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INTRODUCTION

The Board of Trustees of the State University of New York (“SUNY Trustees™), jointly with the New
York State Board of Regents, are required by law to provide oversight sufficient to ensure that each
charter school that the SUNY Trustees have authorized is in compliance with applicable law and the
terms of its charter. The SUNY Trustees, however, consistent with the goals of the Charter Schools
Act of 1998, view their oversight responsibility more broadly and positively than purely monitoring
compliance, Accordingly, they have adopted policies that require the Charter Schools Institute (“the
Institute”) to provide ongoing evaluation of SUNY authorized charter schools. By providing this
oversight, the SUNY Trustees and the Institute seek to accomplish three goals:

» Document Performance. The Institute collects information to build a database of a
school’s performance over time. By evaluating the school periodically, the Institute can
more clearly ascertain trends, determine areas of strength and weakness, and assess the
school’s likelihood for continued success or failure. Having information based on past
patterns, the Institute is in a better position to make recommendations regarding the
renewal of each school’s charter, and the State University Trustees are better informed in
making a decision on whether a school’s charter should be renewed. In addition, a school
will have a far better sense of where they stand in the eyes of its authorizer.

o Facilitate Improvement. By providing substantive information about the school’s
academic, fiscal and organizational strengths and weaknesses to the school’s board of
trustees, administration, faculty and other staff, the Institute can play a role in helping the
school identify areas for improvement.

¢ Disseminate Information. The Institute disseminates information about the school’s
performance not only to its board of trustees, administration and faculty, but to all
stakeholders, including parents and the larger community in which the school is located.

This annual School Evaluation Report includes three primary components. The Executive Summary
of School Evaluation Visit provides an overview of the primary conclusions of the evaluation team
regarding the current visit to the school, summarizing areas of strength and areas for growth. A
summary of conclusions from previous school evaluations is also provided, if applicable, as
background and context for the current evaluation. The second section, titled School Overview,
provides descriptive information about the school, including enroliment and demographic data, as
well as summary historical information regarding the life of the school. Finally, in a third section
entitled School Evaluation Visit, this report presents the analysis of evidence collected during an
evaluation visit conducted in the current school year, with an italicized paragraph that introduces
each specific benchmark and provides a summarizing conclusion.

Because of the inherent complexity of an organization such as a school, this Evaluation Report does
not contain a single rating or comprehensive indicator that would indicate at a glance the school’s
prospects for renewal. It does, however, summarize the various strengths of the school and notes
areas in need of improvement as compared to the State University Charter Renewal Benchmarks. To
the extent appropriate and useful, we encourage school boards to use this evaluation report in
ongoing planning and school improvement efforts.
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Background

Institute evaluations of SUNY authorized charter schools are organized by a set of benchmarks that
address the academic success of the school, including teaching and learning (e.g., curriculum,
instruction, and assessment), and the effectiveness and viability of the school as an organization,
including such items as governance and management. Entitled the State University of New York
Charter Renewal Benchmarks, these established criteria are used on a regular and ongoing basis to
provide schools with a consistent set of expectations leading up to renewal.

While the primary focus of the visit is an evaluation of the school’s academic program and
organizational capacity, issues regarding compliance with applicable state and federal laws and
regulations may be noted (and subsequently addressed); where the Institute finds serious deficiencies
in particular relating to student health and safety, it may take additional and immediate action.
However, monitoring for compliance is not the principal purpose of the visit.

This is an analysis of the observations and conclusions from this year’s evaluation, along with
supporting evidence. Some benchmarks are covered in greater detail than others in an effort to
highlight areas of concern at the school and provide additional feedback in these areas. Finally,
information regarding the conduct of the evaluation, including the date of the visit and information
about the evaluation team, is provided.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF SCHOOL EVALUATION VISIT

The Charter Schools Institute conducted a school evaluation visit to the University Preparatory
Charter School for Young Men (“University Prep”) on February 3, 2011. While University Prep is in
its first year of operation, the Institute holds all schools accountable to the Renewal Benchmarks with
consideration given to its point in the charter period. A school in its first year is expected to have
begun to build systems and procedures that would provide a platform for delivering effective
instruction to improve student learning and achievement. Based on an analysis of evidence from the
evaluation visit, University Prep has not established the systems and procedures that would put it on
a trajectory towards meeting the Renewal Benchmarks by the time of renewal. This conclusion is
drawn from a variety of indicators which are discussed more fully later in the report. Some of the
more salient indicators include the following.

Academic Success

Areas of Strength

e School-developed resources show a focus on inquiry based learning and the
incorporation of higher order thinking skills into lessons.

e School leaders instill high expectations for the implementation of the school’s inquiry
based instructional program, demonstrating a commitment to the development of
higher order thinking skills in students.

e The school’s professional development on lesson plan format has been effective.

Areas for Growth

s Teachers have access to a variety of instructional materials, but these materials are
not sufficient to meet the needs of all students.

« In many classes, instruction lacks scaffolding and thorough exploration of topics
which results in a lack of student engagement. Students demonstrate difficulty in
fully comprehending instructional material.

