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	CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
MAY 2010 AGENDA

	SUBJECT

Student Achievement Plans for State Board of Education-Authorized Charter Schools: Review Interim Assessment Reports Submitted by Lifeline Education Charter School, Micro-Enterprise Charter Academy, and The School of Arts and Enterprise; Take Other Action as Deemed Necessary and Appropriate, Including, but not Limited to, Initiation of the Revocation Process, Pursuant to California Education Code Section 47607. 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Action

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Information

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public Hearing


	RECOMMENDATION


The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) review the reports on interim assessments submitted by Lifeline Education Charter School, Micro-Enterprise Charter Academy, and The School of Arts and Enterprise. The CDE also recommends that the SBE take action as deemed necessary and appropriate, including, but not limited to, initiation of the revocation process, pursuant to California Education Code Section 47607.

	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION


Since 1992, 71 charter petition appeals have been submitted to the SBE for consideration. Of these 71, the SBE approved 28 petitions on appeal of local denial, 28 petitions were withdrawn by the petitioners prior to formal consideration by the SBE, the SBE denied 8 petitions, the SBE did not take formal action on 3 petitions, and 4 petitions are before the SBE today. 

The 28 charter petitions approved by the SBE since 1992 account for 33 charter schools approved to operate under those charter petitions. This is due to multiple charter schools that operate under each of the 3 statewide benefit charters approved by the SBE. Of the 33 charter schools approved by the SBE, 25 charter schools are currently operating under SBE oversight, and 8 charter schools are no longer under SBE oversight due to charter renewal at the local level, abandonment, and 1 revocation. Of the 25 charter schools currently operating under SBE oversight, the SBE approved 13 on appeal of local denial, 9 under 3 statewide benefit charters, and the SBE renewed 3 charter schools on appeal of local denial.

	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS…(Cont.)


At its January 2010 meeting, the SBE reviewed a Student Achievement Plan (SAP) submitted as required by the Memorandum of Understanding between the SBE and each school that failed to meet Academic Performance Index growth targets or Adequate Yearly Progress in the previous year. The SBE directed 3 of the 5 schools that submitted Student Achievement Plans (Lifeline Education Charter School, Micro-Enterprise Charter Academy, and The School of Arts and Enterprise) to provide copies of their interim assessments and student benchmark data to the SBE at its March 2010 and May 2010 
meetings.

At its March 2010 meeting, the SBE reviewed and discussed the interim assessment reports with each of the three schools. No action was taken at that meeting.
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES


On January 14, 2010, the CDE notified Lifeline Education Charter School, Micro-Enterprise Charter Academy, and The School of Arts and Enterprise they would be required to submit a report by April 1, 2010, that contains the following elements:

· Copies of the interim assessments used by the school, including an explanation of how these assessments are aligned to California academic standards and to each school’s academic goals as stated in its charter.

· Benchmark data for students schoolwide and in all subgroups from October 2009, when the SAP was first implemented.

· Benchmark data for students schoolwide and in all subgroups for the most recent data point prior to April 1, 2010.

Through numerous conversations by phone and in person, as well as a formal update on March 24, 2010, each school was reminded of the requirement to submit the report by April 1, 2010.

The CDE analysis of the reports is included with each school’s report in Attachments 

1–3 of this item. The CDE has assessed whether each school’s report provides:

· Assessments used by the school that demonstrate alignment to California academic standards for each grade level the school offers as well as alignment to all academic goals stated in the school’s charter. 

· Benchmark data from October 2009, February 2010, and April 2010 for students schoolwide and in each subgroup.

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)


· Evidence that the goals stated in the school’s SAP are being achieved schoolwide and for each subgroup as demonstrated by the October 2009, February 1, 2010, and April 1, 2010 data.

Due to copyright issues, copies of these assessments cannot be provided as attachments to this item.

