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Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Southeast Neighborhood School 
of Excellence vs. U.S. Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 6.6 10.8 -4.2
2nd grade 8.7 14.0 -5.3

3rd grade 6.6 11.0 -4.4

4th grade 5.1 9.0 -3.9

5th grade 7.0 9.0 -2.0

6th grade 3.1 7.0 -3.9

Reading 8.4 8.9 -0.5
2nd grade 11.0 13.0 -2.0

3rd grade 5.7 9.0 -3.3

4th grade 7.8 7.0 0.8

5th grade 9.8 5.0 4.8

6th grade 6.7 4.0 2.7

Language Usage 7.5 8.8 -1.2
2nd grade 9.7 14.0 -4.3

3rd grade 7.6 9.0 -1.4

4th grade 5.8 6.0 -0.2

5th grade 5.8 5.0 -0.8

6th grade 7.3 4.0 3.3

Total 7.5 9.5 -2.0
How to read this chart: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 2nd grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 2nd grade students at the school made an average gain of 8.7 points, compared to 14.0 points for the average U.S. 
student. These students “lost ground” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 5.3 points lower. A rating 
of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence’s average 
gains for this grade and subject and the average U.S. gains.

FACT
Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence (SENSE) 

was one of two Mayor-sponsored charter schools that 
received the Effective Practice Incentive Community 
(EPIC) National Charter School Consortium award, a 

national award given to fewer than 100 charter schools 
across the country for improved student achievement.

Because students at SENSE attended school on a significantly extended schedule 
– begining school in July – these comparisons may not fully reflect the average 
growth students made during one academic year.
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Sufficient Gains: What proportion of students 
Are on track to reach proficiency? 
NWEA determined the target amount of growth each student needed to achieve 
between fall 2007 and spring 2008 in order to be on track to become proficient 
within two academic years. NWEA then compared the student’s actual growth to 
this target. If the student’s actual growth was greater than or equal to the target, 
the student was deemed to have made sufficient gains. NWEA then calculated 
the percentage of students who made sufficient gains in each subject and grade, 
and Figure I displays the results.

Students Achieving Sufficient Gains Figure I

To Become Proficient within Two Years

Mathematics Reading Language Arts
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Students Achieving Sufficient Gains  Figure I
To Become Proficient Within Two Years

Sufficient Gains

How to read this chart: For example, 2nd grade mathematics shows 33.3 percent. This means that at their current rate of progress, 33.3 
percent of 2nd graders enrolled in this school during the 2007-2008 school year made gains large enough that they would be expected to 
reach proficiency in mathematics in the spring of their 4th grade year and, therefore, pass the ISTEP+ the following fall.

Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 1 of 
the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” “Approaching 
Standard,” “Meets Standard” and “Exceeds Standard.”

Core Question 1: Is the educational program a success?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

1.1.
Is the school making adequate yearly academic progress, as measured by 
the Indiana Department of Education’s system of accountability?

Meets Standard

1.2.
Are students making substantial and adequate gains over time, as measured 
using value-added analysis?

Approaching Standard
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

The school’s financial systems were managed satisfactorily in 
2007-2008, with no significant problems. During the school 
year, the Indiana State Board of Accounts (SBOA) examined the 
school’s finances for the time period from July 1, 2005 to June 
30, 2007. The report outlined some findings, all of which were 
minor. The school did not maintain employee time, attendance 
or service records during the examination period, a finding that 
appeared on a previous report indicating that the school has not 
yet satisfactorily resolved these issues.

Board 
Governance

Board members offer a diverse range of skills and represent the 
community being served. The subcommittee structure of the 
board has allowed members to effectively focus their efforts on 
individual interests and expertise. During 2007-2008, the board 
engaged in strategic planning and training, allowing them to 
become more actively engaged in the operations of the school.  

Leadership

The school leadership team demonstrates strong academic 
and business expertise and has remained stable over time. 
The administration effectively facilitates communication and 
provides consistent support for staff, students and families. The 
leadership team has established a culture of high expectations 
for student achievement and behavior and has implemented 
innovative new programs and resources for the school.
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 90%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 93%

Curriculum/academic program 94%

Class size 99%

Quality of teaching/instruction 97%

Opportunities for parent participation 97%

School administration 96%

Faculty/teachers 97%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

73%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 91%

Return to school 91%

Overall satisfaction 93%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 90%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 93%

Based on research evidence 70%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 66%

Works directly with teachers 38%

Makes clear the expectations 62%

Communicates a clear vision 90%

Likely to…

Return to school 90%

Overall satisfaction 100%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
2 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard,” “Meets Standard” and “Exceeds Standard.”

