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This report is the primary means by which the SUNY Charter Schools Institute (the “Institute”) 
transmits to the Board of Trustees of the State University of New York (the “SUNY Trustees”) its 
findings and recommendations regarding a school’s Application for Charter Renewal, and more 
broadly, details the merits of a school’s case for renewal.  The Institute has created and issued this 
report pursuant to the Policies for the Renewal of Not-For-Profit Charter School Education 
Corporations and Charter Schools Authorized by the Board of Trustees of the State University of New 
York (the “SUNY Renewal Policies”).1 
 
Additional information about the SUNY renewal process and an overview of the requirements for 
renewal under the New York Charter Schools Act of 1998 (as amended) (the “Act”) are available on 
the Institute’s website at: www.newyorkcharters.org/schoolsRenewOverview.htm. 

 
SPECIFIC SCHOOL BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Opening Information 

Date Initial Charter Approved by SUNY Trustees March 2001 

School Opening Date September 4, 2001 

 
Current Location 

Address District Facility Enrollment Grades 
762 River Street, Troy, NY 12180 Troy City Private 220 K-6 

 
Renewal History 

Type of Renewal Date Approved by SUNY Trustees 

Initial Short-Term Renewal (Two Years) March 13, 2006  

Special One-Year Renewal March 11, 2008 

Full-Term Renewal January 16, 2009 

                                                        
1
 Revised September 4, 2013, and available at: http://newyorkcharters.org/documents/SUNYRenewalPolicies.pdf. 

http://www.newyorkcharters.org/schoolsRenewOverview.htm
http://newyorkcharters.org/documents/SUNYRenewalPolicies.pdf
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RENEWAL RECOMMENDATION 
 

 
 

Recommendation   Non-Renewal 
 

The SUNY Charter Schools Institute recommends that the SUNY Trustees 
deny the Application for Charter Renewal of the Ark Community Charter 
School, and not allow the school to provide instruction beyond the 2013-14 
school year.  

 
 

To earn a Subsequent Full-Term Renewal of five years, a school must have met or come close to 

meeting its academic Accountability Plan goals during the Accountability Period. 

 

Where a school fails to meet the criteria for any other type of renewal, the charter will not be 

renewed; the charter will be terminated upon its expiration and the education corporation will be 

dissolved.2 

 
 
Despite strong performance at the outset of the Accountability Period,3 the school is no longer 
meeting or coming close to meeting its academic Accountability Plan Goals.  With the exception of 
one increase in mathematics performance in 2009-2010, the second year of the Ark Community 
Charter School’s (the “Ark’s”) current five-year Accountability Period, the school has shown declines 
in the attainment of both its English language arts (“ELA”) and mathematics goals.  In the final year 
(2012-13) of the Accountability Period, it met none of the comparative measures in either goal and 
showed a significant decline in student academic growth as measured by New York State 
assessments.  As the school does not meet the criteria for a subsequent renewal, the Institute 
recommends that the Ark’s charter not be renewed.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
2 SUNY Renewal Policies, page 12. 
3
 For the purpose of reporting student achievement results, the SUNY Renewal Policies define the Accountability Period as the 

time the Accountability Plan was in effect.  In the case of a Subsequent Renewal, the Accountability Plan covers the last year of 
the previous charter term through the first four years of the charter term under review.    
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Required Findings 
 
In addition to making a recommendation based on a determination of whether the school has met 
the SUNY Trustees’ specific renewal criteria, the Institute, in order to make a positive 
recommendation, must make the following findings required by the Act: 
 

 the school, as described in the Application for Charter Renewal meets the requirements of 
the Act and all other applicable laws, rules and regulations;  

 the school can demonstrate the ability to operate in an educationally and fiscally sound 
manner in the next charter term; and 

 given the programs it will offer, its structure and its purpose, approving the school to 
operate for another five years is likely to improve student learning and achievement and 
materially further the purposes of the Act.4   
 

In the case of the Ark, the Institute cannot make all of the required findings especially those related 
to improving student learning and achievement in a subsequent charter term. 
 

As required by Education Law § 2851(4)(e), a school must include in its renewal application 
information regarding the means by which it will meet or exceed SUNY’s enrollment and retention 
targets for students with disabilities, English language learners (“ELLs”), and students who are 
eligible applicants for the federal Free and Reduced Price Lunch (“FRPL”) program.  SUNY5 and the 
Board of Regents finalized the methodology for setting targets in October 2012, and the Institute 
communicated specific targets for each school in July 2013.  The Institute, acting on behalf of the 
SUNY Trustees, considered the school’s plans for meeting its enrollment and retention targets as 
part of its renewal review. 
 
 

CONSIDERATION OF SCHOOL DISTRICT COMMENTS 
 

 
In accordance with the Act, the Institute notified the school district in which the charter school is 
located regarding the school’s Application for Charter Renewal.  As of the date of this report, the 
Institute has received no district comments in response. 
 

 
 
Background & Report Format 
 

The Institute makes its non-renewal recommendation based on a variety of evidence gathered and 
analyzed over the charter term.  This includes the school’s Annual Reports, its Application for 
Charter Renewal, the school’s record in meeting or posting a positive trend toward meeting its 
Accountability Plan goals, qualitative data gathered during evaluation and renewal visits using State 
University of New York Charter Renewal Benchmarks (Version 5.0, the “SUNY Renewal 

                                                        
4
 See New York Education Law § 2852(2). 

5
 SUNY Trustees’ Charter Schools Committee resolution dated October 2, 2012. 
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Benchmarks”),6 which specify in detail what a successful school should be able to demonstrate at 
the time of the renewal review.  Over the charter term, the Institute provides the school annual 
performance summaries indicating progress or lack thereof toward the school’s Accountability Plan 
goals.  Subsequent to any evaluation visit during the charter term, the Institute provides a written 
letter or more formal report with an analysis of data gathered using the SUNY Renewal Benchmarks 
as a frame for the aforementioned data gathering and analysis.  In the case of schools struggling to 
post evidence of success in meeting Accountability Plan goals during a charter term, Institute staff 
also meets with the school’s board and leadership to review the SUNY Trustees renewal policies and 
the school’s standing as it approaches renewal.  The Institute’s Executive Director met with the 
Ark’s leadership team and board chair on March 27, 2013 to discuss SUNY renewal policies, visit the 
school, and underscore the importance of its academic performance as a priority for renewal.  The 
Institute followed these standard evaluation and reporting protocols over the Ark’s current charter 
term.  

 

The Institute uses the following four interconnected renewal questions for framing benchmark 
statements to determine if a school has made an adequate case for renewal: 

1. Is the school an academic success? 
2. Is the school an effective, viable organization? 
3. Is the education corporation fiscally sound?  
4. If the school’s charter is renewed, what are its plans for the next charter term, and are they 

reasonable, feasible and achievable? 
 
The report’s Appendix provides a School Overview, copies of any school district comments on the 
Application for Charter Renewal, the SUNY Fiscal Dashboard information for the school and 
additional evidence on student achievement contained in the School Performance Summaries.    

                                                        
6
 Available at: www.newyorkcharters.org/schoolsRenewOverview.htm.  

http://www.newyorkcharters.org/schoolsRenewOverview.htm
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SCHOOL BACKGROUND & PRIOR RENEWAL HISTORY 
 
Genesis and Mission 
 
In 2001, the founders of the Ark After School Program, a social service group founded in 1971 that 
provides after-school tutoring and social service programs in the Taylor Apartments (a federal 
housing project located in south central Troy, NY) applied for and received a charter from the SUNY 
Trustees.  The application conveyed the founding team’s deep commitment to children and its track 
record of stewarding limited resources to provide support through the Ark After School Program.  
The Ark After School Program provides counseling, crisis intervention, advocacy, arts and tutoring 
for low-income children and young adults.  Named to symbolize the founders’ commitment to 
providing “safety from the storm in a haven from surrounding dangers,” the developers sought to 
build on the tutoring and service work to provide a charter school that would mirror the Ark 
Center’s focus on creating “a safe place from the dangers of hopelessness and failure, a haven that 
encourages and supports children and young adults as they discover and celebrate their strengths 
and become part of an educational and arts community.” 
 
The executive summary of the original charter application states that the Ark Charter School, 
designed for children at risk of academic failure, would endeavor to provide a “progressive 
education that holds the child at the center of the educational process … providing a close-knit 
community for at-risk students who may have “fragmented relationships with adults.”   
 