¢ Many classrooms have multiple teachers, however teachers are often unclear about
their role and do not use their time effectively.

e In the six months since opening, the school has not yet evaluated teachers on their
performance.

e While the school devotes adequate resources to serving at-risk students, it lacks a
systematic approach to identifying and serving these students.

o Most observed teachers lack effective classroom management techniques, which
interferes with student learning.

e Teachers regularly gather assessment and evaluation data but do not utilize a
schoolwide assessment system to analyze data for improving instructional
effectiveness and student learning.

Charter Schools Institute B Evaluation Report 3



SCHOOL OVERVIEW

Opening Information

Date Initial Charter Approved by SUNY Trustees

June 16, 2009

Date Initial Charter Approved by Operation of Law

February 14, 2010

School Opening Date

September, 2010

Location

School Year(s) | Location(s) Grades District
2010-11 through Rochester City School
present 180 Raines Park Rochester, NY All District

Current Mission Statement

The mission of University Preparatory Charter School for Young Men is to establish a single-sex education
option in the City of Rochester with an engaging learning environment and informed practices that are
effective for young men. The school will be available to all city residents who choose to have their children
educated in a single-sex education environment, regardless of their ability to meet high tuition costs.

Current Key Design Elements

Single-sex education;

Individualized learning;

Substantive content;

Daily advisory; and

Continuous relationship building.

School Characteristics

Original Original
Chartered Actual Chartered Days of
School Year Enrollment Enrollment’ Grades Actual Grades Instruction
2010-11 150 160 7-8 7-8 181

' Source: SUNY Charter School Institute’s Official Enrollment Binder. (Figures may differ slightly from New York State Report

Cards, depending on date of data cellection.)
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Current Board of Trustees®

Board Member Name Position/Committees
Joseph Munno Principal/Executive Committee
Melissa Piccarreto Trustee
Dr. Michael Robinson Board President/Executive Committee
Maria Scalise Secretary/Executive Committee
Sam Valleriani Trustee
Jose M. Vazquez Jr. Vice President of Policy and Bylaws/Executive
Commitiee
School Leader(s)
School Year Schpol Leader(s) Name and Title

2010-11 to Present

Joseph Munno, Principal

School Visit History
Evaluator
School Year Visit Type {Institute/External) Date
2030-11 First-Year Institute February 3, 2011

2 . . .
Source: Institute board information.
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SCHOOL EVALUATION VISIT

Benchmark Conclusions and Evidence

Use of Assessment Data (Benchmark 1.B)

Teachers gather assessment and evaluation data but do not have a schoolwide assessment system for
improving instructional effectiveness and student learning. Some teachers use assessment data to
adjust whole class instruction but clear procedures and expectations for the use of assessment data
fo meet individual student needs are not evident.

Teachers at University Prep regularly gather assessment and evaluation data and administer a wide
variety of assessments. Teachers primarily use state practice exams and their own teacher-created
exams. The school does not utilize a schoolwide assessment system for improving instructional
effectiveness and student learning. The teachers are expected to analyze assessment data using their
own analytic tools rather than a common template. Based on a visit team review, the teachers’
analyses of achievement data do not allow for comparison across teachers or show trends from one
exam to another.

The teachers generally create exams based on the objectives they teach during a given time period.
School leaders provide little oversight to ensure the alignment of these exams to state standards.
Additionally, teachers do not coordinate with other teachers on exam development. The director of
instruction indicated that some teachers provide him with copies of the exams prior to administration,
but others do not.

Teachers report not having clear procedures for using assessment data for adjusting whole-class
instruction or for meeting individual student needs. Teachers indicate that if an assessment shows
that students lack mastery of a particular skill, they integrate the skill into future lessons. However,
the teachers also report not receiving training on how to use data to adjust their instruction. The
director of instruction indicates that teachers have the flexibility to adjust instruction based on
assessment data but that there is no formal process for them to document the changes. He also
indicates that teachers are expected to use formative assessments to ensure that students will have
mastered material prior to taking end-of-unit assessments.

Curriculum (Benchmark 1.C)

University Prep provides teachers with multiple curriculum resources that purport to be aligned to
state standards. Teachers are given wide discretion over the implementation of the curriculum with
limited evidence of oversight. Teachers have access to a wide variety of instructional materials but
these materials are not sufficient to meet the needs of all students.

Teachers have access to school-created, Expeditionary Learning, and commercial curriculum
resources. Some of these resources are standards based, while others focus more broadly on big
ideas, which do not show an obvious connection to state standards. Some teachers report that they
have the discretion to determine if the commercial programs are aligned to standards. The director
of instruction reports that teachers can deviate from the curriculum pacing it they address the big
ideas derived from the state standards. He attempts to check in on teachers’ pacing, but not all
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teachers submit lesson plans for his review, and given the time constraints, he only reviews some of
those he has received.

Teachers have latitude for the implementation of the curriculum with limited evidence of oversight.
They have access to a variety of instructional materials but these materials are limited and not
sufficient to meet the needs of all students.

School-developed resources show a focus on inquiry based learning and the incorporation of higher

order thinking skills into lessons. Interviewed teachers indicate that this approach is infused into the
curriculum. For example, using an inquiry-based-learning approach, students explore the causes of

poverty, and how constitutional rights are applied to the classroom setting.

Pedagogy (Benchmark 1.D)

Effective instruction is not evident in most of the observed classrooms. While teachers are
implementing the school’s lesson plan format (the school’s “instructional format”), most lessons do
not attain their stated objectives. In some classes student-to-student academic interaction and higher
order thinking take place. In other classes, instruction lacks scaffolding and further exploration of
the topics resulting in a lack of student engagement and difficulty in their fully comprehending
instructional materials.

