Lottery

I [
| [

Other (please specify below)

[ Q metis making a meaningful difference
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Arkansas Charter Schools - Administrator Survey (2009-2011)

g, During the 2009-10 and 2010-2011 school years, what arrangements were made for

your schools facilities? (Only choose ONE arrangement per school year)
2009-2010 2010-2011

Used district facility at no cost

Used district facility at a reduced cost

Rented/leased facilities from the district

Rented/leased facilities that were independent of the district
Purchased facilities

Other (please specify below)

N
I [

| |
9. Open Enroliment Schools only: Which of the following were regular practices of the
charter school board during the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years for this school?

2009-2010 2010-2011
Written descriptions of board members roles and responsibilities | 1 |
Identification of a board director { | | |
Clear procedures for the selection of board members | | | |
Formal orientation and training sessions for Board members [ R |
Decision-making flow charts | | | |
Formal processes for the development of school policy [ | | |
Functioning executive committee | ) 1 |
Open lines of communication [ | L |
implementation of open Board mestings n | [ n
Sharing of agendas and other important information prior to Board meetings { 11 |
Commitment to strategic planning | | L |
Clear, up-to-date by-laws | 11 ]
Formal plan for family and community involvement [ | H
Use of advisory committees { | | |
Responsibility of fund-raising [ | ] |
Use of available funds for continued board development [ | | |

! Q metis making a meaningful difference

82



ARKANSAS PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS EVALUATION REPORT FOR YEAR 2010-2011

Arkansas Charter Schools - Administrator Survey (2009-2011)

*10. What were the primary methods for delivering instruction to students at your charter
school during the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years? (Check all that apply for each

school year)
2009-2010 2010-2011

Interdiscipline instruction

Team teaching

Project-based or hands-on learning

Regular integration of technology

Character education

Individualized or tailored instruction

Direct instruction

Foreign language immersion

Theme-based curriculum

Mutli-grade classrooms

School-to-work concepts & strategies

Regular integration of fine arts

Alternative or authentic assessment
Work-based or field based learning

Cooperative learning

Reduced or small class size

Year-round or extended schooling

Extended school day (before, after, summer, and/or vacation)
Home-based learning with parent as primary instructor
Distance-learning and/or instruction via Internet
Independent study

None

Other (please specify below)

l |
*11. Did the design for this charter school include instructional hours that went beyond

the typical school year (e.g., 180 days) or the typical school day (e.g., 6.5 hours) during the
2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years? (Choose only one response per year)

2009-2010 2010-2011

|
|

No, we used a traditional school day and year
Yes, we had an extended school year, but not extended school day

Yes, we had an extended school day, but not extended school year

Lo
Lot

Yes, we had an extended school day and year

[ Q metis making a meaningful difference
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Arkansas Charter Schools - Administrator Survey (2009-2011)

12. What accommodations were available for students with special needs during the 2009-
2010 and 2010-2011 school years? (check all that apply for each year)

2009-2010 2010-2011

Self-contained special education classes

Pull-out services

Inclusive classrooms

None

This school did not have students with special needs during the 2009-2010 school year

Other (please specify below)

N
I [

| |
*43. During the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years, what services were available for
English Language Learners (ELLs)?

2009-2010 2010-2011

Self-contained bilingual education
ESL instruction
None

This school did not have students with limited English proficiency during the 2009-
2010 school year

[ OO0
[ OO0

Other (please specify below)

| |
* 14, Which of the following student assessment strategies or methods were used at this
school in 2009-2010 and in 2010-2011?

2009-2010 2010-2011

Teacher assigned grades

Student portfolios

Standardized achievement tests

State benchmark exams

State end-of-course exams

Student demonstrations or exhibitions

Student interviews or surveys

Behavioral indicators, such as attendance and suspension
Other performance-based tests

Other (please specify)

N
N

[ Q metis making a meaningful difference
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Arkansas Charter Schools - Administrator Survey (2009-2011)

15. Please give us an estimate of the percentage (%) of staff that fall into each racial/ethnic
background category among your school's 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 paid instructional
staff, including both full-time and part-time staff: (Note: each school year should add up to
100%)

2009-2010 2010-2011
White
African American
Hispanic/Latino
Asian/Pacific Islander

Other

11
I

* 16. Does your school have a waiver for teacher certification?

O ves
O v

*47. Among the full-time instructional staff, how many had full state certification for the
subjects/areas they taught in your school during the 2009-2070 and 2010-2011 school
years?

2009-2010 ’ |

2010-2011 | |

*4s. During the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years, what did the charter status allow
you to do with respect to your instructional staff that you could not have done under the

traditional school/district structure?(Check all that apply for each school year)
2009-2010 2010-2011

Higher teacher salaries (than public school)
Private fund raising/grants development

Lack of tenure for teachers

Performance-based bonuses for teachers
Ongoing, targeted professional development
Reward teachers for exemplary performance
Dismiss teachers for unsatisfactory performance

Contract for PD services with non-district providers

N
|

Other (please specify)
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Arkansas Charter Schools - Administrator Survey (2009-2011)

*19, Including the summer, how many teacher professional development days did your
charter school offer during the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years?

2009-2010 I |

2010-2011 | I

*20. Please rate the following areas for each of the past two school years (2009-2010 and
2010-2011):
2009-2010 2010-2011

The level of parental involvement at this school concerning students' academic
achievement, attendance, and/or behavior?

This school's level of parental involvement concerning participation in school-wide
events or activities (e.g., Parents Club)?

111
11

The level of community involvement at this school?

*21, During the 2009-2010 school year, which of the following strategies used at this
school involved parents or other members of the community? (Check all that apply for

each school year)
2009-2010 2010-2011

Conducting parent workshops

Inviting parents to attend staff trainings

Using parents and community volunteers to provide special instruction

Using community sites for service learning or work-based learning opportunities
Using the school as a community center

Implementing parent involvement contracts

Implementing parent-teacher conferences

Involving parents in discipline-related discussions

Involving parents in monitoring students' academic progress

Scheduling school events to accomodate parents' schedules

Creating learning partnerships with community-based organizations

Using community resources (e.g., museums, parks, gyms) to enhance students learning
Establish parent and community advisory committees

Hiring a parent involvement coordinator and/or community liaison

Other (please specify)

N
N

[ Q metis making a meaningful difference
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Arkansas Charter Schools - Administrator Survey (2009-2011)

*22. In school years 2009-2010 and 2010-2011, did your school require parents (or other
adult family members of your students) to do any of the following? (Check all that apply for

each school year)
2009-2010 2010-2011

Sign a contract with the school

Participate in a minimum number of hours at the school
Participate in a minimum number of activities
Participate on committees or the governance board

Attend parent meetings

I [
I [

Other (please specify below)

| |
*23. There are issues and challenges which might be encountered when implementing a
charter school. For each potential problem listed below, check yes if you believe it was an

issue or challenge for this school, or no if it was not an issue or challenge for this school
in 2009-2010 and/or 2010-2011.

2009-2010 2010-2011
Charter school organization
Charter school board operations
General school administration
Fiscal and business management
Personnel (e.g., retaining teachers)
Managing public perceptions & public relations
Facility management
Selecting and implementing curricula
Increasing parent & community involvement
Designing/delivering professional development

Facility costs

[T
[IRTINRELN

Other (please specify below)

| |
24, Are there any additional issues or concerns you would like to add about the 2009-2070
Charter School Program that you think might help inform the evaluation?

! Q metis making a meaningful difference
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Arkansas Charter Schools - Administrator Survey (2009-2011)

25, Are there any additional issues or concerns you would like to add about the 2010-2011
Charter School Program that you think might help inform the evaluation?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!