While the characteristics of the instructional program have evolved during the 13 school years of 
the school’s operation, the community origins and focus on serving as a safe haven amidst turmoil 
are still very much in evidence.  The Ark continues to aspire to be a nurturing, mutually supportive, 
caring environment for both adults and children that celebrates effort and positive attitude in 
personal growth.   
 
The mission of the school is as follows: 

The Ark Community Charter School’s mission is to nurture a community that fosters 
academic, social and ethical growth in a challenging and supportive  environment.  
We are committed to developing healthy, responsible citizens who are 
intellectually curious, self-reliant and open-minded.  

 
The board and leadership of the Ark remain committed to supporting the school’s students and 
families through the numerous significant challenges faced every day.  Children do not arrive at 
school each day without bringing those challenges through the schoolhouse door.  The commitment 
to supporting students and families in addressing those challenges demonstrated by the school’s 
teachers, leadership and board is significant.  However, under New York’s charter schools statute, a 
charter school must do more than create a supportive environment for children and families.  A 
charter school must demonstrate its ability to provide educational outcomes for students that meet 
the demands of New York State education standards.   
 
Unlike district schools, which have the opportunity to re-tool and attempt to turnaround 
performance without losing the authority to operate, in applying for and receiving a charter from 
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the SUNY Trustees, charter school founders agree to demonstrate academic success over the course 
of each charter term as defined in statute and in Accountability Plans agreed upon by both SUNY 
and the charter school.  
 
Renewal Recommendation Reports and Charter Terms 
 
Currently in its 13th year of operation and fourth charter term, this is the fourth time the Ark’s 
charter has been up for renewal.    
 

Institute Renewal 
Recommendation Report 

(summary below) 
Resulting Charter Term 

Length 
of Term 

School Years 

N/A Initial 5 2001-02 to 2005-06 

2005-06 Report Short-Term Subsequent 2 2006-07 to 2007-08 

2007-08 Report One-Year with Conditions  1 2008-09 

2008-09 Report Full-Term Subsequent 5 2009-10 to 2013-14 

 
The Ark opened in September 2001 serving 90 students in Kindergarten through 5th grade.  At the 
end of the initial charter term from 2001-2006, the Institute recommended and the SUNY Trustees 
approved a two-year Short-Term Renewal.  At the end of the subsequent two-year charter term 
from 2006-2008, the Institute recommended non-renewal.  Because the Trustees were at that time 
transitioning short term initial renewal policies from two years to three years to allow schools to 
post two additional years of data prior facing another renewal decision, the SUNY Trustees granted 
the school a One-Year Renewal with Conditions.  At the end of that one-year term from 2008-2009, 
based on the Ark’s improved performance on state assessments and the SUNY Renewal 
Benchmarks, the Institute recommended and the SUNY Trustees approved a Five-Year Full-Term 
Renewal.  The following section delineates these Institute renewal recommendations and SUNY 
Trustee renewal decisions.  
 
2005-06 Renewal Report.  In the fifth year of the Ark’s initial charter term, the Institute 
recommended a two-year Short-Term Renewal, stating that the Ark had struggled with student 
academic performance over the life of the charter but that the school had in place an instructional 
program that indicated a future upward trend in performance on Accountability Plan goals.  The 
most serious deficiency was the Ark’s failure to implement a program to serve the specific needs of 
ELLs.  
 
The 2006 report cautioned, however, that while the Ark had been able to achieve various 
instructional milestones, the pacing of improvements was potentially too slow to reap results prior 
to the end of the next charter.  The 2006 report also noted that the school’s board of trustees and 
administration failed to establish annual goals that would provide the school markers along the way 
with which to gauge progress toward renewal requirements included its Accountability Plan.  This 
lack of strategic planning (including specific measurable annual academic benchmarks) was also 
evident in teacher evaluations.  The net result was that school leaders could not measure academic 
achievements compared to annual plans and could not gauge progress toward meeting the school’s 
Accountability Plan goals.   
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2007-08 Renewal Report.  At the end of the Ark’s two-year Short-Term Renewal, the Institute 
recommended that the charter not be renewed.  While the Ark had met its mathematics goal in 
2007, it did not come close to meeting its ELA goal.  Although the SUNY Trustees evaluate the 
strength and effectiveness of a school’s academic program during a subsequent renewal review 
almost exclusively by the degree to which the school has succeeded in meeting its academic 
Accountability Plan goals,7 the Institute also examines qualitative evidence of a school’s academic 
program.  In doing so, the Institute concluded that some aspects of the school’s academic program 
improved since the school’s previous renewal review.  However, significant problems and 
shortcomings remained.  The following conclusions resonate with the current, 2013-14 renewal 
review.   

 The Institute determined that the school board’s drive for academic results was not 
sufficient in quantity or quality to make it likely that the school would meet or come close to 
meeting its Accountability Plan goals. 

 The Ark had abandoned curricular programs in ELA and mathematics that were in place at 
the time of the school’s previous renewal and began adopting new curricular programs in 
those content areas.  The Ark did not provide evidence that these programs would prepare 
students to meet state performance standards.   

 The Ark’s principal had put in place an instructional leadership team comprised of 
curriculum coordinators to monitor and support the school’s academic programs.  However, 
the Institute found a regular process for communicating and documenting teachers’ 
instructional strengths and weaknesses was not in place.     

 Students across the school engaged in purposeful activities with defined objectives.   

 The school board did not establish a high level of accountability for the school’s principal.  
The board did not complete the evaluation according to its prescribed protocol resulting in a 
laudatory commentary on the head of school’s performance despite the school’s failure to 
meet its ELA performance goal. 

 
The Ark’s board of trustees appealed the recommendation to the SUNY Trustees.  As noted above, 
the Trustees were at the time in the process applying a modified short term renewal policy from 
two year short term renewals to three year short term renewals. Given the timing of the release of 
state assessment results, the Trustees determined short term renewals should be for a three-year 
duration.  The Ark argued that the SUNY Trustees should have granted the school a Three-Year 
Short-Term Renewal when they made their previous renewal decision, given that the Trustees had 
granted a Short-Term Renewal of that length to another school.8  Further, given that in 2007-08 the 
state was administering the ELA exam much earlier than it does now, the Ark board claimed that, 
based on preliminary unofficial results, the school had met a key ELA measure.  Based on these 
arguments, the SUNY Trustees granted the school a one-year renewal with conditions. 
 

                                                        
7
 SUNY Renewal Policies, page 11. 

8
 Having recognized that two years was too short a renewal period to grant for an initial short-term renewal, given the lag time 

in state test reporting and challenges of program implementation, the SUNY Trustees began to approve initial short term 
renewals of three years and adopted policies to reflect initial renewal outcomes as follows: a) full term; b) initial short-term of 
three years; or c) non-renewal.   
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2008-09 Renewal Report.  In the Ark’s one-year charter renewal, the Trustees set as a 
condition of eligibility for a Full-Term, Five-Year Renewal that the school had to meet or 
come close to meeting both its ELA and mathematics Accountability Plan goals.  In fact, for 
this one-year Accountability Period, the Ark posted strong results on state assessments, 
coming close to meeting each of the five required measures in both in ELA and mathematics 
and therefore coming close to meeting both Accountability Plan goals.  The Institute 
recommended that the SUNY Trustees grant the school a Full-Term, Five-Year Renewal.   

 

Institute staff conducted a renewal visit to ensure that the structures, personnel and practices that 
resulted in the school’s positive assessment outcomes remained in place and to determine if the 
school was abiding by the other conditions set by the SUNY Trustees in granting the previous one-
year renewal.  Institute staff ascertained that the school had satisfied all the conditions enumerated 
in its renewal charter and as such, the school was granted a full, five-year renewal.   
 
Current Charter Term Evaluation Reports 

In addition to the Institute’s Renewal Recommendation Report, two school evaluation reports in the 
current charter term are of note.   
 
2010-11 Institute Sponsored External School Evaluation.   
 
Reflected in the Full-Term Five-Year Renewal the Trustees granted in 2009, the Ark’s academic 
performance was strongest at the outset of the current charter term.  As demonstrated by the 
charts provided below and Performance Summaries included at the end of this report, the Ark’s 
performance has continually declined starting in the first year of the Accountability Period (2008-
09) in ELA and the second year (2009-10) in math.  When an Institute-sponsored external vendor 
conducted a school evaluation in the fall of 2010, the second year of the current charter term, the 
Ark was still meeting both its ELA and math goals as reflected in a report issued on behalf of the 
Institute.   
 