The teachers are well versed in the lesson plan format that the school leadership has designated for
all lessons. While teachers’ lesson plans follow a variety of approaches, they all include the major
components of the prescribed format. Nevertheless, the visiting evaluators observed that lesson plan
implementation is not always sufficient to meet the plans’ stated objectives. Many objectives are
activity-based rather than reflective of skill mastery. As a result, teachers are not able to fully
evaluate what skills students have mastered during a day’s lesson. Sample objectives include: *1 can
take research notes using a note taking process.” and “Students will begin writing their own body
paragraphs.”

Some teachers are able to engage students in collaborative learning and other activities. Students
interact with each other academically in some classes and higher order thinking skills are evident.
For example, in a science classroom students apply their knowledge through a student debate and
respond to each other’s comments critically evaluating evidence.

In other classes, instruction lacks scaffolding and deeper exploration of the topics. In one class, the
teacher explains the task and then tells students to complete the assignment without any guided
practice or checks for understanding. Most students do not participate in the activity. When an
observer asked some students why they are not attempting to do the work, two answer, “I don’t get
it”. Another teacher, unsuccessfully, pleads with students for their attention, saying, “Nothing is
being done to you, so why are you giving me grief?”

Many classrooms have multiple teachers, however they are often unclear about their roles and do not
use their time effectively. One section in each grade has two teachers to serve students with
Individualized Education Programs. Additionally, teachers push into other classes when their
schedule allows with the intended purpose of providing both support to struggling students and to the
lead teachers. However, in observed classes most push-in teachers are not active participants in the
lessons and do not improve the lead teacher’s effectiveness. The director of instruction indicates that
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one of his current priorities is working with the push-in teachers on their management skills so that
they can help to maintain orderly classrooms, thus enabling the lead teacher to focus on instruction,

Instructional Leadership (Benchmark 1.E)

Resources devoted to instructional leadership are not sufficient to support the instructional program.
Instructional leaders accurately identify teachers’ strengths and weaknesses, however, they do not
have the time or resources to consistently address teacher needs. In the six months since opening,
the school has not yet systematically evaluated teachers on their performance.

The school’s leadership, consisting of the principal and director of instruction, spend much of their
time focused on non-instructional issues. They are aware that this structure is insufficient to guide
the school’s instructional program and are beginning to take steps to alleviate some of the workload
through a more efficient deployment of staff. They are also planning to hire additional staff for the
coming school year. Nevertheless, their support to teachers is currently insufficient.

School leaders instill high expectations for the implementation of the school’s inquiry-based
instructional program, demonstrating a commitment to the development of higher order thinking
skills in students. ILeaders and teachers repeatedly discuss the importance of inquiry-based learning
and its integration into every lesson; the school’s lesson plan format also encouraged this approach.
The director of instruction reports that “We are focused on quality instruction and student-centered
learning. We intend to develop weekly professional learning communities to instill a solid
understanding of inquiry-based learning as it relates to the state standards using the instructional
frame.” Teachers echo this sentiment with one teacher stating: “T live for a student-driven,
discovery-driven approach and the director of instruction strongly encourages it.”

Instructional leaders accurately identify teachers’ strengths and weaknesses. The school’s leadership
conducts focused walks as well as informal observations of teachers. Their comments, both writien
and in discussions with evaluation team members, largely mirror the team’s observation of the
teaching staff’s strengths and weaknesses. However, because of a lack of available resources, the
director of instruction acknowledges that he does not work with teachers as much as he has hoped.
One teacher reports that “There have not been structured follow-ups in offering support; the director
of instruction has been in and out of my room without giving me systematic evaluations, just quick
notes in passing.”

In the six months since opening, the school has not yet systematically evaluated teachers on their
performance. The principal has developed a draft rubric he plans to use to evaluate teachers. The
evaluation is to be based on a cumulative evaluation of a teacher’s performance over the course of
the year, rather than a single evaluation. At the time of the visit, the rubric has not yet been shared
with teachers, and teachers are unaware of the evaluation criteria. However, teachers are cognizant
of the standard for determining end-of-year bonuses based upon student achievement.

At-Risk Students (Benchmark 1.F)

University prep devotes adequate resources for serving at-risk students, but has not developed an
effective system for meeting their needs. The school does not have clear criteria for assigning
students to specific academic intervention services and for the content of instruction in these
remediation classes. The school has not provided training for general education and special
education teachers on how to serve special education, ELL, and academically struggling students.
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While the school devotes adequate resources to its significant at-risk population, it lacks a systematic
approach for identifying and serving the needs of these students. There are no clear criteria,
procedures or guidelines for how students are assigned to specific Academic Intervention Services
(AIS) or the content of its remediation classes. One teacher reports that there is no specific program
or expectations for the AIS program.

The local district provides resource room and supplementary services to the school, while school
staff provides special education services in Collaborative Team Teaching (CTT) classrooms. CTT
teachers report making a variety of instructional modifications as specified in student IEPs, including
modifying objectives and asking more concrete questions. However, the teachers are both new to the
profession, and in observed lessons did not demonstrate a full grasp of their job responsibilities and
how to best meet the needs of students. The resource room teacher reports that she concentrates on
enabling students to reach their Individualized Education Program (IEP) goals. She indicates that she
is not a school employee, works part-time and does not coordinate with classroom teachers or
participate in any schoolwide professional development.