	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)


No fiscal impact is identified.
	ATTACHMENT(S)


Attachment 1: Lifeline Education Charter School Interim Assessment Report, including CDE analysis (9 Pages) 

Attachment 2: Micro-Enterprise Charter Academy Interim Assessment Report, including CDE analysis (9 Pages) 

Attachment 3: The School of Arts and Enterprise Interim Assessment Report, including CDE analysis (16 Pages)
Lifeline Education Charter School

Interim Assessment Report

California Department of Education (CDE) Analysis

Lifeline Education Charter School (Lifeline) did not meet Academic Performance Index (API) growth targets or Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) criteria schoolwide or for Hispanic or Latino and socioeconomically disadvantaged subgroups. 
Representatives from Lifeline will be available at the May 2010 meeting of the State Board of Education to respond to questions about their Interim Assessment Report.

The CDE analysis is included beneath each required element of the Interim Assessment Report outlined below:

1. Assessments used by the school that demonstrate alignment to California academic standards for each grade level the school offers as well as alignment to all academic goals stated in the school’s charter. 

a. Lifeline used the same assessments for both the February and April interim assessment reports. The assessments were submitted previously with Lifeline’s February report. 

b. Each of the assessments provided by Lifeline in February included the specific content standards measured by the assessment. 

2. Benchmark data from October 2009, February 2010, and April 2010 for students schoolwide and in each subgroup.

a. Lifeline submitted the tables as requested. Each table includes data from all three benchmarks and is disaggregated by demographic subgroup.
b. As Lifeline explains in their narrative, scores for English-language arts in the middle grades are not included, as they are not yet available.
3. Evidence that the goals stated in the school’s Student Achievement Plans are being achieved schoolwide and for each subgroup as demonstrated by the April 2010 data.
a. Based on the data provided by Lifeline, the percentage of students scoring proficient on the assessments shows increases in almost every category. 
LIFELINE EDUCATION CHARTER SCHOOL
357 EAST PALMER STREET

COMPTON, CALIFORNIA  90221

310-605-2510

NARRATIVE FOR SAP REPORT

Since the Mid-Year SAP Report Submitted to the State Board of Education in March, Lifeline Education Charter School continues to move students to the 70th percentile level on the same benchmarks assessments in the areas of Math and English Language Arts.  The Data presented shows the percentages that have made movement in this direction.  Lifeline will also present additional data to the State Board of Education showing the progress students have made on the additional “power standards” toward proficiency.

Teachers are very interested in having the State Board of Education understand that they are continuing to teach to additional “power standards” and wish to have them see the progress that students are making.  Teachers are beginning to see that the course content revisions, strategic instructional strategies and use of specific student data regarding the English Language Arts and Math benchmark assessments are having positive impact on student learning.  Teachers are able to target student intervention and design more effective differentiated lessons.  Working with data has also helped teachers become more strategic in their instruction and planning.  They work together as cross-curricular teams creating ways to have each core curriculum support each others needs.  This is especially true at the Middle School Level.  Teachers have embraced the need to collaborate on a regular basis regarding curriculum student social issues.  Lifeline will be making a concerted effort to develop this same type of team work through the high school professional learning community.   

During the third week in April, students will be taking their fourth set of benchmark assessments and will provide those scores to the Department of Education.  We are continuing to make progress on the  renovation of the school curriculum and implementation of best teaching practices.  During the Spring Break, Middle School Teachers will be meeting to revise curriculum calendars in all cores subjects as well as adjusting pacing calendars where needed.  These new revisions will be put into place for the 2010/2011 school year

It must be noted that scores for the Middle School are for mathematics only.  This is due to the use of Language! as the curriculum for English Language Arts.  Two weeks after Spring Vacation,  (April 26, 2010) results from the Language! program will be made available to CDE.  This follows the timeline established by the Language! program and current instructional sequencing.  

The information you are receiving continues to be heavily focused on English and Mathematics benchmark assessments.  All percentages found on the provided form represent the percentage of students scoring 70 percent or higher on the benchmark assessment.  There had been, what  appeared to be, a noticeable issue with the scores for students in the 9th, 10th and 11th grade English Language Arts classes.  The school had taken personnel action to ensure this type of irregularity will not occur in the future.  

Second Semester Implementation Plans as presented in the Mid-Year SAP Report.

· Re-assess the implementation of the Benchmark Assessment process and make improvements for better communication between teachers.

· Review of Curriculum Calendars and readjust to meet challenges

· Continue to focus on the development of the Science and Social Studies Curriculum Calendars and Benchmark assessments.  