Consistent with the school’s academic performance at the time, the school evaluation report 
concludes that the Ark had systems in place to deliver the academic program.  The report indicates 
that teachers reported using assessment results to develop and modify instructional plans and that 
the school had a well-defined curriculum framework aligned to New York State standards.  External 
reviewers found instruction to be largely competent.  A review of lesson plans indicated that lesson 
designs included higher order questions, but in practice teachers reportedly only challenged 

students with questions designed to check for factual understanding.  In all classes observed, the 
visiting team found efficient use of instructional time and students who were on task and 
engaged.   
 

The Ark leadership team reported providing ongoing mentoring to the teaching staff.  The report 
states that the school’s professional development was a collaborative effort between teachers and 
administrators to facilitate and design a variety of activities.  The school reportedly had a strong 
culture based on kindness and respect with school-wide expectations for behavior based on the 
values of community, mutual respect and co-responsibility, fairness, tolerance, honesty and 
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integrity.  Despite the optimism communicated in the external evaluators’ report, the Ark’s 
academic outcomes continued to decline. 
 
 
2012-13 Ark Self-Sponsored External School Evaluation.   
 
At the end of the 2012-13 school year around the time that the school administered the last set of 
state ELA and math exams available for this renewal review, the Ark engaged an external 
organization to conduct a school evaluation on behalf of the school.  That report indicates overall 
positive findings that do not align with the school’s comparative performance on state assessments 
nor the Institute’s findings during the renewal visit.    
      
The commissioned evaluation report addresses the Ark’s climate and culture, curriculum, 
instruction and student interventions.  It concurs with Institute reports that the school provides a 
safe and caring environment.  The report indicates that the school focuses on aligning its curriculum 
to the Common Core Learning standards as a work in progress and trains and supports staff in 
incorporating the new standards into their instructional planning.    
 
The report found the school has “average-to-exemplary instruction overall” based on the scoring of 
classroom observation protocols used by the evaluator and shows “better than average 
performance generally when compared to other charter schools that have been audited [as clients] 
serving a similar demographic population.”  The following sections of this report include findings 
from the Institute’s renewal visit team that do not align with the Ark’s commissioned evaluation.   
 
Summary 

Through the Ark’s history, it has adhered to its original mission of providing a refuge in a low-
income neighborhood and fostering academic, social and ethical growth.  The work of the school in 
supporting students and families through links with social service agencies, food banks and other 
resources to support children and their families is meritorious and significant in the lives of children.  
The Ark has not, however, fostered an academic program sufficient to sustain student achievement 
such that it continues to consistently meet the school’s charter Accountability Plan goals.  The 
school showed strong results at the outset of the Accountability Period, but has experienced a 
steady downward trend through the course of the period.  While the school presents a compelling 
set of services to students, the charter school accountability bargain requires charter schools to 
create compelling academic success in exchange for the opportunity to operate a school. 
 
The school does present compelling anecdotes of individual student success noting that of the over 
750 students the school has enrolled in the last 12 years, a handful of students went on to attend 
private schools on scholarships.  A few have moved on to prestigious universities.  Similarly, the Ark 
provides many admirable examples of assisting students and families through partnership with 
local, state and federal organizations.  School leaders and board members at the Ark regularly 
assert that state test results do not capture other positive student outcomes that reflect the 
strength and quality of the school’s educational program.  As one way to support evidence of other 
positive student outcomes, the Institute has informally suggested that the school keep and report 
quantitative data on the types of non-academic supports the school provides to children and 
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families.  Systemically gathered outcome data regarding numbers of families and children served 
and categories of assistance would, if available, provide stronger evidence to support the school’s 
accomplishments.  Unfortunately, Institute visitors found the school has no system in place to 
quantify the level or analyze the strength of such efforts over the life of the charter.  Similarly, over 
the charter term the Institute suggested the school gather and report data on students’ academic 
pursuits once they leave the Ark.  The school does not report systemic strategies to follow students 
who leave (i.e. an alumni group or other regular follow up activities) in order to determine if its 
program provides positive benefits after 6th grade, the highest grade the school serves.  While such 
systems are not required components of the school’s Accountability Plan, focused attention to 
gathering such data would support the school’s claims that after 12 years and 750 students it 
achieves strong results outside of those measured by state assessments.   
 
As demonstrated by earlier renewals, the school has at times created improved performance for a 
year or two.  It has not sustained those improvements to create an education program that 
continuously improves and prepares students to meet or exceed Accountability Plan goals.  Over 
the course of its operation, the school has improved the coherence and strength of structures to 
support teachers and procedures for delivering an educational program; lessons have become more 
intentional and behavioral expectations more clear and supportive.  The school has systematized its 
targeted interventions including fully serving ELLs.  The trajectory of continued low performance on 
comparative and growth measures including measures that compare its outcomes to schools 
serving students with similar attributes continues.  As such, the Institute cannot find that the school 
is likely to provide sustained improved learning and achievement in the future.  
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IS THE SCHOOL AN ACADEMIC SUCCESS? 
 
The Institute is unable to find the Ark an academic success as it has failed to meet, or come close 
to meeting, its ELA and math Accountability Plan goals.  Qualitative data on educational program 
implementation indicate that the school is likely to continue to fail to meet these key academic 
goals based on evidence collected during the current charter term and during the renewal 
evaluation visit.   
 
Academic Attainment.  At the beginning of the charter term, the Ark, working with the Institute, 
developed and adopted an Accountability Plan that set academic goals in the key subjects of ELA 
and math.  The Accountability Plan also includes science and No Child Left Behind Act (“NCLB”) 
goals.  For each goal, specific outcome measures define the level of performance necessary to meet 
that goal.   
 
Note: This year the Institute is not reporting results for the two absolute ELA and math measures.  
Because of the high standards in the new state testing program only a handful of schools statewide 
met the absolute proficiency target and the state has not yet recalibrated the absolute Annual 
Measurable Objective.  This lack of reporting does not diminish the validity of the Ark’s 
achievement results.   
 
Comparative Measures 
From early in the Ark’s five-year Accountability Period, the school has shown overall declines in the 
attainment of both its ELA and math goals.  In the final year (2012-13) of the Accountability Period, 
it met none of the comparative measures in either goal and showed a significant decline in student 
academic growth.  Starting in the first year of the Accountability Period (2008-09) in ELA and the 
second year (2009-10) in math, the Ark has continually exhibited a decrease in student proficiency 
relative to its local district.  (See graph, page 14.)   This trend exactly parallels the other comparative 
measure in its Accountability Plan; the school performs lower than expected in comparison to 
similar schools statewide.  (See graph, page 14.)  Similar schools are identified based on the 
proportion of economically disadvantaged students enrolled.  In 2012-2013, the Ark 
underperformed its district of location in both ELA and math and performed far worse than 
predicted in comparison to similar schools.   
 
The Ark provided a number of comparative analyses of the school to the Troy City School District 
and to selected local schools within the district.  The Ark shows that it had a higher proficiency rate 
than two Troy schools with similar demographic characteristics -- a school in the same 
neighborhood with a slightly higher economically disadvantaged profile and a school some distance 
away with a slightly lower profile.  Both of these schools are clearly low performing.  The school 
asserts that if mean scale scores, which indicate level of skill and knowledge, are used instead of 
proficiency rate, it performs relatively better in 2012-13 than the district.  However, SUNY uses 
proficiency rate instead of mean scale score as its district comparative measure.  While 
comparisons between school level and district level based on scale scores can reveal marginal 
differences in performance, these analyses are often misleading if not set within the context of 
proficiency level cut scores, because extreme outlier scores can distort the overall average.  Even 
with marginal score differences, the question of lagging proficiency rates remains.  It is usually the 
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case that scale score differences do not translate to comparable differences in proficiency rates.  
Importantly, SUNY’s Accountability Plan measures are not tied to comparisons to the lowest 
performing schools but instead require schools to meet or post progress toward meeting much 
higher goals.   
 
Effect Size 
The Institute expresses this actual-compared-to-predicted performance as an Effect Size; whereby 
the more negative the Effect Size, the further a school is from its predicted level of performance as 
determined by the performance of similar schools in improving student achievement.  In ELA, the 
Ark’s 2012-13 Effect Size is -0.96, which is lower than the 2012-13 Effect Size of the three SUNY 
schools that closed most recently because of low academic performance (i.e., -0.88, -0.06 and 0.16); 
similarly in math, its 2012-13 Effect Size is -0.90, which is also lower than the Effect Sizes for the 
three closing schools (i.e., -0.49, -0.34 and 0.45, respectively).    
 