Shortly before the evaluation visit, the school made changes to the services for academically
struggling students in response to student population needs and observed weaknesses in the program.
However, despite these reported changes, the school has neither a written procedure for academic
intervention nor an established practice among teachers for coordinating academic intervention
strategies. While the program revision has led to additional remedial and academic support services
for students, much of it is simply structured homework assistance. The school has solicited student
tutoring support from an external service provider, but there is little coordination between the school
and the provider to ensure effective delivery of services.

The school leadership acknowledges that the school does not have sufficient curriculum materials to
serve at-risk students. The school does not have a reading specialist on staff or a remedial reading
program. The director of instruction indicates that one reason the school has not yet purchased a
remedial program is that the leadership has wanted first to gain a better understanding of students’
reading levels to make sure that the selected program meets student needs.

The school’s ELL students receive tutoring through AIS. The director of instruction has monitored
them closely to ensure their social integration into the school. Notwithstanding these efforts, the
school has no ELL specific resources available to teachers to meet the needs of these students.

Student Order and Discipline (Benchmark 1.G)

University Prep is generally safe, but iransitions are not orderly. Students are periodically
unsupervised in common areas of the school. Most observed teachers lack effective classroom
management techniques which detract from student learning. The school has recently begun to
develop a discipline system but it is not clearly defined or consistently applied.

Student order and discipline is a critical area for growth among University Prep staff as they struggle
to establish and maintain an orderly learning environment. Students run and yell in the hallways
during transitions and students appear in common areas such as the gym at times when they should
be in class.
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Most observed teachers lack effective classroom management technigques, permitting misbehavior to
interfere with student learning. Teachers do not generally have a consistent set of procedures to
manage student behavior; they give repeated warnings to students without follow-through or
consequence. When teachers use a classroom management procedure such as checking off students
who are misbehaving, they lack the skill to use the admonishments effectively. Additionally, while
most observed classes have multiple adults in the classroom, the additional staff does not provide
significant management support to the lead teacher. The director of instruction reports that he is
working with these push-in teachers on their management skills in hopes of limiting the number of
large infractions so that he can spend less time on discipline issues. The school has not offered
professional development on classroom management to enable teachers to develop their own
classroom management routines and skills. Teachers report a desire for such training.

While the school has a parent and student handbook, the school’s suspension policy lacks clear
criteria. The school has a detention system which is supposed to be enforced after three infractions,
but it is not implemented in observed classes. It also has a Student Support Center for students who
are removed from class for any reason. While significant resources are devoted to staffing the
Student Support Center, its effectiveness is limited by the lack of behavior remediation strategies.
Students are generally sent there until they calm down but staff does not work with the students to
prevent repetition of the infractions or to help them gain insight into the cause of the misbehavior.

Professional Development (Benchmark 1.H)

While University Prep has adopted a lesson planning format it does not provide sufficient
professional development to meet teachers’ other instrictional needs or develop their classroom
managementl skills. The lack of professional development also limits teachers’ ability to implement
inquiry-based learning as envisioned by school leadership.

Expeditionary Learning (EL) staff provides several workshops with well-developed agendas. School
leaders spend significant time training teachers to use the school’s desired planning format.

Teachers express knowledge of the format and follow it consistently in their classes. While the EL
staff presents interesting topics and the planning format is useful, they represent a limited
professional development agenda.

Daily staff meetings are intended to serve as a time for professional development; however, they
usually focus on administrative issues, behavior follow-up and other daily concerns. The school has
plans to utilize video and other tools to ensure that professional development affects teacher practice;
however, leaders have not yet used them because of time and resource constraints. Video has only
been used once as a PD tool. It is mostly used for observation rather than as a coaching tool.

Organizational Capacity (Benchmark 2.C)

University Prep has an established organizational structure and staff procedures that allow it to
carry out its academic program. The organizational structure supports distinct lines of
accountability although the roles and responsibilities of school leaders have changed over time. The

school is competently managed.

Increased operational responsibilities have occupied most of the principal’s time. Therefore, the
director of instruction has spent more time than intended on discipline, limiting his effectiveness as
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an instructional leader. The school is competently managed; teachers report having sufficient
resources and not having to worry about operational issues.

Many teachers have significant teaching experience in other schools. The principal reports that the
school has a rigorous recruitment process which includes the submission of a sample Iesson to ensure
that applicants’ teaching philosophy matches the school’s mission. The school has sufficient
enrollment with a wait list and uses a variety of recruitment efforts to ensure a diverse student
population. Because the school’s facility is only adequate for this year and 201 1-12, the school
leader and board are exploring a variety of options, including expanding the current facility or
acquiring another one.

Governance (Benchmark 2.D-E)

The school board works effectively to initiate the school program and provide oversight to the toial
educational program. The board has adequate structures and procedures with which to govern the
school and recognizes its responsibility as the charter holder. The members have a clear sense of
current priorities given the school’s developmental stage. The board has systems to hold school
leaders accountable for student achievement, although an evaluation procedure has not yet been
Jfully implemented.