· Begin full implementation of Data Director to aid in the management of student data.

· Further implement the PLATO Learning System into after school and Saturday School for High School

· Strategic plan for a strong start of the 2010/11 school year.  Planning all curriculum, textbook needs, etc.

· Continue to prepare students for the CAHSEE and CST Tests.

Continue to celebrate the increase in student success on Benchmark Assessments and State Testing.  Also to recognize the intense amount of restructuring that has occurred over the past 8 months in order to provide a higher level of instruction for all Lifeline students.
Lifeline Education Charter
2010 Student Achievement Plan—Interim Assessment Results
Instructions: Please provide data for the following data points in the format shown below. Multiple templates are provided here. Use as many tables as necessary to provide data for each assessment tool used to address goals in the Student Achievement Plan.

	[6th General Math] 

[Description of assessment’s alignment to California academic standards and to goals as stated in charter. Indicate specific standards assessed.]



	Student Category
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to October 1, 2009)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to February 1, 2010)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to     April 1, 2010)

	Schoolwide
	40%
	61%
	81%

	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	29%
	57%
	85%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	

	Filipino
	
	
	

	Hispanic or Latino
	53%
	67%
	77%

	Pacific Islander
	
	
	

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	
	
	

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	41%
	66%
	82%

	English Learners
	50%
	67%
	77%


	[7th Pre Algebra] 

[Description of assessment’s alignment to California academic standards and to goals as stated in charter. Indicate specific standards assessed.]



	Student Category
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to October 1, 2009)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to February 1, 2010)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to     April 1, 2010)

	Schoolwide
	22%
	54%
	92%

	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	11%
	46%
	84%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	

	Filipino
	
	
	

	Hispanic or Latino
	42%
	45%
	81%

	Pacific Islander
	
	
	

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	
	
	

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	24%
	46%
	91%

	English Learners
	50%
	50%
	100%


	[8th General Math] 

[Description of assessment’s alignment to California academic standards and to goals as stated in charter. Indicate specific standards assessed.]



	Student Category
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to October 1, 2009)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to February 1, 2010)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to     April 1, 2010)

	Schoolwide
	3%
	28%
	37%

	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	6%
	24%
	29%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	

	Filipino
	
	
	

	Hispanic or Latino
	0%
	33%
	37%

	Pacific Islander
	
	
	

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	
	
	

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	3%
	29%
	34%

	English Learners
	0%
	17%
	33%


	[9th English] 

[Description of assessment’s alignment to California academic standards and to goals as stated in charter. Indicate specific standards assessed.]



	Student Category
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to October 1, 2009)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to February 1, 2010)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to     April 1, 2010)

	Schoolwide
	60%
	79%
	91%

	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	47%
	84%
	92%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	

	Filipino
	
	
	

	Hispanic or Latino
	66%
	80%
	93%

	Pacific Islander
	
	
	

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	
	
	

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	57%
	81%
	88%

	English Learners
	57%
	55%
	77%


	[10th English] 

[Description of assessment’s alignment to California academic standards and to goals as stated in charter. Indicate specific standards assessed.]



	Student Category
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to October 1, 2009)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to February 1, 2010)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to     April 1, 2010)

	Schoolwide
	17%
	82%
	95%

	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	35%
	80%
	90%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	

	Filipino
	
	
	

	Hispanic or Latino
	10%
	82%
	96%

	Pacific Islander
	
	
	

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	
	
	

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	17%
	83%
	96%

	English Learners
	11%
	90%
	90%


	[11th English] 

[Description of assessment’s alignment to California academic standards and to goals as stated in charter. Indicate specific standards assessed.]



	Student Category
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to October 1, 2009)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to February 1, 2010)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to     April 1, 2010)

	Schoolwide
	
	68%
	92%

	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	
	64%
	85%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	

	Filipino
	
	
	

	Hispanic or Latino
	
	71%
	85%

	Pacific Islander
	
	
	

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	
	
	

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	
	68%
	92%

	English Learners
	
	67%
	83%


	[Algebra 1] 

[Description of assessment’s alignment to California academic standards and to goals as stated in charter. Indicate specific standards assessed.]