[ Q metis making a meaningful difference
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Section 1
Revolving Loans to School Districts

Pursuant to Arkansas Code Annotated (A. C. A.) § 6-20-802, school districts may
borrow from the Revolving Loan Program for any of the following purposes:

(1) Funding of its legally issued and outstanding postdated warrants;

(2)  Purchase of new or used school buses or refurbishing school buses;

(3) Payment of premiums on insurance policies covering its school buildings,
facilities, and equipment in instances where the insurance coverage
extends three (3) years or longer;

(4) Replacement of or payment of the district’s pro rata part of the expense of
employing professional appraisers as authorized by § 26-26-601 et seq.
[repealed] or other laws providing for the appraisal or reappraisal and
assessment of property for ad valorem tax purposes;

(5) Making major repairs and constructing additions to existing school
buildings and facilities;

(6)  Purchase of surplus buildings and equipment;

(7)  Purchase of sites for and the cost of construction thereon of school
buildings and facilities and the purchase of equipment for the buildings;

(8) Purchase of its legally issued and outstanding commercial bonds at a
discount provided that a substantial savings in gross interest charges can
thus be effected;

(9) Refunding of all or any part of its legally issued and outstanding debt,
both funded and unfunded;

(10) Purchase of equipment;

(11) Payment of loans secured for settlement resulting from litigation against a
school district;

(12) Purchase of energy conservation measures as defined in § 6-20-401; and

(13) (A)(i) Maintenance and operation of the school district in an amount
equal to delinquent property taxes resulting from bankruptcies or
receiverships of taxpayers.

(ii) Loans to school districts in an amount equal to insured facility loss or

damage when the insurance claim is being litigated or arbitrated.

(B) For purposes of this subdivision (13), the loans become payable and
due when the final settlement is made, and the loan limits prescribed
by § 6-20-803 shall not apply.

The maximum amount a school district may borrow is $500,000 (A. C. A. § 6-20-
803). Revolving loans are limited to a term of ten (10) years (A. C. A. § 6-20-
806).



STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION MEETING

AUGUST 13, 2012

APPLICATIONS FOR REVOLVING LOANS

REVOLVING LOAN APPLICATIONS:

1 School Bus $ 83,650.00



SCHOOL DISTRICTS FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS
REVOLVING LOANS

SCHOOL BUS
RECOMMEND APPROVAL
AMOUNT OF DEBT TOTAL DEBT W/THIS
DISTRICT COUNTY ADM APPLICATION RATIO APPLICATION PURPOSE
Gurdon Clark 764 $83,650.00 9.18% $5,690,405 [ Purchasing (1) 2013 71-passenger school bus.




Section 2
Second Lien Bonds

Arkansas Code Annotated (A. C. A.) § 6-20-1229 (b) states the following:

(b) All second-lien bonds issued by school districts shall have semi-annual
interest payments with the first interest payment due within eight (8) months of
the issuance of the second-lien bond. All second lien bonds shall be repaid on
payment schedules that are either:
(1) Equalized payments in which the annual payments are substantially equal
in amount; or

(2) Decelerated payments in which the annual payments decrease over the
life of the schedule.



STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION MEETING
AUGUST 13, 2012
APPLICATIONS FOR COMMERCIAL BONDS

COMMERCIAL BOND APPLICATIONS:

2 2nd Lien $ 2,545,000.00

2 $ 2,545,000.00




SCHOOL DISTRICTS FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS
COMMERCIAL BONDS

2"P LIEN
RECOMMEND APPROVAL
AMOUNT OF DEBT TOTAL DEBT W/THIS
DISTRICT COUNTY ADM APPLICATION RATIO APPLICATION PURPOSE
Completing and equipping a new middle school and
Gravette Benton 1,758 $1,500,000 12.66% $33,015,000 | softball field ($1,446,000) and cost of issuance and

underwriter's discount allowance ($54,000)

Providing funds for the following non-partnership
projects:  stadium renovations - Project #1213-
3004-701 ($570,000) and constructing and
equipping a dressing room/weight room facility at
Malvern Hot Spring 2.083 $1,0450000 7.21% $13,425,647 |the middle school - Project #1011-3004-002
($430,000) and cost of issuance and underwriter's
discount allowance ($45,000) with any remaining
funds to be used for other capital projects and
equipment purchases.




Section 3
Voted Bonds

Arkansas Code Annotated (A. C. A.) § 6-20-1201 states the following:

A school district may borrow money and issue negotiable bonds to
repay borrowed moneys from school funds for: building and
equipping school buildings; making additions and repairs to school
buildings; purchasing sites for school buildings; purchasing new or
used school buses; refurbishing school buses; providing
professional development and training of teachers or other
programs authorized under the federally recognized Qualified Zone
Academy Bond program, 26 U.S.C. § 1397E; and paying off
outstanding postdated warrants, installment contracts, revolving

loans, and lease-purchase agreements, as provided by law.



STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION MEETING
AUGUST 13, 2012
APPLICATIONS FOR COMMERCIAL BONDS

COMMERCIAL BOND APPLICATIONS:

4 Voted $ 212,580,000.00

4 $ 212,580,000.00




SCHOOL DISTRICTS FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS
COMMERCIAL BONDS

VOTED
RECOMMEND APPROVAL

DISTRICT

COUNTY

ADM

AMOUNT OF
APPLICATION

DEBT
RATIO

TOTAL DEBT W/THIS
APPLICATION

PURPOSE

Cotter

Baxter

647

$7,180,000

15.09%

$8,006,617

Refunding the District's July 1, 2003 bond issue
($2,050,000); building and equipping a performing
arts facility and gymnasium as well as constructing,
renovating and equipping other school facilities
($4,900,000); and cost of issuance, underwriter's
discount allowance and escrow contingency
($230,000)

Deer/Mount Judea

Newton

336

$1,335,000

22.08%

$5,111,894

Constructing,  refurbishing, remodeling and
equipping school facilities ($1,284,960) and cost of
issuance and underwriter's discount allowance
($50,040).

Gentry

Benton

1,383

$3,600,000

10.34%

$14,650,000

Refunding the District's March 1, 2002 and August
1, 2002 bonds ($480,000), constructing and
equipping new school facilities and renovating and
equipping existing school facilities ($3,000,000) and
cost of issuance and underwriter's discount
allowance ($120,000).

North Little Rock

Pulaski

8,354

$200,465,000

31.61%

$232,722,457

Purchasing land, constructing and equipping new
schools, constructing and equipping additions to
existing schools ($196,002,770) and cost of
issuance and underwriter's discount allowance
($4,462,230) with any remaining funds to be used
for constructing, refurbishing, remodeling and
equipping school facilities.




Qualified Zone Academy Bonds
Application Summary and
QZAB Allocation Committee Recommendation

August 13, 2012

Application #1: Fort Smith School District
Fort Smith, Arkansas

Allocation Authorization:

Use of QZAB Allocation:

Donation Information:

Date of Donation:
Recommendation:

Fiscal Agent:

$12,570,000

Repair and renovations of school facilities at the following schools:

Ballman ES Kimmons JHS
Barling ES Morrison ES
Bonneville ES Northside HS
Beard ES Orr ES
Carnall ES Pike ES
Cavanaugh ES Ramsey JHS
Cook ES Spradling ES
Darby JHS Sunnymede ES
Euper Lane ES Sutton ES
Fairview ES Tilles ES
Howard ES Trusty ES
Woods ES

Total $1,503,530.40 (present value $1,400,000.02)

Private volunteer hours among the schools listed above over ten
years. Hours include “direct instructional service hours” (mentoring,
tutoring, etc.) and “general service hours” (event volunteers,
chaperones, classroom and building support). Hours do not include

district staff volunteer hours.

71113 - 7/1/22
Approve

Stephens, Inc. —
Dennis Hunt

Page 1 of 2



Qualified Zone Academy Bonds
Application Summary and
QZAB Allocation Committee Recommendation
August 13, 2012

Application #2: Fayetteville School District
Fayetteville, Arkansas
Allocation Authorization: $1,290,000

Use of QZAB Allocation: Desktops, laptops, netbooks, carts, smartboards, iPads; upgrades
to online library system; upgrades to network operations center.

Allocation to be used at the following schools:

Asbell ES Leverett ES
Butterfield ES Owl Creek E/MS
Happy Hollow ES Washington HS
Holcomb ES Holt MS
Ramay JHS
Donation Information: Total $149,900

GovConnection, Inc. is donating $91,000 in hardware, services,
training and support.