The board has adequate structures and procedures with which to govern the school, including
finance, academics and accountability committees. The members understand both their roles as
holders of the school charter. They are also fully aware of the school’s accountability plan goals.
They have provided training for school staff on the accountability plan, indicating an understanding
of its importance. They regularly receive a large amount of data from the school leader, including
student achievement, discipline, and enrollment data.

The board’s current priorities are monitoring student performance and preparing for expansion in
coming years. The academic and accountability committees have developed criteria and a process
for evaluating the school leader and are in the beginning stages of implementing it. The principal’s
contract includes a variety of goals to hold him accountable, including student achievement goals
which are tied to his bonus,

Conduct of the Visit

The Charter Schools Institute conducted the school evaluation visit at University Preparatory Charter
School for Young Men on February 3, 2011. Listed below are the names and backgrounds of the
individuals who conducted the visit:

Maya Lagana (Team leader) is an Accountability Analyst for the Charter Schools Institute of the
State University of New York. She is responsible for providing technical support related to school
accountability plans and the reporting and analysis of individual schoel performance. Ms. Lagana
joined the Institute as an Analyst for School Evaluation. In this position she scheduled ongoing
school evaluation visits, communicated with school team members and administrative staff regarding
site visit logistics and requirements, developed and disseminated RFP documents, and coordinated
the recruitment and work of consultants. Prior to joining the Institute, Ms. Lagana served as a
research intern at New Visions for Public Schools in New York City, where she performed data
analysis on school performance and conducted research on a variety of educational issues. In 2008,
Ms. Lagana was a Project Manager at Boston Collegiate Charter School in Boston, Massachusetts,
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where she was responsible for creating and implementing a data organization system as well as
analyzing data. During that same year, Ms. Lagana also helped to craft grant proposals and formulate
a strategic fundraising plan for Achievement First in Brooklyn, New York. Previously, Ms. Lagana
was an Assessment Specialist at the American Board for Certification of Teacher Excellence in
Washington D.C., where she helped to develop teacher certification exams and analyzed item level
statistics and demographics information. In addition to her extensive background as an analyst, Ms.
|.agana also has experience as a third grade classroom teacher in New York City. Ms. Lagana
received her Master of Public Administration degree in Policy Analysis from New York University’s
Wagner School for Public Service, her Masters of Education degree from Mercy College and her
Bachelor of Arts degree in Political Science from Carleton College.

Sean Fitzsimons is a Program Analyst for the Charter Schools Institute of the State University of
New York. He supports SUNY’s new charter school application process by addressing guestions
from applicants, reviewing and analyzing new applications, coordinating the review of applications
to establish new charter schools by Institute staff and external educational experts, and drafting
application summaries and other related documents. Mr. Fitzsimons most recently served as Chair of
the Social Studies Department at Manassas Park Middle School in Manassas Park, Virginia where he
guided curriculum sequencing and pacing to align the school’s courses with state standards, trained
and mentored faculty, and designed and implemented courses in Civics and Economics, American
Studies, American History, and World Geography. He also taught remedial reading curriculum to
special education students and English language learners. Prior to his service at Manassas Park
Middle School, Mr. Fitzsimons was an Administrative and Research Assistant at the Embassy of
Japan in Washington, D.C. In addition, Mr. Fitzsimons was a visiting instructor at Shanghai Teachers
University in Shanghai, China, where he designed and taught curriculum for English language
learners. Mr. Fitzsimons received his Master of Education degree in Curriculum and Instruction and
Secondary Education Social Studies from George Mason University and his Bachelor of Arts degrees
in International Relations and Political Science from the State University of New York, College at
Geneseo.

Ron Miller, Ph. D. is Vice President for Accountability at the Charter Schools Institute of the State
University of New York. He has worked for the Institute since September 2002. Dr. Miller began
his career teaching for seven years in New York City public schools and then joined the central
offices of the New York City Department of Education, where he conducted evaluative research and
organizational studies. As Director of the Office of School Planning and Accountability, he served
as the educational accountability officer for the Department. In that capacity, he developed school
accountability reports for all city schools and coordinated staff development on the use of the reports
for district administrators in the high school and community school districts. In addition, he worked
with school leaders to develop their capacity to use data for school improvement. In this role he
developed PASS, a school performance review system which was adopted in 600 city schools. Dr.
Miller has regularly presented papers at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research
Association and has served as Adjunct Assistant Professor at Teachers College Columbia University
and Pace University. He holds an A.B. degree from the University of California at Berkeley and a
Ph.D. in Applied Anthropology from Columbia University.

Paul Wright, Ed.D. was recently appointed Director of School Evaluation at the Charter Schools
Institute of the State University of New York. Dr. Wright will be responsible for the Institute’s
extensive school evaluation program, overseeing and in many cases leading school evaluation visits
by Institute staff as well as coordinating the independent evaluations done on the Institute’s behalf.
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Dr. Wright will lead ongoing efforts to refine the Institute’s nationally regarded evaluation protocols
and reporting tools; including oversight of the production of the Institute’s school evaluation reports
which provide valuable information to schools and the public about school progress. He will also
coordinate internal staff training on school evaluation. Prior to joining the Institute, Dr. Wright
directed Quality Education Partnership, Inc., a national consulting network that conducted
evaluations of traditional and charter schools and created strategic management plans for school
improvement. The former Development Director for School Design and Strategic Planning of Mesa
Public Schools in Arizona, Dr. Wright developed unique schools of choice serving a wide spectrum
of learners in coordination with Mesa Public Schools. Dr. Wright also served as Vice President for
Student Services at the Leona Group, an Educational Management Organization providing
educational services to students throughout Arizona. Dr. Wright received his Ed.D. and his M. Ed.
from Arizona State University and his B.A. in Psychology from the State University of New York at
Albany.
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APPENDIX A: RENEWAL BENCHMARKS USED DURING THE VISIT

An excerpt of the State University Charter Renewal Benchmarks follows.
Visit the Institute's website at. htip://www.newyorkcharters.org/
documents/renewalBenchmarks.doc to see the complete listing of Benchmarks.