	Student Category
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to October 1, 2009)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to February 1, 2010)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to     April 1, 2010)

	Schoolwide
	54%
	65%
	81%

	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	61%
	55%
	72%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	

	Filipino
	
	
	

	Hispanic or Latino
	52%
	63%
	81%

	Pacific Islander
	
	
	

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	
	
	

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	56%
	60%
	79%

	English Learners
	33%
	80%
	90%


	[10th Algebra 2] 

[Description of assessment’s alignment to California academic standards and to goals as stated in charter. Indicate specific standards assessed.]



	Student Category
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to October 1, 2009)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to February 1, 2010)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to     April 1, 2010)

	Schoolwide
	26%
	95%
	96%

	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	14%
	86%
	85%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	

	Filipino
	
	
	

	Hispanic or Latino
	30%
	97%
	97%

	Pacific Islander
	
	
	

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	
	
	

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	25%
	94%
	95%

	English Learners
	20%
	100%
	100%


	[11th Algebra 2] 

[Description of assessment’s alignment to California academic standards and to goals as stated in charter. Indicate specific standards assessed.]



	Student Category
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to October 1, 2009)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to February 1, 2010)
	[Date]

(Data point nearest to     April 1, 2010)

	Schoolwide
	12%
	94%
	94%

	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	0%
	93%
	93%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	

	Filipino
	
	
	

	Hispanic or Latino
	12%
	93%
	93%

	Pacific Islander
	
	
	

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	
	
	

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	12%
	93%
	93%

	English Learners
	0%
	86%
	86%


The School of Arts and Enterprise

Interim Assessment Report

California Department of Education (CDE) Analysis

The School of Arts and Enterprise (The SAE) did not meet Academic Performance Index (API) growth targets for Hispanic or Latino and socioeconomically disadvantaged subgroups.

Representatives from The SAE will be available at the May 2010 meeting of the State Board of Education (SBE) to respond to questions about their Interim Assessment Report.

The CDE analysis is included beneath each required element of the Interim Assessment Report outlined below:

1. Assessments used by the school that demonstrate alignment to California academic standards for each grade level the school offers as well as alignment to all academic goals stated in the school’s charter. 

a. The SAE submitted the assessments used for the April benchmarks. The assessments were aligned to California academic standards.
2. Benchmark data from October 2009, February 2010, and April 2010 for students schoolwide and in each subgroup.

a. The SAE submitted tables that compare the April 2010 benchmark assessment results to the 2009 California Standards Test (CST) results. In the narrative provided by The SAE with their report, they explain their reasons for doing so.

b. In addition to submitting the data requested by the CDE, The SAE included detailed reports for each student and each teacher. The student reports detail students’ mastery of each standard, and the teacher reports indicate overall student performance by each standard by each period. These reports contain names of individuals, so they cannot be provided as an attachment to this item.

3. Evidence that the goals stated in the school’s Student Achievement Plans are being achieved schoolwide and for each subgroup as demonstrated by the April 2010 data.

a. The CDE was also unable to make a comparison between the February 2010 and the April 2010 results because the current report compares the April 2010 data with 2009 CST data. The CDE was also unable to analyze whether student improvement occurred between the October 2009 and February 2010 interim assessments because The SAE used significantly different assessments for each report. At the March 2009 meeting of the State Board of Education (SBE), the SBE discussed the incomparability of The SAE’s October 2009 and February 2010 results. 

b. When compared to 2009 CST data, the April data show a general decrease in the number of proficient and advanced students in mathematics and English-language arts and a general increase in social studies and science.
The School of Arts and Enterprise

Benchmark Report

2009 CST

2010 Quarter 3 Benchmark

April 5, 2010

Analysis of Quarter 3 Benchmark alignment and comparison with proceeding benchmarks

School of Arts and Enterprise 

2009/2010

The Quarter 3 Benchmark (Q3) for each content area was designed primarily as a formative student assessment of learned content standards. Each content area Q3 was developed in close alignment to the STAR Blueprint and STAR RTQs, and each Q3 assesses 100% of the STAR Blueprint standards. Thus, Q3 can be viewed as an early predictor of student performance on the CST in addition to its primary function as a formative assessment tool. However, Q3 is administered approximately one (1) month prior to the CST and will most likely provide depreciated scores if viewed as a CST predictor. Thus, it can be expected that students will perform at least as well on the CST as they do Q3 with likelihood that some students will perform better overall on the CST than on Q3.