Compass Learning is donating a total of $7,000 in professional
development for software training.

Innovative Interfaces, Inc. is donating $23,500 in technical services
related to the library system upgrade.

Presidio Networked Solutions, Inc. is donating $28,400 in services,
training, and support for network infrastructure projects.

Date of Donation: GovConnection, Inc. — 9/1/2012 to 9/1/2013
Compass Learning — 7/4/2012 to 6/30/2013
Innovative Interfaces, Inc. — 9/1/2012 to 9/1/2013
Presidio Networked Solutions, Inc. —9/1/2012 to 9/1/2013

Recommendation: Approve
Fiscal Agent: Stephens, Inc. —
Dennis Hunt

Page 2 of 2
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akGrove

ELEMENTARY

TAMMY EDWARDS, PRINCIPAL
July 6,2012

Ms. Nancy Acre

Public Charter Schools Office
Four Canitol Mall = Room 302-B
Little Rock, AR 72201

Ms. Acre and Arkansas Department of Education State Board Members,

The administration of Oak Grove Elementary Health, Wellness and Environmental Science District
Conversion Public Charter School respectfully requests an opportunity to present at the August board
meeting. We are seeking to raise our enrollment cap. Our current enrollment cap is 435. We would like
to have it increased to 487 (the maximum number legally allowable with our current staff, based on
number of teachers and student to teacher ratios). Presently, 419 students are enrolled for the
upcoming 2012-2013 school year and we anticipate that the number of students wishing to enroll will
exceed 435 prior to the beginning of the year.

Administration that would be in attendance to present would include Tammy Edwards, principal of Oak
Grove Elementary and Dr. Nick Jankoviak, Federal Programs Director and former principal of Oak Grove
Elementary.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,

Debbie Smith, Superintendent
Paragould School District

5027 Highway 135 North e Paragould, AR 72450 « (870) 586-0439 ¢ FAX (870) 586-0485



Dr. Tom W. Kimbrell
Commissionar

State Board
Of Education

Jim Cooper
Maiboume
Chalr

Brenda Gullett
Fayeiteville
Vice Chair

Dr, Jay Barth
Litfie Rock

Jog Black
Newport

Sam Ledbetter
Little Rack

Alice Maheny
Ei Dorado

Toyce Newton
Grosseft

Mireya Reith
Fayefteville

Vicki Saviers
Little Rock

ARKANSAS
DEPARTMENT
OF EDUCATION

July 19, 2012

Ms. Debbie Smith, Superintendent
Paragould School District

1501 W. Court Street

Paragould, AR 72450

Re:  Notice of State Board Hearing: Oak Grove Elementary
Health Wellness and Environmental Science

Dear Ms. Smith:

The State Board of Education will consider your request for an enrollment cap
increase for the above-referenced district conversion public charter school at
its regularly scheduled meeting on Monday, August 13, 2012. The meeting
will begin at 9:00 a.m. in the Auditorium of the Arch Ford Education

Building, Four Capitol Mall, Little Rock, Arkansas. Please attend the

" hearing and bring with you any documentation necessary for you to address

any questions the State Board of Education may have.

The hearing will be conducted pursuant to the legal authority and jurisdiction
vested in the State Board of Education by Ark. Code Ann. §6-23-101 et seq.
and the Arkansas Department of Education Rules Governing Public Charter
Schools.

Questions as to the use and setup of electronic presentations at the State
Board meeting should be directed to Ms. Phyllis Stewart, State Board Liaison,
at (501) 683-0205. Should you have any other questions, you may direct
them to the ADE Charter School Office at (501) 580-5313.

Respectfully,

7
/

]. Mark White
Staff Attorney

cc: Ms. Phyllis Stewart, State Board Office
Ms. Nancy Acre, Charter School Program Interim Coordinator



LINCOLN CONSOLIDATED SCHOOL DISTRICT

v )

“All Belong, All Learn, All Succeed”

&
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BoARD OF EDUCATION Nan(_:y Acre . b+
———— Public Charter School Office

VCor:lie l@;ey«tar 4 Capitol Mall

o Room 302-B
Secretary Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Jim Ayers
Member

Earl Hunton Dear Mrs. Acre

Kendra Moore

| would like to go before the Arkansas State School Board to surrender
the charter for the Lincoln Academic Center of Excellence (LEA 72-05-
703).

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION
OFFICE
117 Boyer Street, Suite A
Post Office Box 1127
479-824-7300
FAX 479-824-3045
Superintendent
Clay Hendrix
Federal Programs Coordinator
James Gregory
Registrar
Michelle Flickinger
Special Education Supervisor
Felicia Pasley
Child Nutrition Supervisor
Pam Caldwell
Director of Maintenance,
Janitorial, and Transporiation
Steve Flickinger

Please contact me to confirm your receipt of this letter or if you have
any questions or concerns regarding this matter.

Regards,

Jr iy st

Clay Hendrix

LINCOLN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

613 County Avenue
479-824-3010 ext. 3014
Fax: 479-824-3012
Marsha Hash, Principal
Mary Freeman, Counselor

LINCOLN MIDDLE SCHOOL

107 East School Street
479-824-3010 ext. 3019
Fax: 479-824-5566
Michele Price, Principal
Deann Dunn, Counselor

LINCOLN HIGH SCHOOL

201 East School Sireet
479-824-3010 ext. 3012
Fax: 479-824-3042
Mary Ann Spears, Principal
Farle Steele, Counselor

WELLNESS CENTER

Wellness Center Director
Marti Cousar

School Health Coordinator

Rebecca Pugh




ARKANSAS

§ DEPARTMENT

OF EDUCATION

July 19, 2012

Dr. Torn W. Kimbrell
Commissioner

State Board
Of Education

Jim Cooper
Malboume
Chair

Brenda Gullett
Fayetlaville
Vice Chair

Dr. Jay Barth
Little Rock

Joe Black
Newport

Sam Ledbetter
Liftle Rack

Alice Mahony
Ei Dgrade

Toyce Newten
Crossett

Mireya Reith
Fayetteville

Vicki Saviers
Liftte Rack

Mr. Clay Hendrix, Superintendent
Lincoln Consolidated School District
117 Boyer Street, Suite A

Post Office Box 1127

Lincoln, AR 72744

Dear Mr. Hendrix;

Re:  Notice of State Board Hearing: Lincoln Academic Center of
Excellence

Dear: Mr. Hendrix:

The State Board of Education will consider your request to surrender the
charter of the above referenced district conversion public charter school at its
regularly scheduled meeting on Monday, August 13, 2012. The meeting will

begin at 9:00 a.m. in the Auditorium of the Arch Ford Education Building,
Four Capito] Mall, Little Rock, Arkansas. Please attend the hearing and

bring with you any documentation necessary for you to address any
questions the State Board of Education may have.

The hearing will be conducted pursuant to the legal authority and jurisdiction
vested in the State Board of Education by Ark. Code Ann. §6-23-101 et seq.
and the Arkansas Department of Education Rules Governing Public Charter
Schools.

Questions as to the use and setup of electronic presentations at the State
Board meeting should be directed to Ms. Phyllis Stewart, State Board Liaison,
at (501) 683-0205. Should you have any other questions, you may direct
them to the ADE Charter School Office at (501) 580-5313.