Benchmarks 1B — 1H, and Benchmarks 2A — 2E were using in conducting this evaluation visit.

EVidehce -Cate’g’ "ogz' oo : State mve tv'Renewal Benehmarks
' State Umversnty The schm}l has a system ta gather assessment and evaluatmn data and uses
‘Renewal :t to m:pmve mstruettonal effeetweness and student learnmg K
Benchmark_ -1B _ Elements that : are geﬂeraﬂy present mclude o EREE
Use _of S R v . ':' _ the schooi reguiarly uses standardized and other assessments that are ahgned to the
Assessment Data” |50 _'_schoal’s cumcaium framework and state performance standards; :
- IERRE Coe ‘the schooi systematicaiiy coliects and analyzes data from diagnostic formative
. and summative assessments and makes 11: access&ble to teachers scheol leaders and
:_theschooibeard RSN S o
"o the school uses. protecels pmcedures and rubracs that ensure. that the SCOI‘iHE of
L0 assessments ancf evaluation of student work i§ reliable and trustworthy, S
e the Scheol uses assessment’ data to predact whe‘{her the school’s Accountablhty Plan
S }:goalsarebemcachleve_,--. SRy IR I
e the school’s Ieaders use assessment data o momtor change and 1mprove the :
S school’s, academic pregra_r_n _;ncludmg cumculum and mstructmn pmfesswnai
RS jdevelopment stafﬁnﬂ and 1ntervemlon serv1ces S
' - the school’s feachiers use assessment data to adjust and m‘lprove msmicuon to meet
o the xcientlﬁed needs of students CE : . :
e comrion understandmg exists between and among teachers ar.ad admlmstrators of
SR the meariing and consequences of assessment results, e.g., changes to the S
w _'___mstructlonak prograrn access to remediation, promotmn to the next grade L
% the school regularly. commumc&tes each student s pregress and growth o' h1s or r her
L 'parents/guard1ans and ' - L
« - the'school regularly cormnumcates to the schoel cormnumty overali academic 5_ .
g j.:perfemance as well as the school's probress toward meeting its’ academle '
__Acceuutabiiity Plan goals R el o
State UniverSity-. _ The scheoE has a clearly defined eurmcu!um and uses 1t to prepare students
. Remewal ' | to meet state performance standards. S SR :
: _.Be!.tch.marl.('lc:' S Elements that are generally present mclude '_ ;. - .
B Cui‘r!culﬁm T = c __-.-_.the school has a well-defined cumcuium ﬁamework f{)r each grade and core.
L T ‘academic subject, winch includes the knowiedge and skills that all students are..
EE R i 'expected to ach:eve as speczﬁed by New York State'standards anci performanee
' .'-;'mdtcators SRR i . .
. t:he school has carefully anaiyzed all eumculum resources (mciucfmc commerc:la]
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_ materlals) currently in use in reiation to the school™s eumeuium framework

identified areas of defi wiency and/or mlsaizgnment and acidressed them in the '
instructional program; - ; :

the curriculum as zmplemented is orgamzed coheswe ami ahgned from grade to
grade; :

: teachers are fully aware of the currtcula thiat they are responszble to teach and have

access to curricular documents such as scope and sequence documents, pacing

& charts; and/or curriculum maps that guide the development of the;r lesson plans;
- teachers develop and use lesson plans w;th objeetwes thaf: are in ahgnment with the

school’s curriculum;

' the school has defined a procedure aElocated time and resources, and meluded
- teachers in ongoing review and revision.of the, currlculum and

the eurr1cuEum supports the school’s stated mlssmn

State University

Renewal

Benchmark 1D

Pedagogy.

Hrgh quallty mstructmn is evadent in all classes throughoat the schooi

Elements that are generally present include:.

teaehers demonstrate sub}eet-matter and gracle level competency in the sub}eets
. and grades they teach; : .

- instruction is rigorous and focused on leammg ob;ectwes that spemfy clear
expectations for what students must know and be able to do in eech lesson;.