Growth 
The decline in academic performance is also apparent in year-to-year growth.  Prior to the 
introduction of the new state testing program in 2012-13, the standard for proficiency on the state 
exams essentially did not vary so that gains in the proficiency rate of the same students could be 
compared from year to year.9  In the Institute’s growth-to-standard measure used during the first 
four years of the Ark’s Accountability Period, the proficiency rate for the same year-to-year cohort 
of students declined in both ELA and math each year after the first year of the Accountability 
Period. 
 
The 2012-13 absolute results are not directly comparable to the previous years because of the new 
higher standards on the state exams.  Nevertheless, only six (6) of 92 Ark students enrolled at the 
school for at least two years scored proficient on either the ELA or mathematics exam.   
 
The state has implemented a new academic growth model that provides a statewide comparison 
for measuring student growth year-to-year.10  A school’s growth is expressed as its rank compared 
to all other public schools based on overall school-wide change in performance.  The Ark’s students 
showed much lower year-to-year growth compared to statewide results in the last three years, the 
years for which data is available.  In 2012-13, the school placed at the 39th percentile in ELA growth 
and the 34th percentile in math growth.  Average growth is at the 50th percentile.   
 
Academic Summary 
In its Application for Charter Renewal, the Ark acknowledges that in the final year of the charter 
term, it underperformed the district and performed worse than predicted in comparison to similar 
schools; however, it contends these negative outcomes occurred in 2012-13 for the first time.  

                                                        
9
 In order to maintain consistency, the State Education Department (“SED”) adjusted the cut scores for determining proficiency 

in 2009-10, 2010-11 and 2011-12.  The Institute adopted these “time-adjusted” cut-scores” to make year-to-year comparisons 
in absolute results.   In the case of this growth measure, for the purpose of establishing year-to-year continuity, the Institute 
uses the time adjusted cut score in 2009-10 for a year-to year comparison with 2008-09.  The 2009-10 to 2010-11 and 2010-11 
to 2011-12 year-to-year comparisons are based on the revised cut scores only, as the cut scores are the same in each of the 
paired years.      
10

 This growth model accounts for change in each student’s relative performance on the new exam compared to the 
performance of all other students who had the same score on the previous exam.    
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While the school had indeed not registered results at this low a level previously, the decline in 
academic performance has continued unabated throughout the charter term.  Further, the school 
asserts that its decline in 2012-13 is consistent with statewide trends, as virtually all schools 
statewide had lower proficiency rates than in the previous year.  However, comparative measures 
to similar schools, combined with the growth measure, show that the Ark’s 2012-13 decline is 
steeper than other schools.  In comparison to other schools statewide in 2012-13, the Ark was at 
the sixth percentile in ELA and the eighth percentile in math, a very low performance.      
 
 
During the Accountability Period, the school has met its science goal and is in good standing under 
the state’s NCLB accountability system.  The ELA and math results appear on the following page and 
in Performance Summaries at the end of the report. 

 
 
 

In addition to the graphic presentation of ELA and math results on the 
next page, a more detailed presentation of results appears in the School 
Performance Summaries in the Appendix.  These summaries contain six 
years of data including the last year of the previous Accountability 
Period.  



Ark Community 
Charter School 

ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS 
ACCOUNTABILITY PLAN GOAL 

MATHEMATICS 
ACCOUNTABILITY PLAN GOAL 

Comparative Measure: 
District Comparison. 
Each year, the percent of 
students enrolled at the Ark in 
at least their second year 
performing at or above 
proficiency will be greater than 
that of students in the same 
tested grades in the local school 
district. 

  
Standard met during 4 of 5 years. Standard met during 4 of 5 years. 

 

Comparative Measure: 
Effect Size.   
Each year, the Ark will exceed 
its predicted level of 
performance by an Effect Size of 
0.3 or above according to a 
regression analysis controlling 
for economically disadvantaged 
students among all public 
schools in New York State. 

  
Standard met during 3 of 5 years. Standard met during 3 of 5 years. 

 

Comparative Growth Measure: 
Mean Growth Percentile. 
Each year, the Ark’s unadjusted 
mean growth percentile for all 
tested students in grades 4-8 
will be above the state’s 
unadjusted median growth 
percentile. 

  
Standard not met. Standard not met. 

Meaningful 
Effect Size 

State 
Median 
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Qualitative Education Benchmarks 
 
Members of the school’s board, leadership team and staff demonstrate consistent and strong 
dedication to Ark students, but this commitment does not translate into the sustained systems and 
routines necessary to ensure that each school day is packed with high quality instruction.  The 
school organization lacks the accountability for results necessary to deliver an effective instructional 
program.  School leaders continually reference the difficulty of educating “children in poverty” and 
point to anecdotal non-academic achievements as indicators of success.  This focus on nurturing 
students is notable and significant in the daily challenges students bring to school each morning.  
However, academic results indicate the school has not successfully balanced these challenges with 
preparing students for sustained academic success.  The Ark has in place significant social service 
supports for students and families.  Charter schools however, also face accountability for academic 
performance.   
 
The school’s board expresses absolute confidence in the founding principal despite declining 
student achievement scores.  The head of school reports basing teaching assignments or staffing 
decisions such as which teachers to rehire more on the teachers’ cultural fit than on their 
effectiveness in enabling students to achieve.  In this context, there is limited evidence of high 
expectations for student achievement; teachers do not express a belief that all students can and 
will post academic success sufficient to prepare them for the path to college.  
 
Instructional Leadership.  The Ark lacks the instructional leadership required to raise student 
achievement.  The school’s principal places responsibility for creating a strong instructional program 
on the director of curriculum and instruction (“DCI”) and instructional coaches.  The DCI and 
coaches focus on analyzing assessments and developing curriculum, but the school does not 
adequately develop teachers’ pedagogical competence and inculcate in the teachers an abiding 
sense of urgency to accelerate student achievement such that they are prepared to meet the 
demands of state standards.       

 While the founding principal remains the head of school, the Ark has experienced turnover 
in other instructional leadership roles during the charter term.  The school has had two DCIs 
during the current term.  According to the principal, the previous DCI was not up to the task 
of preparing the school to meet the demands of Common Core testing and did not 
effectively develop curriculum and identify instructional needs.  The school provided no 
coherent system for holding DCIs accountable for results or ensuring their work was 
improving students’ skills and abilities.  In addition to turnover in the DCI position, three 
different individuals served as ELA coaches since the start of the current charter term.  
According to school leaders, teachers viewed the previous coaches as poor instructors and 
did not accept their feedback as credible thus thwarting the school’s ability to provide 
students the improved instruction necessary to meet its Accountability Plan goals.  The 
senior leadership’s differing descriptions of the purpose of the coaches’ roles suggest a lack 
of clarity.  While the principal refers to the position as “curriculum coach,” the DCI uses the 
term “instructional coach” and acknowledges the inconsistency in both title and 
expectations.  

 The school reports its instructional leadership team includes the principal, DCI and ELA and 
math coaches.  The DCI monitors assessment results and classroom observations to 
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determine teacher need and deploys the coaches accordingly.  She meets with the coaches 
weekly to coordinate their coaching efforts and share observations, identifying teachers 
with the greatest need for support and those who are in need of additional coaching or 
professional development.  Despite having invested in what would seem to be sufficient  
instructional leadership positions and introducing tools such as the Danielson Framework 
for Teaching, the Ark does not leverage these and other resources to effectively develop a 
sustained strategy for improving the quality of instruction.   

 The Ark’s professional development activities focus on topical issues such as implementing 
Common Core standards, but the school’s professional development program does not 
sufficiently address or build teachers’ instructional competencies.  Teachers and assistant 
teachers attend weeklong summer professional development on topics including 
therapeutic response, handle with care (for student targeted intervention staff), writing 
curriculum, math fluency program roll-out, commercial reading curriculum training and 
curriculum planning, as well as implementing the Lucy Calkins writing program.  Teachers 
new to the school receive two weeks of off-site Responsive Classroom training during the 
summer.  Additionally, the school conducts weekly afternoon professional development 
sessions.  The vast majority of topics on the 2012-13 calendar of professional development 
sessions covered curriculum, intervention procedures, school culture and data analysis.  
Less clear was the school’s attention to improving instructional practice and lesson delivery.   

 Although appointed to the position at the start of the school year, the ELA coach’s attention 
and time did not fully focus on coaching until three weeks prior to the renewal visit, as she 
had been diverted to manage other responsibilities earlier in the fall.  While understandable 
in September, at the time of the renewal visit in November, it again underscores a lack of 
urgency to improve student academic achievement.       