Comparison of Q3 with other benchmarks is difficult to assess because Q3 is the only benchmark that assesses 100% of the STAR Blueprint standards. Below is The School of Arts and Enterprise guideline for benchmark development:

· Monthly benchmarks aligned with pacing guide standards for that month only. 

· Q1 will assess 30% of STAR tested standards

· Q2 will assess 70% of STAR tested standards

· Q3 will assess 100 % of STAR tested standards 

· Q4 will assess 30% of STAR tested questions for the students proceeding year (not applicable in subject area)

Some inference of student improvement can be made by comparing quarterly benchmarks, but only by comparing improvement on the individual standards assessed in each benchmark rather than the overall proficiency level of each student. 

Each monthly benchmark assesses new standards. Because monthly benchmarks are not cumulative and assess only to those standards taught that month according to teacher pacing guides, monthly benchmarks should not be used to assess student improvement. 

	Quarter 3 Benchmark Analysis

Date: April 5, 2010


	Collect and Chart data


	Comparison reports were generated for Q3 and the 2009 CST. Data was broken down by school wide, Hispanic/Latino, and socioeconomically disadvantaged.

	Analyze strengths and obstacles 
	· Significant decline in FFB was seen school wide for all subject areas. 

· Large gains in students reaching proficiency was seen in Algebra I, World History, Earth Science, and Chemistry. 

· Moderate gains in students reaching proficiency was seen in each of the other subjects school wide. 

· SED students reaching proficiency saw the least improvement for each subject area. 

· The bulk of students are performing at BB to basic with an average of 75% of students falling in these two performance bands in each subject area. 

	Establish goals: set, review, revise
	In all subject areas:

· Decrease FBB to 5% or less

· Decrease BB by 20 pts

· Decrease Basic by 30 pts

· Increase proficiency or advanced to 55% or more

	Select instructional strategies

	· Focus on differentiated instruction to increase the number of students reaching proficiency and advanced while continuing to maintain a low percentage of students at FBB.

· Implement Marzano strategies for student success (align with professional development goals)

· Implement or continue immediate intervention strategies for low performing SED students as identified by Q3

· Continue working with consultant to improve data analysis for instruction improvement to maximize student learning

	 Determine results indicators
	· 2010 CST

· 2010/2011 school year benchmark results


	English Language Arts 9

	
	2009 

CST
	Quarter 3 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide

	Far Below Basic
	6%
	3%

	Below Basic
	20%
	24%

	Basic
	51%
	53%

	Proficient
	17%
	17%

	Advanced
	7%
	4%

	Hispanic or Latino

	Far Below Basic
	
	2%

	Below Basic
	
	27%

	Basic
	
	52%

	Proficient
	18%
	18%

	Advanced
	
	

	Socio-Economically Disadvantaged

	Far Below Basic
	
	3%

	Below Basic
	
	37%

	Basic
	
	37%

	Proficient
	20%
	23%

	Advanced
	
	


	English Language Arts 10

	
	2009 

CST
	Quarter 3 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide

	Far Below Basic
	12%
	3%

	Below Basic
	18%
	40%

	Basic
	47%
	35%

	Proficient
	18%
	14%

	Advanced
	4%
	8%

	Hispanic or Latino

	Far Below Basic
	
	3%

	Below Basic
	
	46%

	Basic
	
	36%

	Proficient
	17%
	15%

	Advanced
	
	

	Socio-Economically Disadvantaged

	Far Below Basic
	
	0%

	Below Basic
	
	41%

	Basic
	
	46%

	Proficient
	17%
	12%

	Advanced
	
	


	English Language Arts 11

	
	2009 

CST
	Quarter 3 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide

	Far Below Basic
	13%
	3%

	Below Basic
	20%
	29%

	Basic
	27%
	29%

	Proficient
	36%
	31%

	Advanced
	4%
	8%

	Hispanic or Latino

	Far Below Basic
	
	3%

	Below Basic
	
	31%

	Basic
	
	29%

	Proficient
	38%
	37%

	Advanced
	
	