'lesson plans and mstruction are ahgned to the school’s currtculum framework and

New York State standards and perforrnanee indicators;

instruction is d;fferemlated to meet the range of leammg heecfs represented in the
school’s student population, e.g. flexible student grouping, dlfferenttated miaterials,

. pedagogzcal techniques; and/or assessmen‘zs

all students are cogmnvely engaged i, focused purposefui learnmg aethtles

. during instructional timie; .
' learnmg time is maxzmmecl (e.g; appropn&te pacmg, Ingh on-task student
. behavior, clear lesson focus and clear directions to students), transmons are
- efficient, and there is day-to-day mstrueﬁonal eontmmty, and:
© teachers cilallenge students with questions and asmgnments that promote academic
‘rigor, depth of understanding; and deveiopment of hlgher-order thmkmg and.

problem—selvmg skxlis

State Uhiversity :

Renewal

Benchmark 1E

.Instru'cti_onal_
Leadership -

The school has strong mstrueﬂonal leadershlp

Eiements that are generaﬂy present mclude

the scheol’s leadership estabiishes an ermmnmem: of h1gh expeetations for student

" achievernent;

the schooI 8 leadersth estabiishes an envu"onment ef hlgh expectauons for teacher

- performance (in content knowledge pedagogical : skills and student aehlevemem)

the school’s instructional leaders have in placé a comprehenswe and on- gomg
system for evaluating teacher quality and effectweness

" the school [ mstructiona} Eeaders based on classroom visits and oiher available

data, provide direct ongoing support, such as cntieai feedback coachmg and/or
modeling; to teachers i their classrooms; . - - '

* the school’s leadershlp provxdes structured: epportunmes resources and gmdance
- for teachers toplan the delivery of the instructional proaram thhm and across

grade levels as well as within dise;plmes or content areas;

* the school’s mstruenonal leaéers organize a coherent and sustamed professmnaE

L deveiopment program that meets the neecis of both the school and individual. -
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teachers U :

«  the school’s leadership ensures that the school is responding to the needs of at-risk
students and maximizing their achievement to the greatest extent possible in the
regular education program using in-class resources and/or pull-out services and
programs where necessary ; and

o the school’s leadership conducts regular reviews and evaluations of the school’s
academic program and makes necessary changes to ensure that the school is
effectively working to achieve academic standards defined by the State University
Renewal Benchmarks in the areas of assessment, curriculum, peéagoay, student
order and dlSClplme and profess;onai development :

State University The school is demonstrably effective in helping st:zdents who are struggl:ng
Renewal academically. _
Benchmark 1F Elements that are generally present include:
At-Risk Students » the school deploys sufficient resources to prowde academic interventions that
address the range of students’ needs;

« all regular education teachers, as well as specialists, utilize effective strategies to
support students within the regular education program,; -

«  the school provides sufficient training, resources, and support to all teachers and
specialists with regard to meeting the needs of at-risk students;

_«  the school has clearly. deﬁned screening procedures for identifying at-risk students
" and providing them with the appropriate interventions, and a common
understanding among all teachers of these procedures;

« all regular education teachers demonstrate a working knowledge of students’
Individualized Education Program goals and instructional strategies for meeting
those goals;

»  the school provides sufﬁment time and support for on-going coordination between
regular and special education teachers, as well as other prooram specialists and
service provaders and -

» the school monitors the perfomance of smdent pamcapation in support services
using well-defined school-wide cntena and reguiarly evalua!:es the effecnveness
of its mterventlon programs :

State University The school promotes a culture of learning and scholarship.
Renewal Elements that are generally present include: '
Benchmark 1G « the school has a documented discipline policy that is consistently applied;
+ classroom management techniques and daily routines have established a culture in
Stude.:tt.()l: der & - which leaming ;§ valued. and c?eariy ewdenz
Discipline » low-level misbehavior is not being tolerated, e.g., students are not being allowed to
disrupt or opt-out of }eammg during class time; and
« throughout the scheol a safe and orderly environment has been estabhsheci
State University The school’s professianal deveiopm_ent pregram assists teachers in meeting
Renewal student academic needs and school goals by addressing identified
Benchmark 1H shortcomings in teachers’ pedagogical skills and content knowledge.
) Elements that are oeneraliy present include:
Professional
» the school provides sufficient time, personnel ‘materials and funding to support a
Development

comprehenswe and sustained professional de_velopment program;
-« the content of the professional development program dovetails with the school’s
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mlssmn curriculum and mstructzonal programs

« annual profess;onal deveiopment plans derwe from a data-driven needs-assessment
and staff interests; - : . :

»  professional deve!opmem places a high priority on ach:evmg the State University
Renewal Benchmarks and the school’s Accountability Plan goals;

«  teachers are involved in setting short-term and long-term goals for their own
professional development actlvmes

«.  the school provides effective, ongoing sappon and tram;ng tailored to teachers

. varying Ieveis of expertise and instructional responmbﬁmes :

'« the school provzdes training to assist all teachers to meet the needs of students with

' disabilities, Enghsh Iancruage ieamers and other students at-risk of academic

failure; and = o : : S

«  the professmnal development program is systemaucally evaluated to determine its

" effectiveness at meeting stated goals.. "~ :

Evidence C'ategogy_ T

' S"tate Ui;wers:tilienewﬁl .Beiachinarks _

State University : The school i is falthfui to its ¢ m;ssson and has 1mplemented the key des:gn
Renewal ; elements included in 1ts charter. : = :
Benchmark 2A Elements that are generally present mclude _
Mission & Key Design . stakeholders are aware of the mission;
Elements o the school has 1mpiemented its key demgn elements in pursuit of its mission; and
: « * the school meets or comes close to meetmg any non-academlc goals contamed in
its Accountabﬂzty Plan o . S
State University Parents/gnardmns and students are sat;sﬁed w:th the school.
Renewal Elemen’ss that are generally present mclude
Benchmark 2B