 The school has adopted the Danielson framework, which provides a clear set of 
expectations for teacher performance as the basis of its teacher evaluation system.  
Nonetheless, despite having a wealth of assessment data available, the school has not used 
student achievement data as part of its teacher evaluation system.  As such, the Ark has 
failed to hold teachers accountable for high quality instruction and student learning 
outcomes.   

 
Curriculum & Assessment.  The Ark uses the Common Core State Standards as its curriculum 
framework.  In order to provide a core set of curriculum materials for teachers to develop their 
curriculum and plan lessons, the school employs the Atlas curriculum mapping software to organize 
materials such as scope and sequence documents and supplemental resources, although it 
continues to rely on commercial products as the basis for enabling teachers to determine what to 
teach and when to teach it.  School leaders, in attributing the school’s poor performance on state 
tests to the lack of alignment of the commercial material to the standards, have been vigilant in 
identifying supplemental material in order to cover better the full scope of the Common Core 
standards.  Notwithstanding these efforts, the school continues to use the same commercial 
assessments that accompany the texts to monitor student progress, albeit with modifications to 
test item construction.  The reliability of these revised items is uncertain.   
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Curriculum  

 During the 2011-12 school year (the third year of the current charter term), the school 
implemented a commercial curriculum, which the publisher purports aligns to the Common 
Core.  Since then, instructional leaders identified areas where the commercial curriculum 
the school chose is not aligned with the Common Core.  During the 2012-13 school year, the 
leaders began to supplement the commercial curriculum and its related assessments to 
address the perceived deficiencies. 

 In 2012-13, in order to improve the alignment of its math text with the Common Core, the 
school changed the scope and sequence, reordered topics and supplemented the material 
with another commercial product and material from the state’s on-line Common Core 
resource.  In the case of the reading text, the school has supplemented on-line Common 
Core modules.  In acknowledging the alignment shortcomings, school leaders report also 
incorporating more opportunities for read aloud, varied trade books and an enhanced social 
studies program.    

 The school’s 2012-13 Accountability Plan Progress report suggests school leaders view the 
key to improved student achievement as first and foremost finding the right mix of 
curriculum materials.  Thus, the school has pinpointed poorly aligned reading topics and 
evaluated the relative effectiveness of alternative early intervention reading programs.  
While it is commendable to fine-tune the material for improving foundational skills, the use 
of these assessment results obscures the larger point: the assessment results may show 
marginal improvement in foundational skills, but the main issue is that students are not 
achieving at an acceptable level despite the marginal difference.   

 The school uses a computer-based reading program intended to help students develop 
cognitive skills based on assessment results.  The school reports that after one year of use 
“40 percent of students made greater than a one-year gain in reading level.”  Further, 
“Baseline data showed that the majority of our students were at the 22nd percentile in 
reading.  After using the program, the majority of students scored at the 48th percentile.”  
Aside from the low expectation that the program is successful when 52 percent of students 
are further behind expected annual gains, the conclusion that students scored at the 48th 
percentile demonstrates the poor alignment of the school’s assessments to Common Core 
performance standards, as the school scored at the sixth percentile statewide in ELA on 
Common Core aligned state assessments.     

 

Assessment 

 The school administers baseline assessments of student ability at the start of every school 
year to group students by ability level and to identify those students at-risk of academic 
failure.  The school uses commercial assessments linked to the curriculum materials to 
monitor student achievement in math and ELA.   

 Responding to concerns that the commercial material does not align with the Common Core 
because it places too much weight on multiple choice questions and basic skills, 
instructional leaders have recently begun working with teachers to transform existing 
multiple choice items from the commercial material into constructed response and open-
ended items.  Notwithstanding these changes, the school lacks assessments that measure 
skills applications and critical thinking – centerpieces of the Common Core standards.  As 
with the initial use of all school created assessments, ensuring validity - that the 
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assessments actually do measure the skills the teachers intend - along with ensuring 
reliability – that such assessments accurately measures student knowledge and 
understanding -- is quite difficult.  Ensuring validity and reliability of such school created 
assessments requires their use across multiple sets of students as well as analysis of 
performance when matched with multiple years of state test results.  Although school 
leaders recognize the limited predictive value of the commercial assessments, they continue 
to rely on them, along with classroom assessments that cannot be directly predictive of 
performance to prepare students for state tests.    

 In writing, instructional leaders and teachers were, at the time of the renewal visit, 
developing their own items to ensure that assessments better align to the Common Core 
and state tests by more accurately targeting specific skills.  Instructional leaders and 
teachers use the Common Core standards, commercially produced and well regarded 
writing rubrics to guide item development.  The improved validity of these has yet to be 
determined. 

 In most grades, teachers hold students to higher writing standards than observed in 
previous years and utilize a more robust rubric to evaluate student work.  Teachers and 
instructional leaders normed the writing rubric during summer professional development 
activities and continue to calibrate the scoring as the school year progresses. 

 Teachers score assessments and report results to instructional coaches and the principal 
during regularly scheduled data meetings.  The instructional leaders and teachers use the 
results to develop a general plan to regroup students and reteach particular skills.  However, 
despite this procedure for using data to inform instruction, teachers only verbally commit to 
a certain general level of student performance improvement without delineating their 
alternative instructional approaches.  The coaches observe subsequent lessons and examine 
lesson plans, but do not evaluate summative assessment results to determine the 
effectiveness of these modified instructional strategies.     

 
Pedagogy.  Instruction at the Ark has not prepared students to meet grade level performance 
standards during the charter term.  Instruction focuses on building students’ foundational skills and 
is generally purposeful insofar as teachers plan lessons centering on clearly stated learning 
objectives.  However, many lessons lack rigor, urgency and opportunities for students to build 
deeper understanding and higher order thinking skills.  As shown in the chart below, during the 
renewal visit, Institute team members conducted 28 classroom observations following a defined 
protocol used in all school renewal visits.   
 

Classroom Observation Sample by Grade and Subject  
 

  Grade 

  K 1 2 3 4 5/6
11

 
 

Total 

ELA   1 2 1 6 2   12 
Writing   1   1 1 1   4 
Math   1 2 1 2 2   8 
Science       1 1 2 

 
4 

Total 0 3 4 4 10 7 
 

28 

                                                        
11

 The Ark departmentalizes its 5
th

 and 6
th

 grades. 



SUNY Charter Schools Institute   Renewal Recommendation Report                                                                                               19 

 
 

 
The school dedicates considerable resources to classroom instruction: two teachers, a lead and a 
cooperating teacher, provide instruction in most classrooms with additional student teachers often 
present to both observe and support individual students.  In most classrooms across grade levels, 
both teachers have clearly defined roles in differentiating content through center-based learning in 
extended ELA and mathematics blocks.  During small-group center activities, students spend 
significant time on self-directed curriculum-based computer programs with little supervision from 
teachers; this often results in students working on skills far below grade level.  

 Consistent with the school’s focus on children’s well-being, the Ark’s teachers demonstrate 
dedication, caring and concern to their students and work to establish classroom 
environments that are resource rich, happy, and promote an interest in learning.   

 Most teachers deliver lessons aligned to the school’s curriculum (20 out of 28 classrooms 
observed).  Objectives are clear and well communicated to students, but are often basic and 
reflect below-grade-level expectations.  Lessons rely heavily on commercial curriculum thus 
generally build on skills and knowledge acquired in previous instruction within units, but 
lesson activities and written work assignments fail to challenge students.  For example, in an 
upper-grade ELA lesson, the teacher led a small group of students through reading a low-
level text and asking them to distinguish between facts and opinions.  The teacher spent 
over half of the lesson referencing the previous lesson to review the definitions of fact and 
opinion and supplying examples of each.  The amount of time spent on this review and the 
slow pace of reading resulted in limited time to discuss examples from the text or elaborate 
on them, thereby failing to meet the lesson’s basic objective.  

 Most teachers attempt to check for student understanding (25 out of 28 classrooms 
observed).  However, teachers rely heavily on individual questioning of students within 
small groups or one-to-one conferences.  While individualized questioning can give a 
teacher insight into each student’s level of understanding, such time-consuming techniques 
slow the pace of lessons, resulting in covering less content and giving students who are not 
directly interacting with the teacher opportunities to be off-task.  Some teachers utilize 
cursory questioning techniques to elicit student participation during lessons and to curtail 
misbehavior.  Few teachers use information from student responses to make ad-hoc 
adjustments to instruction.   