- Respectfully,
P4 &

]. Mark White
Staff Attorney

cc: Ms. Phyllis Stewart, State Board Office
Ms. Nancy Acre, Charter School Program Interim Coordinator



ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

PUBLIC SCHOOL FUND BUDGET FY12

ADDITIONAL PUBLIC SCH EMPLOYEE HEALTH INSURANCE
ADVANCED PLACEMENT INCENTIVE
ALTERNATIVE LEARNING
ARK LEADERSHIP ACADEMY - MASTER PRINCIPAL
ARK PUBLIC SCHOOL COMPUTER NETWORK
ARKANSAS EASTER SEALS
ARKANSAS TEACHER OF THE YEAR
ASSESSMENT/END OF COURSE TESTING
AT RISK
AT- RISK CHILDREN AND YOUTH SERVICES
BETTER CHANCE GRANTS
BONDED DEBT ASSISTANCE
CONSOLIDATION INCENTIVE
CONTENT STANDARDS AND CURRICULUM FRAMEWORKS
CONTENT STANDARDS REVISION
COOP TECH CENTERS OPERATIONS
COORDINATED SCHOOL HEALTH
COURT ORDERED DESEGREGATION
CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECKS
DECLINING ENROLLMENT DISTRICTS
DEPT OF CORRECTION
DISTANCE LEARNING DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
DISTANCE LEARNING OPERATING GRANTS
DISTRESSED SCHOOL DISTRICT SUPPORT
EARLY CHILDHOOD SPECIAL EDUC
ECONOMIC EDUCATION
EDUC SERVICE COOPERATIVES
ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS
GENERAL FACILITIES FUNDING
GIFTED & TALENTED
GRANTS TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS
HIGH PRIORITY DISTRICT TEACHER RECRUIT/RET INCTV
HOME SCHOOL TESTING
HUMAN DEVELOPMENT CTR EDUC AID
INTERVENTION BLOCK GRANTS
ISOLATED FUNDING
MASTER PRINCIPAL BONUS
NAT BD PROF TEACHING STANDARDS
NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH STUDENT FUNDING
NON - TRADITIONAL LICENSURE GRANTS
OFFICE OF EDUCATION RENEWAL ZONES
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FUNDING
PUBLIC SCHOOL EMPLOYEES INSURANCE
RES CENTERS/JUVENILE DET
SCHOOL FACILITY JOINT USE SUPPORT
SCHOOL FOOD - LEGISLATIVE AUDIT
SCHOOL FOOD SERVICES
SCHOOL WORKER DEFENSE
SERIOUS OFFENDER PROGRAM
SMART START/SMART STEP
SPECIAL ED - CATASTROPHIC
SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES
SPECIAL NEEDS ISOLATED
STATE FOUNDATION FUNDING AID
STUDENT GROWTH
STUDENT SUCCESS RESEARCH DATA PILOT PROGRAM
SUPPLEMENTAL MILLAGE INCENTIVE FUNDING
SUPPLEMENTAL TRANSPORTATION
SURPLUS COMMODITIES
TEACHER LICENSURE / MENTORING
TEACHER RETIREMENT MATCHING
TECHNOLOGY GRANTS
TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENTS
URT ACTUAL COLLECTION ADJUSTMENT
WORKERS COMPENSATION
YOUTH SHELTERS
ARKANSAS / STRIVE TRANSFER
REAL PROPERTY REAPPRAISAL COSTS TRANSFER
SURETY BOND TRANSFER
TOTAL PUBLIC SCHOOL FUND

PROJECTED FUNDING
GENERAL REVENUE
MERIT ADJUSTMENT
EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE TRUST FUND
EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY FUND
ERATE CREDIT
TRANSIT TAX 949 OF 2001
TANF TRANSFER FROM DHS/DWS AFTER 2009
COURT ORDERED DESEGREGATION
FUND BALANCE - BETTER CHANCE
PSF FUND BALANCE
TOTAL PROJECTED FUNDING

FY12 FY12 FY12 BUDGET
APPROVED PROPOSED CHANGE FROM
BUDGET 8/8/11 BUDGET 6/30/12 FY12 APPR 8/8/11
$ 15,000,000 $ 15,000,000 -
825,000 825,000 -
21,149,603 22,411,009 1,261,496
500,000 500,000 -
23,474,744 23,474,744 -
193,113 193,113 -
100,000 100,000 -
24,409,349 24,409,349 -
1,688,530 1,688,530 -
500,000 500,000
111,000,000 111,000,000 -
28,455,384 28,455,384 -
4,358,183 4,358,183 -
50,000 50,000 -
161,000 161,000 -
1,200,000 1,200,000 -
2,000,000 2,000,000 -
69,814,372 69,814,372 -
25,000 25,000 -
14,418,569 13,963,389 (455,180)
5,881,973 5,881,973 -
4,760,000 4,760,000 -
7,575,000 7,575,000 -
50,000 50,000 -
16,248,000 16,248,000 -
350,000 350,000 -
6,129,270 6,129,270 -
11,115,341 11,115,341 -
8,100,000 8,100,000 -
1,085,381 1,085,381 -
67,856 67,856 -
2,100,000 2,100,000 -
250,000 250,000 -
526,150 526,150 -
302,000 302,000 -
7,896,000 7,896,000 -
90,000 161,000 71,000
10,516,160 10,516,160 -
183,114,749 183,890,391 775,642
50,000 50,000 -
1,451,135 1,451,135 -
23,682,762 23,682,762 -
37,273,600 37,273,600 -
16,115,234 16,115,234 -
500,000 500,000 -
75,000 75,000 -
1,650,000 1,650,000 -
390,000 390,000 -
1,683,067 1,683,067 -
10,666,303 10,666,303 -
11,000,000 11,000,000 -
2,802,527 2,802,527 -
3,000,000 3,000,000 -
1,854,760,060 1,854,760,060 -
28,500,000 31,728,269 3,228,269
150,000 150,000 -
10,000,000 10,000,000 -
500,000 500,000 -
1,125,065 1,125,065 -
5,008,758 5,008,758 -
8,745,151 8,745,151 -
3,602,678 3,602,678 -
500,000 500,000 -
34,500,000 34,500,000 -
450,000 450,000 -
165,000 165,000 -
200,000 200,000 -
10,830,000 10,830,000 -
85,000 85,000 -
§  2,654,442,067 $  2,659,823,294 % 5,381,227
1,904,970,389 1,904,970,389 -
184,135 - (184,135)
189,591,925 189,591,925 -
434,031,542 434,031,542 -
8,000,000 5,700,293 (2,299,707)
910,000 910,000 -
7,500,000 7,500,000 -
69,814,372 68,037,000 (1,777,372)
3,194,024 3,194,024 -
36,245,680 45,888,121 9,642,441
$ 2654442067 $  2.659.823.294 § 5,381,227




ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

PUBLIC SCHOOL FUND BUDGET FY13

ADDITIONAL PUBLIC SCH EMPLOYEE HEALTH INSURANCE
ADVANCED PLACEMENT INCENTIVE
ALTERNATIVE LEARNING

ARK LEADERSHIP ACADEMY - MASTER PRINCIPAL
ARK PUBLIC SCHOOL COMPUTER NETWORK
ARKANSAS EASTER SEALS

ARKANSAS TEACHER OF THE YEAR
ASSESSMENT/END OF COURSE TESTING

AT RISK

AT-RISK CHILDREN AND YOUTH SERVICES
BETTER CHANCE GRANTS

BONDED DEBT ASSISTANCE

CONSOLIDATION INCENTIVE

CONTENT STANDARDS AND CURRICULUM FRAMEWORKS
CONTENT STANDARDS REVISION

COOP ED TECH CENTERS OPERATIONS
COORDINATED SCHOOL HEALTH

COURT ORDERED DESEGREGATION

CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECKS

DECLINING ENROLLMENT DISTRICTS

DEPT OF CORRECTION

DISTANCE LEARNING DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
DISTANCE LEARNING OPERATING GRANTS
DISTRESSED SCHOOL DISTRICT SUPPORT
EARLY CHILDHOOD SPECIAL EDUC

ECONOMIC EDUCATION

EDUC SERVICE COOPERATIVES

ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS

GENERAL FACILITIES FUNDING

GIFTED & TALENTED

GRANTS TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS

HIGH PRIORITY DISTRICT TEACHER RECRUIT/RET INCTV
HOME SCHOOL TESTING

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT CTR EDUC AID
INTERVENTION BLOCK GRANTS

ISOLATED FUNDING

MASTER PRINCIPAL BONUS

NAT BD PROF TEACHING STANDARDS
NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH STUDENT FUNDING
NON - TRADITIONAL LICENSURE GRANTS
OFFICE OF EDUCATION RENEWAL ZONES
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FUNDING
PUBLIC SCHOOL EMPLOYEES INSURANCE
RES CENTERS/JUVENILE DET