Parents & Students

«  the school has a process and procedures for evaluatlon of parent satisfaction with
" the school; :

. the great majority of parents wnh students enrolled at the school have strong
positive attltudes about it; - S _

»  few parents pursue gnevances at the sohool board Ievel or outside the school

o alarge number of parents seek entrance to the school;. '

. parents with students enrolled keep. their children enrolled year-to-year and
e the schooi mamtams a htgh rate of datly student attendance

State University_'
Renewal
Benchmark 2C

Organ_i_i:ationai'
Capacity -

The schooi has estabhshed a well functlonmg orgamzat:onal structure with

staff, systems, and procedures that allow the school to carry out its
academ:c program. e - : S
Eiements that are creneraliy present mclude

)  the school demonstrates effectwe management of day-to day operatlons
I -:' : staff schedulmg is miemaiiy consistent and supportwe of the school’s mission;
. the school has estabhshed clear prloritfes objeotzves and benchmarks for achieving
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its mission and Accountabllzty Plan goa!s anci a pmcess for their regular review
_and revision; .. : : : : : .
« .the schaol has allecated sufﬁc;ent resources in support of ach;evmo its goals
"« therolesand responsxblhtles ef the school’ Eeadershlp and staff members are
~ clearly defined;- B . :
"« the school has an orgamzatmnal sirueture that prowdes clear imes fer
" accountability; Lo o
+ the school’s management has suecessfully recml’ﬁed1 hlred and retamed key
personnel, and made appropriate dec151ons about removmg ineffective staff
- members when warranted;
. _the schoel mamtams an adequate student em‘eiiment and has effeetive procedures
o for recrumng new students to the seheol and - :
“wi, the. scheol 3 management and board: have demonstrated effecnve commumeatmn
*. practices with the scheel commnmty fncludmﬂ scheol staff parents/guardlans and
students ' - :

State University The school board has worked effeetively to achleve the scheol’s mlsswn and

Renewal - provide overSIght to the total educa*tmnal prngram.

Bench_mark D Elemems that are generaliy present 1nciude R
. .the scheel Board has adequate SleS &nci expertise as weil as adequate meet:ng
" time to provide rigorous 0vers1ght of the school; :

. the schiool board (or'a committée thereof) understands the core busmess of the

" school—student achlevement—«m sufﬁmem depth to pemnt the beard to provide
effective oversight; " o L :

«  the school board has set clear Ieng -term and shert~tenn goals and expectatmns for
meeting these goals and comrnunieates them to the school’s management and
leaders; . - s S

L. the school board has reeewed reuular written repoﬁs from the schoei ieadershlp on
. academic perfermance and progress, financial stability and organizational capacity;

«  the seheol board has cendueted regular evaluanens of the scheol’s ‘management
(including school leaders who report to the board, supervasors from management
'orgamzanen(s), and/or partner orgamzanons that provide services to the. sehnol),

" and has acted on the resuits where such evaluatlens demonstrated shortcomlngs in
- "perfe;manee o S .
» - whete there llave been demenstrable deﬁclenmes in the sehooi’s aeademic
' ergamzattenal or fiscal perfermanee the school board has taken effective action to
" correct those deficienciés and put in place betichmarks. for determmmg if the '
o deﬁmeneles are bemg corrected in'a - timely fashlon : .
"+ the school beard has not. made ﬁnaneial or ergamzatlenal deeismns that have '
o materlally m}peded the schooE in fuiﬁlhnﬂ its:nission; and

e the scheel beerd conduets enngomg assessment and evalu&tlen of its. own:

Board '(')v_ersi.g.ht_ .

a further governanee trammg and development

State_U'niverslty The bnard has lmplemented and mamtamed appreprzate pallc:es, systems
Renewal and proeesses, and has abided by them. S B

Benchmark 2E Elements that are generally present include::

T  the school board has established a set of pnentzes that. are in Eme wﬁh the school’s
G_qve_r_nance : -+ goals and mission and has effectlveiy worked to de51gn and 1mplement a system to
' R i aehxeve those przermes S : S - :
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+  the school board has in place a process for recruiting and selecting new members in
order to maintain adequate skill sets and expemse for effective governance and
structural contmmty, - :

_w. the school board has implemented a comprehenswe and strict conflict of interest
policy (and/or code of ethics)—consistent with those set forth in the charterwand
consistently abided by them through the term of the charter; - -

»  the school board has generally avoided creating conflicts of interest where
possible; where not possible, the school has managed those conﬂlcts of interest in a
clear and transparent manner;

« the school board has instituted a process fot dealing with complaints (and such
policy is consistent with that set forth in the charter), has made that policy clear to
all stakeholders, and has followed that pohcy mciudmg acnng m a tlmely fashion

- on'any such complaints; - :

. the school board has abxded by its by-laws mcludmg, but not hmlted to, prowsmns

- regarding’ trustee elecnous emovais and filling of vacancies;

« the school board and its committees hold meetings in accordance with the Open
Meetings Law, and minutes are recorded for all meetmgs including executive
sessions and, as approprlate commlttee meetings; and

+  the school board has in place a set of board and school pohmes that are reviewed
regulariy and updated as needed

Charter Schools Institute M Evaluation Report 19




	UPrepTransmittalLetterandEval FINAL Report2010-11DRAFT5-23-11.pdf