 Few teachers effectively challenge students with questions and activities that develop depth 
of understanding and higher-order thinking and problem-solving skills (9 out of 28 
classrooms observed).  Most teachers provide basic foundational instruction with few 
opportunities for students to engage in higher-order thinking.  Most questioning does not 
move beyond asking students to recall factual information or to give an opinion.  Teachers 
often miss opportunities that could result in higher order thinking by doing most of the 
work for students.  For example, one teacher provided a conceptual definition map during 
small group vocabulary instruction, but guided the students through the activity without 
requiring the students to work independently.  A notable exception to this trend was an 
interdisciplinary science lesson where students worked in groups to analyze and dissect 
differentiated texts about wolves, then collaborated to generate a set of written questions 
to guide discussions with other groups.  

 Many teachers have sufficient classroom management techniques and routines to prevent 
serious disruptions to lessons but they do not consistently use techniques to minimize 
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transitions and maximize learning time (16 out of 28 classrooms observed).  Teachers utilize 
technology, such as interactive white boards and laptops in the upper grades to increase 
student engagement.  However, in many classrooms, teachers do not ensure that students 
are on-task during independent center activities.  Some teachers have limited control over 
their students even during small group instruction.  Many classroom observations noted the 
lack of a sense of urgency, as well as the pedagogical skills required to raise student 
performance to grade level standards.   

 Observers found little evidence that instructional leaders challenge teachers to develop 
robust lessons, deploy strong questioning techniques, or consistently focus students on 
producing high quality work products.  

 
At-Risk Students.  The Ark has programs in place to serve students at-risk of academic failure, 
students with identified disabilities and ELLs.  As noted throughout this report, while programs are 
in place the result of the implementation does not result in the school meeting or coming close to 
meeting Accountability Plan goals. 
 
General Education Students Receiving Targeted Interventions   

Program 

The school has a tiered intervention system in place with a clear and 
well documented referral process.  General education students can 
receive daily push-in classroom support individually or in small groups 
and/or pullout support in small homogenous groups.  If students need 
additional remedial support, the school reduces group size. 

Staff 
The staff consists of an intervention coordinator, three full-time 
intervention teachers and general education teachers who provide 
classroom support.   

Identification Process 

The school, which screens all new entrants for remedial needs, has a 
comprehensive identification process.  It uses baseline tests, state 
exams, curriculum-based assessments and teacher recommendations 
to identify students for academic and/or behavioral interventions.   

Coordination 
Intervention providers meet with classroom teachers bi-weekly to 
discuss student progress, performance data and on-going instructional 
needs.  The providers meet with the intervention coordinator weekly.   

Progress Monitoring 
Students also participate in school-wide assessments and benchmark 
tests.  They have an assessment profile on the school server, which 
allows teachers and staff to access progress monitoring data.   

Classroom Teacher 
Professional 

Development 

Instructional leaders provide support and suggestions for 
differentiation and effective strategies to classroom teachers at team 
meetings, as requested or based on observed need.   
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Students with Disabilities 

Program 

The school relies on district special education teachers to provide 
push-in and pullout services mandated by students’ Individualized 
Education Programs (“IEPs”).  The intervention staff provides 
additional small group or individualized interventions as needed.   

Staff 
The DCI serves as special education coordinator; two special education 
providers are district employees of Troy and Lansingburgh.   

Identification  
Process 

The school refers students for special education evaluations based on 
performance on baseline tests, state exam scores, curriculum-based 
assessments, teacher recommendations and documented failure to 
make progress in targeted interventions.   

Coordination 
Special education providers consult with classroom teachers weekly as 
indicated by student IEPs.  The special education providers also 
participate in meetings with the school intervention team.   

Progress Monitoring 

Special education teachers track students’ progress toward their IEP 
goals.  The school distributes IEP progress reports quarterly with school 
report cards.  Students with disabilities also participate in school wide 
progress monitoring measures.   

Classroom Teacher 
Professional 

Development 

The special education coordinator provides teachers with IEP 
overviews and suggestions on instructional approaches and strategies 
for each student.  She has presented professional development 
seminars on executive dysfunction and effective techniques for 
students with attention disorders.   

 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 

Enrollment (N) (14) (11) (16)  

Results 

Tested on State Exams (N) (3) (8) (N/A) 

Percent Proficient on ELA Exam S12 0 N/A 

Percent Proficient Statewide 15.5 5 N/A 

 
English Language Learners (ELLs)  

Program 

Identified ELLs receive push in and/or pullout support individually or in 
small groups, according to grade level and proficiency level, which 
determines the intensity of weekly support.  Transitional students who 
continue to struggle academically can attend the ELL program for a 
reduced amount as needed.   

Staff 
The staff consists of one full time certified ELL teacher and a teacher 
assistant. 

Identification  Process 

All new entrants complete the home language survey during the 
registration process.  The Ark also uses the Language Assessment 
Battery-Revised (“LAB-R”) to identify students for language acquisition 
support.   

Progress Monitoring ELL teachers, who rely on informal progress monitoring, develop 

                                                        
12 Due to the small size of this group of students, actual reported data has been suppressed to protect privacy.  
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individual student portfolios over the course of the year to 
demonstrate progress.  ELL students also participate in school wide 
progress monitoring measures. 

Classroom Teacher 
Professional 

Development 

The ELL teacher provides professional development to grade level 
teams to suggest and model individualized strategies, interventions 
and goals for specific ELL students.   

 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 

Enrollment (N) (14) ( 12) (6) 

Results 
Tested on NYSESLAT13 Exam (N)  (14) (12) (  ) 
Percent Proficient or Making Progress on 
NYSESLAT 

79 58 -- 

 

  

                                                        
13

 New York State English as a Second Language Achievement Test, a standardized state exam. 
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IS THE SCHOOL AN EFFECTIVE, VIABLE ORGANIZATION? 
 
Insofar as the Ark has not met its Accountability Plan goals, the school is not an effective, viable 
organization.  While the education corporation board of trustees (the “board”) has worked to 
ensure the financial viability of the school, and the board conveys a deep commitment to the 
school, its students and families, the school’s academic outcomes indicate continued and 
insufficient oversight to the educational program. 
 
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

 

Board Oversight.  The Ark board of trustees transmits extraordinary concern for the school; its 
students and its staff.  The board diligently focuses on the school’s mission and takes pride in the 
accomplishments over the last 12 years.  These include guiding the school through prior renewals as 
well as overseeing a fiscally sound organization such that the school was able to purchase a 
permanent facility.  In many ways the boards has built a viable organization, but for the academic 
results that are required for a viable charter school.  The board is thoughtful and dedicated to the 
students, staff and family at the school.  The dedication has not, however, resulted in the school 
sustaining the ability to deliver on its promise to improve student learning and achievement.  The 
board’s comments during the renewal visit interview indicate an understanding of the challenges 
faced by the students living in poverty the school serves.  Board comments lacked a balancing sense 
of urgency regarding the academic component of the school’s mission.  Notably, the board’s 
definition of school success, as conveyed during the renewal visit interview, includes no mention of 
absolute student achievement.  Rather, the board measures the school’s success by parent 
demand, engagement with the surrounding community and a supportive school culture.  

 Board members remain passionate about the school and show deep commitment to 
leveraging their diverse skills to support the Ark.  While the board has put in place 
structures and procedures with which to govern the school and oversee management of 
day-to-day operations in order to ensure the school’s success as a financially healthy and 
legally compliant organization, the board does not ensure the school’s academic success. 

 The board requests, and school leaders provide, detailed information regarding the school’s 
program and finances on a regular basis.  Board members review this information carefully 
and are able to speak knowledgeably about the school’s progress in some areas.  However, 
board members indicated they were surprised at the last two years of testing results, 
suggesting that the information provided to them is incomplete or inaccurate in its 
presentation of the state of the Ark’s academic program relative to the school’s 
Accountability Plan requirements.  

 The Ark board does not establish clear priorities, objectives and long-range goals for 
academic performance.  During a board interview conducted in conjunction with the 
renewal visit, board members acknowledged having had no formal strategic plan in place 
prior at the start of the 2013-14 school year despite the school’s continued decline in 
student achievement.  Board members point to a number of broadly defined “threads” 
identified during a spring strategic planning day on which to focus in the final year of the 
school’s current charter but also acknowledge that they have not reviewed these threads 
following the state’s release of the most recent testing results.  
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 The board does not have a formal self-evaluation process in place nor does its evaluation of 
the school’s principal include clear student achievement goals.   