Core Question 2: Is the organization effective and well-run?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

2.1. Is the school in sound fiscal health? Meets Standard

2.2. Are the school’s student enrollment, attendance and retention rates strong? Approaching Standard

2.3. Is the school’s board active and competent in its oversight? Meets Standard

2.4. Is there a high level of parent satisfaction with the school? Exceeds Standard

2.5.
Is the school administration strong in its academic and organizational 
leadership?

Exceeds Standard
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Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence satisfied its obligations in 
2007-2008 for compliance with laws and regulations and in providing access 
to students across Indianapolis; the school made significant improvements in 
these areas this year. The Mayor’s Office’s internal systems did not indicate any 
significant concerns related to these obligations. However, the school was late 
in submitting its Biannual Financial Report (Form 9) to the Indiana Department 
of Education. In addition, the school received notification of noncompliance on 
compliance Indicator 11 from the IDOE’s Division of Exceptional Learners (DEL); 
this indicator refers to students receiving an evaluation within 60 days of identi-
fication. The school has one year to correct the noncompliance issue and will be 
monitored by DEL in accordance with its Continuous Improvement and Focused 
Monitoring System.

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?

Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
3 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard” and “Meets Standard.” 

Core Question 3: Is the school meeting its operations and access obligations?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

3.1.
Has the school satisfactorily completed all of its organizational structure and 
governance obligations?

Meets Standard

3.2. Is the school’s physical plant safe and conducive to learning? Meets Standard

3.3.
Has the school established and implemented a fair and appropriate pupil 
enrollment process?

Meets Standard

3.4.
Is the school properly maintaining special education files for its students with 
special needs?

Meets Standard

FACT
Leadership 

and staff are 
intentional in 

their focus on 
student learning 
and developing 

strategies for 
increasing 

student success.
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QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?

As part of its oversight of charter schools, the Mayor’s Office engaged external 
reviewers to conduct site visits of schools in their fourth year of operation. The 
purpose is to present the school and the Mayor’s Office with a professional 
judgment on conditions and practices at the school, which are best provided 
through an external perspective. The site visit uses multiple sources of evidence 
to understand the school’s performance. Evidence collection begins before the 
visit with the review of key documents and continues on-site through additional 
document review, classroom visits and interviews with a number of stakeholders.

Expert Site Visit Team’s Key Comments Figure N

Key 
Commendations

The school has an effective and ongoing process for •	
reviewing curriculum and identifying gaps based on 
student performance. 

The pace and content of instruction possesses adequate •	
levels of rigor and challenge. Teachers employ a variety 
of pedagogies to provide differentiated and challenging 
instruction to students.  

The school successfully uses standards and assess-•	
ments to inform and improve instruction.

Leadership and staff are intentional in their focus on •	
student learning and developing strategies for increasing 
student success.  

Key Areas for 
Attention

Although the school is striving to develop effective cur-•	
ricula, staff report confusion around the implementation 
of the mathematics curriculum and struggle to under-
stand and uniformly deliver mathematics instruction.    

There is a lack of clear communication between faculty •	
and administration, leading to uncertainty among the 
staff with respect to job performance and job security, 
which affects levels of trust at the school.

The school must take steps to ensure that student •	
attendance is more consistent. 
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Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
4 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard” and “Meets Standard.” 

Core Question 4: Is the school providing appropriate conditions for success?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review

Finding

4.1.
Does the school have a high-quality curriculum and supporting materials 
for each grade? 

Approaching Standard

4.2.
Are the teaching processes (pedagogies) consistent with the school’s 
mission? 

Meets Standard

4.3.
For secondary students, does the school provide sufficient guidance on 
and support and preparation for post-secondary options? 

Not Applicable

4.4.
Does the school effectively use learning standards and assessments to 
inform and improve instruction? 

Meets Standard

4.5.
Has the school developed adequate human resource systems and 
deployed its staff effectively? 

Meets Standard

4.6. Is the school’s mission clearly understood by all stakeholders? Meets Standard

4.7. Is the school climate conducive to student and staff success? Approaching Standard

4.8. Is ongoing communication with students and parents clear and helpful? Meets Standard
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Southeast Neighborhood School of 
Excellence Figure Notes
The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress 
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in the American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE.

Figure G: Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H: Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure I: Students Achieving Sufficient Gains To Become Proficient 
Within Two Years
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), 
2008.
Note:  For 7th and 8th grade students, “sufficient gains” means sufficient to 
pass proficiency on the ISTEP+ in the fall of 9th grade. To determine what 
score is proficient, NWEA conducted a study in 2003 that found a high 
correlation between student scores on the Measures of Academic Progress 
(MAP) test and the ISTEP+, allowing NWEA to pinpoint a MAP score that 
equates with a passing score on the ISTEP+ in each grade and subject. As 
NWEA has not calculated these cut scores for grades 10 through 12, NWEA 
was unable to calculate sufficient gains for 9th through 12th grades. 

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Ratings from the Fourth Year Charter Review
Source: “Indianapolis Mayor’s Office Fourth Year Charter Review” for 
each Fourth Year School (Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School, KIPP 
Indianapolis College Preparatory, Indianapolis Metropolitan High School 
and Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence), available online. The 
schools’ full reports include detailed explanations of the ratings.
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