SCHOOL FACILITY JOINT USE SUPPORT
SCHOOL FOOD - LEGISLATIVE AUDIT

SCHOOL FOOD SERVICES

SCHOOL WORKER DEFENSE

SERIOUS OFFENDER PROGRAM

SMART START/SMART STEP

SPECIAL ED - CATASTROPHIC

SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES
SPECIAL NEEDS ISOLATED
STATE FOUNDATION FUNDING AID
STUDENT SUCCESS RESEARCH DATA PILOT PROGRAM
STUDENT GROWTH
SUPPLEMENTAL MILLAGE INCENTIVE FUNDING
SUPPLEMENTAL TRANSPORTATION
SURPLUS COMMODITIES
TEACHER LICENSURE / MENTORING
TEACHER RETIREMENT MATCHING
TECHNOLOGY GRANTS
TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENTS
URT ACTUAL COLLECTION ADJUSTMENT
WORKERS COMPENSATION
YOUTH SHELTERS
ARKANSAS / STRIVE TRANSFER
REAL PROPERTY REAPPRAISAL COSTS TRANSFER
SURETY BOND TRANSFER
TOTAL PUBLIC SCHOOL FUND

PROJECTED FUNDING
GENERAL REVENUE
EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE TRUST FUND
EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY FUND
MERIT ADJUSTMENT FUND
ERATE CREDIT - APSCN

ERATE CREDIT - DISTANCE LEARNING OPERATING GRANTS

TRANSIT TAX 949 OF 2001
TANF TRANSFER FROM DHS/DWS AFTER 2009
COURT ORDERED DESEGREGATION

TRANSFER FROM PRPTY TAX RELIEF TRUST FUND (STEM)

FUND BALANCE - BETTER CHANCE
FUND BALANCE
TOTAL PROJECTED FUNDING

FY12
PROPOSED
BUDGET 6/30/12

$ 15,000,000
825,000
22,411,099
500,000
23,474,744
193,113
100,000
24,409,349
1,688,530
500,000
111,000,000
28,455,384
4,358,183
50,000
161,000
1,200,000
2,000,000
69,814,372
25,000
13,963,389
5,881,973
4,760,000
7,575,000
50,000
16,248,000
350,000
6,129,270
11,115,341
8,100,000
1,085,381
67,856
2,100,000
250,000
526,150
302,000
7,896,000
161,000
10,516,160
183,890,391
50,000
1,451,135
23,682,762
37,273,600
16,115,234
500,000
75,000
1,650,000
390,000
1,683,067
10,666,303
11,000,000
2,802,527
3,000,000
1,854,760,060
150,000
31,728,269
10,000,000
500,000
1,125,065
5,008,758
8,745,151
3,602,678
500,000
34,500,000
450,000
165,000
200,000
10,830,000
85,000

$ 2,659,823,294

1,904,970,389
189,591,925
434,031,542

5,673,759
26,534
910,000
7,500,000
68,037,000

0

3,194,024
45,888,121
2,659,823,294

FY13
PROPOSED

BUDGET 8/13/12

15,000,000
825,000
21,775,797
500,000
22,769,603
193,113
100,000
24,223,861
1,688,530
111,000,000
28,455,384
50,000
161,000
1,200,000
2,000,000
69,814,372
25,000
14,342,035
6,024,799
4,760,000
7,575,000
50,000
16,897,920
350,000
6,129,270
12,162,924
8,100,000
1,335,381
67,856
2,100,000
250,000
526,150
302,000
7,896,000
200,000
12,016,160
197,020,038
50,000
1,452,985
24,170,187
37,273,600
16,345,087
500,000
75,000
1,650,000
390,000
1,716,859
11,166,303
11,000,000
2,802,527
3,000,000
1,891,315,753

30,756,966
10,000,000

1,215,851
5,008,758
9,183,809
3,602,678
500,000
34,500,000
450,000
165,000
200,000
10,830,000
85,000
2,707,293,556

1,961,576,841
191,942,515
434,031,542
70,167
6,500,000
1,500,000
910,000
7,500,000
69,814,372
350,000
415,208
32,682,911
2,707,293,556

FY13 BUDGET
CHANGE FROM
FY12 6/30/12

(635,302)

(705,141)

(185,488)

(500,000)

(4,358,183)

378,646
142,826

649,920

1,047,583

250,000

39,000
1,500,000
13,129,647

1,850
487,425

229,853

33,792
500,000

36,555,693
(150,000)
(971,303)
(500,000)

90,786

438,658

$ 47,470,262

56,606,452
2,350,590
0
70,167
826,241
1,473,466
0
0
1,777,372
350,000
(2,778,816)
(13,205,210)
47,470,262
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

To support the decision-making process for the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) with
regards to establishing a passing score, or cut score, for the Praxis™ English to Speakers of Other
Languages (0361) test, research staff from Educational Testing Service (ETS) designed and conducted a
standard-setting study on May 22, 2012. The study also collected content-related validity evidence to
confirm the importance of the content specifications for entry-level teachers of English to Speakers of

Other Languages (ESOL).

RECOMMENDED PASSING SCORE
The recommended passing score is provided to help the ADE determine an appropriate
operational passing score. For the Praxis English to Speakers of Other Languages test, the recommended

passing score is 70 (out of a possible 110 raw-score points). The scaled score associated with a raw

score of 70 is 142 (on a 100 - 200 scale).

SUMMARY OF CONTENT SPECIFICATION JUDGMENTS
Panelists judged the extent to which the knowledge reflected by the content specifications were
important for entry-level ESOL teachers. The favorable judgments of the panelists provided evidence

that the content covered by the test is important for beginning practice.



To support the decision-making process for the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) with
regards to establishing a passing score, or cut score, for the Praxis™ English to Speakers of Other
Languages (0361) test, research staff from Educational Testing Service (ETS) designed and conducted a
standard-setting study. The study also collected content-related validity evidence to confirm the
importance of the content specifications for entry-level ESOL teachers.

The study involved an expert panel of educators. Panelists were recommended by the ADE to
participate. The ADE recommended panelists with (a) experience, either as ESOL teachers or college
faculty who prepare ESOL teachers and (b) familiarity with the knowledge and skills required of
beginning ESOL teachers. (See Appendix A for the names and affiliations of the panelists.)

The panel was convened on May 22, 2012, in Little Rock, Arkansas. The following technical
report is divided into three sections. The first section describes the content and format of the test. The
second section describes the standard-setting processes and methods. The third section presents the
results of the standard-setting study.

The passing-score recommendation for the Praxis English to Speakers of Other Languages test is
provided to the ADE. The ADE is responsible for establishing the final passing score in accordance with
applicable state regulations. The study provides a recommended passing score, which represent the
combined judgments of a group of experienced educators. The full range of a state’s needs and
expectations cannot likely be represented during the standard-setting study. Therefore, the ADE may
want to consider the recommended passing score and other sources of information when setting the final
Praxis English to Speakers of Other Languages passing score (see Geisinger & McCormick, 2010). The
ADE may accept the recommended passing score, adjust the score upward to reflect more stringent
expectations, or adjust the score downward to reflect more lenient expectations. There is no correct
decision; the appropriateness of any adjustment may only be evaluated in terms of its meeting the state’s
needs.

Two sources of information to consider when setting the passing score are the standard error of
measurement (SEM) and the standard error of judgment (SEJ). The former addresses the reliability of
Praxis English to Speakers of Other Languages test score and the latter, the reliability of panelists’
passing-score recommendation. The SEM allows a state to recognize that a Praxis English to Speakers

of Other Languages test score—any test score on any test—is less than perfectly reliable. A test score

2



only approximates what a candidate truly knows or truly can do on the test. The SEM, therefore,
addresses the question: How close of an approximation is the test score to the frue score? The SEJ
allows a state to consider the likelihood that the recommended passing score from the current panel
would be similar to the passing scores recommended by other panels of experts similar in composition
and experience. The smaller the SEJ the more likely that another panel would recommend a passing
score consistent with the recommended passing score. The larger the SEJ, the less likely the
recommended passing score would be reproduced by another panel.