 

Organizational Capacity.  The Ark board and leadership communicate a strong focus on its 
commitment to the community and on serving high-needs children.  Notwithstanding the significant 
commitment of the adults at the school and on the board, the Ark’s academic results indicate the 
school has not created a successful balance between focusing on serving student and family needs 
while setting and delivering strong academic performance.    

 The school has an administrative structure with staff, operational systems, policies and 
procedures that allow the school to carry out its program; however, the principal’s 
administrative activities limit the amount of time she spends as the school’s instructional 
leader.   

 The school has a student discipline system, fully documented, on-line and in a student 
handbook.  Through comprehensive training in the Responsive Classroom, a commercial, 
proprietary program for incorporating social and emotional growth into academic learning, 
teachers consistently apply the school’s discipline system.  The school promotes its culture 
of kindness and respect, focusing on the values of community, mutual respect and co-
responsibility, fairness, tolerance, honesty and integrity.  The school is safe and orderly. 

 The school has procedures in place to monitor its progress toward meeting enrollment and 
retention targets for special education students, ELLs and students who qualify for free and 
reduced price lunch, and adjusts its recruitment efforts accordingly.  

 Given the instructional leadership’s lines of responsibilities, the locus of instructional 
development is the ELA and math coaches.  The DCI deploys the two coaches to provide 
ongoing and focused direction to the teachers, but their work with teachers is for the most 
part limited to identifying curriculum materials, developing lessons and planning 
remediation strategies within the scope of the coaches’ respective subjects, rather than 
enhancing pedagogical skills.  The continual turnover of inexperienced ELA coaches further 
undermines the development of teacher effectiveness.    

 The school leadership constantly monitors and evaluates assessment results to determine 
the utility of curriculum materials and the progress of students receiving targeted 
interventions, without a similar focus on improving classroom instruction.  The expectation 
is that students will show improved scores on the frequently administered commercial 
assessments; however, such gains are in mastering the basic skills represented in the 
accompanying commercial texts that do not align well with the Common Core standards.  
While the school has begun to make the assessments more rigorous by emphasizing writing 
and more constructed responses instead of multiple choice questions, the validity of the 
changes is yet to be determined. 

 The Ark does not sufficiently monitor its overall program to identify all potential 
deficiencies; rather, school leaders focus almost exclusively on supplementing curriculum 
materials.  In the school’s most recent Accountability Plan progress report, for example, the 
action plan presented to address the school’s failure to meet any measures in its ELA goal 
includes multiple changes to commercial materials but no mention of professional 
development of teachers to deliver content effectively, more reliable assessments or more 
rigorous analysis of data in progress monitoring.  
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 Given the limited focus on instructional improvement, the unreliability of internal 
assessment results and the absence of holding teachers accountable for student 
achievement, the Ark is unlikely to improve student learning and achievement.      

 
 
FAITHFULNESS TO CHARTER & PARENT SATISFACTION 
 

Mission.  At the time of the renewal visit, the Ark was fulfilling its mission to cultivate a community 
that fosters a socially and emotionally supportive environment, but not those elements of its 
mission related to academic growth.  The school has implemented the majority of the key design 
elements designated in its charter, most notably in continuing to provide students with multiple 
periods of physical education and music instruction each week while simultaneously increasing time 
dedicated to developing students’ writing skills. 

 

 

Current Key Design Elements14 Evident? 

Small school design   

Enrichment programs   

Responsive classroom training   

Families as partners   

Strong academic support  

At-risk school design   

Safe school environment   

 

 

Parent Satisfaction.  According to information provided by the school in its application for renewal, 
parents/guardians and students are satisfied with the school.15 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
14

 As part of their initial application and their Application for Charter Renewal, schools identify the Key Design Elements that 
reflect their mission and distinguish the school. 
15

 Source: Application for Charter Renewal. 
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Parent Satisfaction Survey Results Spring 2012 

Agree or Strongly Agree 

 K 1 2 3 4 5 6 
School 
Total 

Response Rate 61% 68% 73% 64% 46% 45% 94% 64% 
I feel welcomed at my child's school 100% 100% 100% 94% 92% 100% 100% 98% 

I am informed about school events & news. 85% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 98% 

 My child is safe at school. 90% 92% 100% 100% 92% 100% 100% 96% 
My child is safe going to & from school. 90% 92% 100% 94% 92% 89% 100% 94% 

Other students are respectful to my child. 90% 73% 96% 83% 83% 100% 94% 87% 
The teachers are respectful to my child. 95% 92% 96% 94% 92% 89% 100% 94% 

I look at my child's work weekly. 95% 100% 92% 94% 100% 89% 94% 95% 
I know what the teacher expects of my child. 95% 85% 96% 94% 100% 100% 100% 94% 

The report card informs me of my child's 
progress 

95% 88% 100% 94% 100% 100% 100% 96% 

 

Persistence in Enrollment.  The school provided the following statistical information in their 
renewal application materials.  

 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 

Percent of Eligible 
Students Returning 

From Previous Year16 
75 76 80 

 

COMPLIANCE 

 

Governance.  In material respects, the board implements, maintains and abides by appropriate 
policies, procedures, systems and processes, which it has in some cases amended over time, to 
ensure the effective governance and fiscal oversight of the school.  The board demonstrates a 
thorough understanding of its role in holding the school leadership accountable for fiscal 
soundness, but not necessarily for academic results.   

 The education corporation board has a functioning finance committee that has allowed 
the school to be housed in private space without extensive fundraising.   

 The board has materially complied with the terms of its by-laws. 

 The board receives reports on fiscal and academic performance and keeps close 
tabs on the school’s overall fiscal health. 

 The board utilizes legal counsel effectively and monitors billing and other 
contentious issues caused by certain local school districts. 

 The school board has materially complied with the terms of its by-laws and code of 
ethics. 

                                                        
16

 Source: Application for Charter Renewal. 
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Legal Requirements.  The education corporation generally and substantially complies with 
applicable laws, rules and regulations and the provisions of its charter.  

 Complaints.  The school has generated few informal complaints and only one 
recent complaint that required review by the Institute.  In that case the Institute 
found the school was properly implementing the federal Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act.  In following up on an informal allegation of rough 
handling of students by a staff member, the Institute found the school had 
investigated, warned the employee and ultimately terminated the employee. 

 Violations.  The Institute did not issue any violation letters to the school during its 
charter term, nor did the Institute or the Charter Schools Committee place the 
school on corrective action or probation. 

 Open Meetings Law.  Based on its board meeting minutes, the board appears to 
substantially comply with the New York Open Meetings Law when it goes into 
executive session. 

 

The Institute found exceptions to the school’s general compliance in the following areas. 

 The education corporation did not amend its Code of Ethics to conform to the 
current requirements of the New York General Municipal Law. 

 The education corporation’s by-laws had a few technical deficiencies. 

 The school facility, due to its age, needs attention to door locks on maintenance 
closets where cleaners are stored. 
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IS THE EDUCATION CORPORATION FISCALLY SOUND?  

 

Based on evidence collected through the renewal review, the Ark is fiscally sound.  Evidence 
collected and examined as part of the renewal review indicates that the education corporation 
has successfully managed cash flow and has adequate financial resources to ensure stable 
operations.  The education corporation has used the budget process to effectively ensure that 
revenues exceed expenses in a typical year and that it maintains accumulated net assets at a 
healthy level.  The SUNY Fiscal Dashboard, a multi-year financial data and analysis of 
SUNY authorized charter schools appears below in the Appendix.   
 
Budgeting and Long-Range Planning.  Throughout the charter term, the Ark has used the budget 
process to effectively align its spending priorities within revenue constraints.  The finance 
committee of the board, spearheaded by its treasurer, provides close financial oversight including 
approval of the initial budget, monthly review of budget-to-actual results and detailed monitoring 
of transactions.   

 The finance committee develops an annual budget in conjunction with the school’s short 
and long-term plans.     

 The committee scrutinizes projected enrollment and school district revenue and determines 
a conservative estimate based on current enrollment trends.  It reviews and budgets other 
expenses based on historical information and any other known facts, such as insurance 
policy increases.    

 Throughout the year, the committee compares budgets to actual numbers and examines 
material discrepancies.  It approves the board’s large purchases, unbudgeted items, salaries 
and contracts either as part of the budget process or by amendment if unexpected. 

 

Internal Controls.  The education corporation has generally established and maintained appropriate 
fiscal policies, procedures and controls.  Its written policies address key issues including accounting, 
financial reporting, budgeting, cash disbursements and receipts, payroll, bank reconciliations, 
purchasing, contracts and grants, contributions, credit cards, fixed assets capitalization and 
accounting, procurement, data security and investments.   