In addition to measurement error metrics (e.g., SEM, SEJ), the state should consider the
likelihood of classification error. That is, when adjusting a passing score, policymakers should consider
whether it is more important to minimize a false positive decision or to minimize a false negative
decision. A false positive decision occurs when a candidate’s test score suggests he should receive a
license/certificate, but his actual level of knowledge/skills indicates otherwise (i.e., the candidate does
not possess the required knowledge/skills). A false negative occurs when a candidate’s test score
suggests that she should not receive a license/certificate, but she actually does possess the required

knowledge/skills. The state needs to consider which decision error may be more important to minimize.



OVERVIEW OF THE PRAXIS ENGLISH TO SPEAKERS OF OTHER
LANGUAGES TEST

The Praxis English to Speakers of Other Languages 7&st at a Glance document (ETS, 2011)
describes the purpose and structure of the test. In brief, the test measures whether entry-level ESOL
teachers have the knowledge believed necessary for competent professional practice.

The two hour assessment contains 120 multiple-choice questions' covering four content areas:
Foundations of Linguistics and Language Learning (approximately 48 questions); Planning,
Implementing, and Managing Instruction (approximately 36 questions); Assessment (approximately 18
questions); and Cultural and Professional Aspects of the Job (approximately 18 questions)®. The
reporting scale for the Praxis English to Speakers of Other Languages test ranges from 100 to 200

scaled-score points.

PROCESSES AND METHODS

The following section describes the standard-setting processes and methods. (The agenda for the
panel meeting is presented in the Appendix B)

The design of the standard-setting study included an expert panel. The panelists were sent an e-
mail explaining the purpose of the standard-setting study and requesting that they review the content
specifications for the test (included in the 76st at a G/ance document, which was attached to the e-mail).
The purpose of the review was to familiarize the panelists with the general structure and content of the
test.

The standard-setting study began with a welcome and introduction by the meeting facilitator.
The facilitator explained how the test was developed, provided an overview of standard setting, and

presented the agenda for the study.

' Ten of the 120 multiple-choice questions are pretest questions and do not contribute to a candidate’s score.
? The number of questions for each content area may vary slightly from form to form of the test.
4



REVIEWING THE TEST

The first activity was for the panelists to “take the test.” (Each panelist had signed a
nondisclosure form.) The panelists were given approximately an hour and a half to respond to the
multiple-choice questions. (Panelists were instructed not to refer to the answer key while taking the test.)
The purpose of “taking the test” was for the panelists to become familiar with the test format, content,
and difficulty. After “taking the test,” the panelists checked their responses against the answer key.

The panelists then engaged in a discussion of the major content areas being addressed by the test;
they also were asked to remark on any content areas that they thought would be particularly challenging
for entering ESOL teachers, and areas that addressed content that would be particularly important for

entering ESOL teachers.

DEFINING THE JUST QUALIFIED CANDIDATE

Following the review of the test, panelists internalized the definition of the Just Qualified
Candidate (JQC). The JQC is the test taker who has the minimum level of knowledge believed necessary
to be a qualified ESOL teacher. The JQC definition is the operational definition of the passing score.
The goal of the standard-setting process is to identify the test score that aligns with this definition of the
JQC.

The panel developed the JQC definition. The panelists were split into smaller groups, and each
group was asked to write down its definition of a JQC. Each group referred to the Praxis English to
Speakers of Other Languages 76st at a Glanceé to guide their definition. Each group posted its definition
on chart paper, and a full-panel discussion occurred to reach a consensus on a definition (see Appendix

C for the definition).

PANELISTS” JUDGMENTS

The standard-setting process for the Praxis English to Speakers of Other Languages test was a
probability-based Angoff method (Brandon, 2004; Hambleton & Pitoniak, 2006). In this approach, for
each question, a panelist decides on the likelihood (probability or chance) that a JQC would answer it
correctly. Panelists made their judgments using the following rating scale: 0, .05, .10, .20, .30, .40, .50,
.60, .70, .80, .90, .95, 1. The lower the value, the less likely it is that a JQC would answer the question



correctly, because the question is difficult for the JQC. The higher the value, the more likely it is that a
JQC would answer the question correctly.

The panelists were asked to approach the judgment process in two stages. First, they reviewed
the definition of the JQC and the question and decided if, overall, the question was difficult for the JQC,
easy for the JQC, or moderately difficult/easy. The facilitator encouraged the panelists to consider the

following rule of thumb to guide their decision:

e difficult questions for a JQC were in the 0 to .30 range;
e moderately difficult/easy questions for a JQC were in the .40 to .60 range; and

e casy questions for a JQC were in the .70 to 1 range.

The second decision was for panelists to decide how they wanted to refine their judgment within
the range. For example, if a panelist thought that a question was easy for a JQC, the initial decision
located the question in the .70 to 1 range. The second decision was for the panelist to decide if the
likelihood of answering it correctly was .70, .80, .90, .95, or 1.0. The two-stage decision-process was
implemented to reduce the cognitive load placed on the panelists. The panelists practiced making their

standard-setting judgments on several questions on the test.

JUDGMENT OF CONTENT SPECIFICATIONS

In addition to the standard-setting process, the panel judged the importance of the knowledge
stated or implied in the content specifications for the job of an entry-level ESOL teacher. These
judgments addressed the perceived content-based validity of the test. Judgments were made using a
four-point scale — Veéry Important, Important, Slightly Important, and Not Important. Each panelist

independently judged the content categories and supporting statements.



RESULTS

EXPERT PANEL

A summary of the panelists’ demographic information are presented in Table 1. The panel
included 14 educators. (See Appendix A for a listing of panelists.) In brief, three panelists were teachers,
three were college faculty, and eight were administrators or department heads. All of the panelists who
were college faculty were currently involved in the training or preparation of ESOL teachers. Twelve
panelists were White and two were Black or African American. Thirteen panelists were female. Less
than half of the panelists (6 of the 14 panelists) had 11 or fewer years of experience as a teacher.

Table 1
Panel Member Demographics

N %

Current Position

Teacher 3 21%

Administrator/Department Head 8 57%

College Faculty 3 21%
Race

White 12 86%

Black or African American 2 14%
Gender

Female 13 93%

Male 1 7%
Are you currently certified to teach this subject in your state?

Yes 12 86%

No 2 14%




Table 2 (continued)
Panel Member Demographics

N %
Are you currently teaching this subject in your state?
Yes 8 57%
No 6 43%
Are you currently supervising or mentoring other teachers of this
subject?
Yes 10 71%
No 4 29%
At what K-12 grade level are you currently teaching this subject?
Elementary (K-5 or K-6) 1 7%
High School (9-12 or 10-13) 2 14%
All Grades 5 36%
Not currently teaching at the K-12 level 6 43%
Including this year, how many years of experience do you have teaching this subject?
3 years or less 1 7%
4 -7 years 3 21%
8 - 11 years 2 14%
12 - 15 years 2 14%
16 years or more 6 43%
Which best describes the location of your K-12 school?
Urban 3 21%
Suburban 5 36%
Rural 3 21%
Not currently working at the K-12 level 3 21%

If you are college faculty, are you currently involved in the training/preparation of
teacher candidates in this subject?

Yes 3 21%
No 0 0%
Not college faculty 11 79%

INITIAL EVALUATION

The panelists completed an initial evaluation after receiving training on how to make standard-
setting judgments. The primary information collected was the panelists indicating if they had received
adequate training to make their standard-setting judgments and were ready to proceed. All panelists
indicated that they were prepared to make their judgments.
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SUMMARY OF STANDARD-SETTING JUDGMENTS

The standard-setting judgments are summarized in Table 2. The numbers in the table are the
recommended passing scores—the number of raw points needed to “pass” the test—for each panelist.
The panel’s average recommended passing score and highest and lowest passing scores are reported, as
are the standard deviation (SD) of panelists’ passing scores and the standard error of judgment (SEJ).

The SEJ is one way of estimating the reliability or consistency of a panel’s standard-setting
judgments®. It indicates how likely it would be for several other panels of educators similar in makeup,
experience, and standard-setting training to the current panel to recommend the same passing score on
the same form of the test.

The panel’s passing score recommendation for the Praxis English to Speakers of Other
Languages test is 69.54 (out of a possible 110 raw-score points). The value was rounded to the next
highest whole number, 70, to determine the functional recommended passing. The scaled score

associated with 70 raw points is 142.

3 An SEJ assumes that panelists are randomly selected and that standard-setting judgments are independent. It is seldom the
case that panelists are randomly sampled. The SEJ, therefore, likely underestimates the uncertainty of passing scores
(Tannenbaum & Katz, in press).



Table 2

Passing Score Summary

Panelist Passing Score

1 81.30

2 87.35

3 70.90

4 64.80

5 61.70

6 53.55

7 74.90

8 63.95

9 73.35

10 73.85

11 66.20

12 60.20

13 77.70

14 63.75

Average 69.54

Lowest 53.55

Highest 87.35

SD 9.15

SEJ 2.45
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Table 3 presents the standard error of measurement (SEM) for the Praxis English to Speakers of
Other Languages test’. A standard error represents the uncertainty associated with a test score. The raw
and scaled scores associated with 1 and 2 SEMs above and below the recommended passing score are
provided
Table 3

Passing Scores Within 1 and 2 SEMs of the Recommended Passing Score’

Recommended passing score (SEM) Scale score equivalent
70 (4.15) 142
-2 SEMs 62 134
-1 SEM 66 138
+1 SEM 74 146
+2 SEMs 78 151

SUMMARY OF CONTENT-SPECIFICATION JUDGMENTS

Panelists judged the extent to which the knowledge reflected by the content specifications was
important for entry-level ESOL teachers. Panelists rated the knowledge statements on a four-point scale
ranging from Very Important to Not Important. The panelists’ ratings are summarized in Appendix D
(see Table D1). All but one of the 15 knowledge statements were judged to be Very Important or
Important by at least two-thirds (or 10) of the 14 panelists.

* The raw score SEM value included in this report are updated as data become available. The SEM values listed in each
edition of Understanding Your Praxis Scores (http://www.ets.org/Media/Tests/PRAXIS/pdf/uyps_web.pdf) are scaled score
SEM values based on candidate scores on one or more test forms.
5 The unrounded SEM value is added to or subtracted from the unrounded passing score recommendation. The resulting
values are rounded up to the next highest whole number and the rounded values are converted to scaled scores.
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SUMMARY OF FINAL EVALUATIONS
The panelists completed a final evaluation at the conclusion of their standard-setting study. The
final evaluation asked the panelists to provide feedback about the quality of the standard-setting
implementation. A summary of the final evaluation results is presented in Appendix D (see Table D2).
All panelists strongly agreed that they understood the purpose of the study. All panelists strongly
agreed or agreed that the facilitator’s instructions and explanations were clear, and they were prepared
to make their standard-setting judgments. All panelists Strongly agreed or agreed that the standard-

setting process was easy to follow.
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SUMMARY

To support the decision-making process for the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) with
regards to establishing a passing score, or cut score, for the Praxis™ English to Speakers of Other
Languages (0361) test, research staff from Educational Testing Service (ETS) designed and conducted a
standard-setting study on May 22, 2012. The study also collected content-related validity evidence to
confirm the importance of the content specifications for entry-level ESOL teachers.

The recommended passing score is provided to help the ADE determine an appropriate
operational passing score. For the Praxis English to Speakers of Other Languages test, the recommended
passing score is 70 (out of a possible 110 raw-score points). The scaled score associated with a raw
score of 70 is 142 (on a 100 - 200 scale).

Panelists judged the extent to which the knowledge reflected by the content specifications were
important for entry-level ESOL teachers. The favorable judgments of the panelists provided evidence

that the content covered by the test is important for beginning practice.
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PANELISTS’ NAMES & AFFILIATIONS
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Praxis English to Speakers of Other Languages

Panelist
LaDonna Brewer

Karen Broadnax

Julia A. Correia
Cleytus Dixon Coulter
Grace Youmans Davis
Lynn Faught

Rodney D. Fulton
Renee Hill

Judy Hobson

Patricia Holliday
Andrea Martin

Sarah Merayo

Leslie Moore

Joyce R. Richey

Affiliation
Van Buren School District

Little Rock School District
Henderson State University
Hope Public Schools

John Brown University
Farmington Schools
Rogers Public Schools
Little Rock School District
ESOL Consultant, Retired
Rogers Public Schools
Green Forest Schools
Bryant School District
Siloam Springs School District

Batesville School District
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APPENDIX B

STUDY AGENDA



AGENDA

Praxis English to Speakers of Other Languages (0361)

Standard-setting Study

Registration and Breakfast

Welcome and Introduction

Overview of Study

Take the Test and Self-Score

BREAK

Discuss the Test Content

Discuss the Just Qualified Candidate (JQC)

LUNCH

Define the Just Qualified Candidate (JQC) - Continued

Training for Standard Setting Judgments

Complete Standard Setting Judgments

BREAK

Specification Judgment

Complete Final Evaluation

Collect Materials and Adjourn
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APPENDIX C

JUST QUALIFIED CANDIDATE (JQC) DEFINITION
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DESCRIPTION OF A JUST QUALIFIED CANDIDATE
PRAXISTM ENGLISH TO SPEAKERS OF OTHER LANGUAGES (0361)

(Developed for the ADE)

AJQC...

e Recognize the differences among languages in terms of syntax, semantics and how combinations
of words convey meaning.

e Applies concepts of pragmatics and sociolinguistics to social and academic language functions.

e Apply the principles of L1 and L2 acquisition and literacy development through research-based
models (cognitive, behaviorist, constructivist).

e Apply stages of second language learning through language modeling, comprehensible input and
scaffolding in language learning.

e Apply characteristics and theoretical foundation of second language learning by identifying
appropriate strategies to organize learning around content and language objectives aligned to
standards.

¢ Identify culturally responsive age appropriate and linguistically accessible materials and
resources that support ESL and content instruction.

e Identify and use information from appropriate assessments to inform a variety of decisions
(placement) content/literacy lesson planning and differentiation.

e Apply appropriate accommodations to both classroom and standardized assessments of ELL’s.
e Understands the role cultural variables have in language and content learning.

e Know the importance of pursuing opportunities to grow in the field of ESL by indentifying
relevant research practices, issues and organization pertaining to the education ELL’s.
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APPENDIX D

RESULTS FOR PRAXIS ENGLISH TO SPEAKERS OF OTHER
LANGUAGES
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Table D1
Specification Judgments— English to Speakers of Other Languages

Very Slightly Not
Important Important Important Important
N % N % N % N %

|.  Foundations of Linguistics and Language Learning 6 43% 7 50% 1 7% 0 0%
e Linguistic Theory 3 21% 4 29% 6 43% 1 7%

e Language in Culture 8 57% 5 36% 1 7% 0 0%

e Second-Language Learning 13 93% 1 7% 0 0% 0 0%

e Literacy 8 57% 5 36% 1 7% 0 0%

II.  Planning, Implementing, and Managing Instruction 12 86% 2 14% 0 0% 0 0%
e Instructional Theory 5 36% 9 64% 0 0% 0 0%

e Teaching Techniques 11 79% 3 21% 0 0% 0 0%

e Materials 4 29% 9 64% 1 7% 0 0%

e Managing the Classroom and Students 6 43% 7 50% 1 7% 0 0%

I1l. Assessment 7 50% 7 50% 0 0% 0 0%
e Knowledge of Tests and Standards 5 36% 9 64% 0 0% 0 0%

e Appropriate Use of Tests 9 64% 4 29% 1 7% 0 0%

e Interpreting and Applying Assessment Results 9 64% 4 29% 1 7% 0 0%

V. Cultural and Professional Aspects of the Job 10 71% 3 21% 1 7% 0 0%
e Cultural Understanding 13 93% 1 7% 0 0% 0 0%

e Legal and Ethical Issues 7 50% 7 50% 0 0% 0 0%

e Role of the ESL Teacher 8 57% 6  43% 0 0% 0 0%

e Professional Development 7 50% 7 50% 0 0% 0 0%
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Table D2
Final Evaluation

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
N % N % N % N %
e T understood the purpose of this study. 14 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
e The instructions and explanations provided 13 93% 1 70 0 0% 0 0%
by the facilitators were clear.
e The opportunity to “take the test” and to 14 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
discuss the test content was useful.
e The opportunity to practice makin
standfrlc)l setting judlg);ments was usgful. 13 93% ! 7% 0 0% 0 0%
e The training for the standard setting
judgments was adequate to give me the 13 93% 1 70 0 0% 0 0%
information I needed to complete my
assignment.
e The process of making the standard setting 13 939 1 7% 0 0% 0 0%

judgments was easy to follow.
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ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
RULES ANDREGUEAHONS
GOVERNING PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENT SERVICES

Revised-September1999

1.00 REGULATORY AUTHORITY

2.00

1.01

1.02

These regulations rules shall be known as Arkansas Department of Education
Regulatiens Rules Governing Public School Student Services.