 The education corporation has accurately recorded and appropriately documented 
transactions in accordance with established policies.   

 The education corporation reviews the school’s financial policy and procedures’ handbook 
on an annual basis and updates as needed.  The external auditor reviews the procedures 
and internal controls yearly auditors and corrects any deficiencies as soon as practicable. 

 The education corporation enhances Internal control with a fiscally insightful treasurer, 
other knowledgeable board members and the certified public accountant retained by the 
school to maintain its books, human resource functions and reporting requirements.   

 The education corporation’s most recent audit reports of internal control over financial 
reporting related to financial reporting and on compliance and other matters disclosed no 
material weaknesses or instances of non-compliance that were required to be reported.  

 The education corporation responds to the auditor’s management letter comments in a 
constructive manner and the Institute noted no recurring comments in the renewal review.    
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Financial Reporting.  The education corporation has complied with financial reporting requirements 
by providing the SUNY Trustees and SED with required financial reports that are generally on time, 
complete and follow generally accepted accounting principles. 

 The education corporation presents its annual financial statements in accordance with 
generally accepted accounting principles; the independent audits of those statements have 
received unqualified opinions. 

 The education corporation has a history of timely and accurate reporting.  
 
Financial Condition.  The education corporation maintains adequate financial resources to ensure 
stable operations.  

 The Ark has consistently posted a fiscally strong composite score rating on the Institute’s 
financial dashboard indicating a consistent level of fiscal stability over the charter term.17 

 The education corporation has relied primarily on recurring operating revenues and. 
Importantly, has never required significant fundraising while purchasing its school facility.  
The education corporation has incurred no long-term debt.   

 
The education corporation has operated with no long-term debt and increased net assets in most 
years although it had a decrease in net assets of $150,460 (less than five percent of accumulated 
net assets) in 2013.  Revenues were flat compared to the prior year and the largest increase in 
expenses was $85,157 for retirement costs.  Cash flow has generally been positive with a dip in 
2013 due partly to an increase in accounts receivable and substantial addition of property and 
equipment.  A healthy cash balance of $949,082 was still available as of June 30, 2013. 
  
The Fiscal Dashboard, presented in the Appendix, provides color-coded tables and charts indicating 
that the Ark has demonstrated fiscal soundness over the course of its charter term.18    
 

 
  

                                                        
17

 The composite score assists in measuring the financial health of an education corporation using a blended score that 
measures the school’s performances on key financial indicators.  The blended score offsets financial strengths against areas 
where there may be financial weaknesses.   
18

 The U.S. Department of Education has established fiscal criteria for certain ratios or information with high – medium – low 
categories, represented in the table as green – gray – red.  The categories generally correspond to levels of fiscal risk, but must 
be viewed in the context of each education corporation and the general type or category of school.   
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ARE THE SCHOOL’S PLANS FOR THE NEXT CHARTER TERM REASONABLE, 
FEASIBLE AND ACHIEVABLE?   
 
To the extent that the Ark has not achieved its key academic goals, its plans for implementing the 
educational program in the next charter term do not appear to be reasonable, feasible or 
achievable. 
 
Plans for the School’s Structure.  The school has provided the key structural elements for a charter 
renewal.  The Institute finds the plans presented do not sufficiently address the school’s need for 
academic improvement and as such are not reasonable, feasible and achievable.   
 
The school’s Application for Charter Renewal appears to contain all necessary elements as required 
by the Act.  The Institute notes that some parts of the application -- including bylaws and code of 
ethics – would need to be amended to fully comply with various provisions of the New York 
Education Law, Not-for-Profit Corporation Law, Public Officers Law and the General Municipal Law, 
as appropriate.  In addition, after the renewal visit, the Ark submitted unsolicited amendments to 
the school’s academic program for a future charter term.  A review of those materials found them 
not to be sufficient to allow the school to meet its proposed Accountability Plan goals in a 
subsequent charter term.   
 

  



SUNY Charter Schools Institute   Renewal Recommendation Report                                                                                               31 

 
 

APPENDIX 
 

SCHOOL OVERVIEW 
 
Current Mission Statement 

 
The Ark Community Charter School’s mission is to nurture a community that fosters the academic, 
social and ethical growth in a challenging and supportive environment.  We are committed to 
developing healthy, responsible citizens who are intellectually curious, self-reliant and open-minded.  
 

 
School Characteristics 

School Year Proposed Enrollment Actual Enrollment19 
Proposed 

Grades 
Actual Grades 

2001-02 96 96 K-5 K-5 

2002-03 96 96 K-5 K-5 

2003-04 96 96 K-5 K-5 

2004-05 96 125 K-5 K-5 

2005-06 96 160 K-5 K-5 

2006-07 180 179 K-6 K-6 

2007-08 180 184 K-6 K-6 

2008-09 180 186 K-6 K-6 

2009-10 200 205 K-6 K-6 

2010-11 200 208 K-6 K-6 

2011-12 200 214 K-6 K-6 

2012-13 200 212 K-6 K-6 

2013-14 200 220 K-6 K-6 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
19

 Source: SUNY Charter Schools Institute’s Official Enrollment Binder.  (Figures may differ slightly from New York State Report 
Cards, depending on date of data collection.) 
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Student Demographics20 

  2010-11 2011-12 2012-1321 

  

Percent of 
School 

Enrollment 

Percent of 
Troy City 

School 
District 

Enrollment 

Percent of 
School 

Enrollment 

Percent of 
Troy City 

School 
District 

Enrollment 

Percent of 
School 

Enrollment 
  

Race/Ethnicity 

American Indian or 
Alaska Native 

1 0 0 0 
0 
 

Black or African 
American 

69 33 52 33 
51 

 

Hispanic 22 12 28 13 24 

Asian, Native Hawaiian, 
or Pacific Islander 

0 1 0 2 0 

White 7 52 11 50 10 

Multiracial 0 2 8 1 15 

Special Populations 

Students with 
Disabilities22 

15 NA 10 16 10 

English Language 
Learners 

6 2 8 2 5 

Free/ Reduced Lunch 

Eligible for Free Lunch 88 54 85 59 84 

Eligible for Reduced –
Price Lunch 

4 7 5 6 6 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

-- -- -- -- 88 

 
 
 
 
 
  

                                                        
20 Source: 2010-11 and 2011-12 School Report Cards, SED. 
21 The Institute derived the 2012-13 Students with Disabilities, ELL and Economically Disadvantaged statistics from the school’s 

October 2012 student enrollment report to SED (2012-13 BEDS Report).  District data are not yet available. 
22 Students with Disabilities enrollment data are not available for 2010-11.  SED released these district data in spring 2012 as 

the state’s Empirical Analysis of Enrollment Targets. 
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Current Board of Trustees  

Board Member Name Position/Committees 

Steve Axelrod Chair 

Mary Grace Luibrand Vice-Chair 

David Levow Treasurer 

Peter McDermott, PhD Secretary 

Michelle Baker Parent member 

Daria Klem Faculty non-voting member 

Mary Theresa Streck, EdD School leader non-voting member 

Heidi Andrade, PhD Member 

Ron Eglash, PhD Member 

Joe Fama Member 

 
School Leader(s) 

School Year(s) School Leader(s) Name and Title 

2003-04 to Present 
Mary Theresa Streck, Ed D,  
Executive Director/Principal 

 
School Visit History 

School Year Visit Type 
Evaluator 

(Institute/External) Date 

2001-02 First Year Visit Institute May 21, 2002 

2002-03 Evaluation Visit Institute June 6, 2003 

2003-04 Evaluation Visit External March 9-10, 2004 

2004-05 Evaluation Visit Institute April 11, 2005 

2005-06 Initial Renewal Visit Institute October 18-20, 2005 

2007-08 Subsequent Renewal Visit Institute November 28, 2007 

2008-09 Subsequent Renewal Visit Institute November 7, 2008 

2010-11 Evaluation Visit External December 7-8, 2010 

2013-14 Subsequent Renewal Visit Institute November 12-13, 2013 

 
Conduct of the Renewal Visit 

Date(s) of Visit Evaluation Team Members Title 

November 12-13, 2013 

Natasha Howard, PhD Director of School Evaluation 

Ron Miller, PhD 
Executive Deputy Director 

 for Accountability 

Jeffrey Wasbes 
Director of Performance and 

Systems Analysis 

Heather Wendling Senior Analyst 

Adam Aberman  Consultant 
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FISCAL DASHBOARD 
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