These regulations rules are enacted pursuant to the State Board of Education’s
authority under Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-1001 et seq. and Arkansas-Cede

Annotated-§-6-18-1003-(Repk1993) and Ark. Code Ann. § 6-11-105 Repk
19933,

LEGISLATIVE INTENT AND PURPOSE

2.01

It is the intent of the General Assembly. as set forth in the Public School Student

2.042

2.023

Services Act:

2.01.1 To articulate the functions served by each of the components of a program
of student services:

2.01.2 That each school district develop and implement a plan for providing
student services to all students in the public school system, including area
vocational technical schools; and

2.01.3 That student services coordinators be given time to fulfill their
responsibilities under Title 6, Chapter 18. Subchapter 10 of the Arkansas
Code.

The purpose of these regulations rules is to provide guidance to local school
Districts and the Department of Education in complying with requirements of

Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-1001 et seq. through-§-6181008-(Repk1993)(Supp-
199 Has-amended], the Public School Student Services Act.

The further purposes of these regulations rules are to:

2.03.1 Describe the student services program at all educational levels for which
the school board of directors is responsible;

2.023.42 Establish criteria for the development by each school of a building-based
of student services plans which reflects input from parents, teachers,
principals, students, and other agencies.




2.023.23 Identify alternative student services personnel who do not meet
traditional graduate school requirements and who may be used by the

school board of directors in providing the recommended student

services, including without limitation: paraprofessionals, teachers,

parents, and representatives of business and industry, and

to-providestudentservices:

2.023.34 Establish minimum standards for all areas of student services personnel.

3.00 DEFINITIONS

3.01 “Student services program’ means a coordinated effort. which shall include,

without limitation:

3.01.1 Guidance and counseling services, which shall include, without limitation:

3.01.1.1

The availability of individual and group counseling to all

3.01.1.2

students;

Orientation programs for new students at each level of

3.01.1.3

education and for transferring students:

Academic advisement for class selection by establishing

3.01.14

academic goals in elementary, middle, and high school;

Consultation with parents, faculty, and out-of-school

3.01.1.5

agencies concerning student problems and needs:

Utilization of student records and files:

3.01.1.6

Interpretation of augmented, criterion-referenced, or norm-

3.01.1.7

referenced assessments and dissemination of results to the
school, students, parents, and community;

The following up of early school dropouts and graduates:

3.01.1.8

A school-initiated system of parental involvement;

3.01.1.9

An organized system of informational resources on which

3.01.1.10

to base educational and vocational decision making:

Educational, academic assessment, and career counseling,

including advising students on the national college




3.01.2

3.01.1.11

assessments, workforce opportunities, and alternative
programs that could provide successful high school
completion and postsecondary opportunities for students;

Coordinating administration of the Test for Adult Basic

3.01.1.12

Education or the General Educational Development pretest
to students by designating appropriate personnel, other than
the school guidance counselor, to administer the tests;

Classroom guidance, which shall be limited to forty-minute

3.01.1.13

class sessions, not to exceed three (3) per day or ten (10)
per week:; and

Guidance in understanding the relationship between

classroom performance and success in school:

Psychological services, which shall include, without limitation:

3.01.3

3.01.2.1

Evaluation of students with learning or adjustment

3.01.2.2

problems;

Evaluation of students in exceptional child education

3.01.2.3

programs;

Consultation and counseling with parents, students, and

3.01.2.4

school personnel to ensure that all students are ready to
succeed and that all students are preparing for college and
work;

A system for the early identification of learning potential

3.01.2.5

and factors that affect the child's educational performance;

A system of liaison and referrals, with resources available

3.01.2.6

outside the school: and

Written policies that assure ethical procedures in

psychological activities:

Visiting teacher and school social work services, which shall include,

without limitation:

3.01.3.1

Providing casework to assist in the prevention and

remediation of problems of attendance, behavior,
adjustment, and learning: and




3.01.4

3.01.3.2 Serving as liaison between the home and school by making
home visits and referring students and parents to
appropriate school and community agencies for assistance;

Career services, which shall include, without limitation, the dissemination

3.01.5

of career education information, appropriate course-taking patterns, and

the effect of taking more rigorous courses so that students are better

prepared for college and work success:

Group conflict resolution services, which shall include, without limitation:

3.01.6

3.01.5.1

Educational and social programs that help students develop

3.01.5.2

skills enabling them to resolve differences and conflicts
between groups:

Programs designed to promote understanding, positive

3.01.5.3

communication, and greater utilization of a race relations
specialist or human relations specialist to assist in the
development of intergroup skills; and

Programs designed to prevent bullying;

Health services, which shall include, without limitation:

3.01.6.1

Students with special health care needs, including the

3.01.6.2

chronically ill, medically fragile, and technology-
dependent, and students with other health impairments shall
have individualized health care plans;

Invasive medical procedures required by students and

3.01.6.3

provided at the school shall be performed by trained,
licensed personnel who are licensed to perform the task
subject to Ark. Code Ann. § 17-87-102(6)(D) or other
professional licensure statutes, unless permitted under Ark.
Code Ann. § 17-87-103(10) and (11).The regular classroom
teacher shall not perform these tasks, except that public
school employees may volunteer to be trained and
administer glucagon to a student with type 1 diabetes in an
emergency situation permitted under Ark. Code Ann. § 17-
87-103(11); and

Custodial health care services required by students under

individualized health care plans shall be provided by
trained school employees other than the regular classroom
teachers; and




3.01.7 The distribution of a suicide prevention public awareness program
developed for distribution by the Arkansas Youth Suicide Prevention Task
Force.

4.00 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS OF THE PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENT
SERVICES ACT

4.01

Fach school district shall develop and implement a plan that ensures that

4.02

individual student services are coordinated in a manner utilizing such techniques
as differentiated staffing so as to make maximum use of the contribution of each
service. Only those personnel trained and certified in the appropriate specialty or
following a Department of Education’s deficiency removal plan (additional
licensure plan (ALP)) will be assigned to carry out the duties of each service.

Each school district plan shall reflect the use of alternative methods of classroom

4.03

management. Such methods may include, without limitation:

4.02.1 Behavioral contracting:

4.02.2 Dispute resolution;

4.02.3 Classroom meetings:

4.02.4 Logistical consequences;

4.02.5 Assertive discipline:

4.02.6 Behavior modification; and

4.02.7 Career and academic counseling.

Each school district plan shall provide for a district-level tracking system for

4.04.

school dropouts and for students who fail to reach proficiency on state-mandated
assessments. The tracking system shall include provisions for student services
personnel in all schools to conduct exit interviews of students who are dropping
out of school and for follow-up of such students when possible.

The superintendent of a school district not in substantial compliance with the

4.05

terms of its plan may be requested to appear before the Senate Interim Committee
on Education and the House Interim Committee on Education.

School counselors shall spend at least seventy-five percent (75%) of work time

each month during the school year providing direct counseling related to students
and shall devote no more than twenty-five percent (25%) of work time each
month during the school year to administrative activities provided that th