	Socio-Economically Disadvantaged

	Far Below Basic
	
	3%

	Below Basic
	
	43%

	Basic
	
	30%

	Proficient
	34%
	23%

	Advanced
	
	


	Algebra I

	
	2009 

CST
	Quarter 3 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide

	Far Below Basic
	25%
	3%

	Below Basic
	63%
	34%

	Basic
	10%
	36%

	Proficient
	1%
	26%

	Advanced
	0%
	1%

	Hispanic or Latino

	Far Below Basic
	
	3%

	Below Basic
	
	31%

	Basic
	
	40%

	Proficient
	0%
	26%

	Advanced
	
	

	Socio-Economically Disadvantaged

	Far Below Basic
	
	41%

	Below Basic
	
	24%

	Basic
	
	35%

	Proficient
	1%
	0%

	Advanced
	
	


	Geometry

	
	2009 

CST
	Quarter 3 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide

	Far Below Basic
	18%
	1%

	Below Basic
	57%
	64%

	Basic
	21%
	27%

	Proficient
	4%
	8%

	Advanced
	0%
	0%

	Hispanic or Latino

	Far Below Basic
	
	2%

	Below Basic
	
	69%

	Basic
	
	25%

	Proficient
	4%
	5%

	Advanced
	
	

	Socio-Economically Disadvantaged

	Far Below Basic
	
	4%

	Below Basic
	
	67%

	Basic
	
	30%

	Proficient
	5%
	0%

	Advanced
	
	


	Algebra II

	
	2009 

CST
	Quarter 3 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide

	Far Below Basic
	53%
	12%

	Below Basic
	30%
	67%

	Basic
	13%
	22%

	Proficient
	3%
	0%

	Advanced
	0%
	0%

	Hispanic or Latino

	Far Below Basic
	
	11%

	Below Basic
	
	63%

	Basic
	
	26%

	Proficient
	2%
	0%

	Advanced
	
	

	Socio-Economically Disadvantaged

	Far Below Basic
	
	7%

	Below Basic
	
	63%

	Basic
	
	30%

	Proficient
	5%
	0%

	Advanced
	
	


	World History

	
	2009 

CST
	Quarter 3 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide

	Far Below Basic
	47%
	3%

	Below Basic
	22%
	31%

	Basic
	23%
	37%

	Proficient
	8%
	28%

	Advanced
	1%
	1%

	Hispanic or Latino

	Far Below Basic
	
	2%

	Below Basic
	
	36%

	Basic
	
	40%

	Proficient
	4%
	22%

	Advanced
	
	

	Socio-Economically Disadvantaged

	Far Below Basic
	
	4%

	Below Basic
	
	38%

	Basic
	
	42%

	Proficient
	7%
	15%

	Advanced
	
	


	US History

	
	2009 

CST
	Quarter 3 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide

	Far Below Basic
	26%
	3%

	Below Basic
	16%
	42%

	Basic
	39%
	35%

	Proficient
	16%
	17%

	Advanced
	2%
	3%

	Hispanic or Latino

	Far Below Basic
	
	4%

	Below Basic
	
	45%

	Basic
	
	36%

	Proficient
	13%
	15%

	Advanced
	
	

	Socio-Economically Disadvantaged

	Far Below Basic
	
	8%

	Below Basic
	
	42%

	Basic
	
	38%

	Proficient
	15%
	12%

	Advanced
	
	


	Earth Science

	
	2009 

CST
	Quarter 3 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide

	Far Below Basic
	27%
	4%

	Below Basic
	47%
	49%

	Basic
	27%
	32%

	Proficient
	0%
	15%

	Advanced
	0%
	0%

	Hispanic or Latino

	Far Below Basic
	
	5%

	Below Basic
	
	50%

	Basic
	
	32%

	Proficient
	0%
	13%

	Advanced
	
	

	Socio-Economically Disadvantaged

	Far Below Basic
	
	2%

	Below Basic
	
	51%

	Basic
	
	33%

	Proficient
	0%
	14%

	Advanced
	
	


	Biology

	
	2009 

CST
	Quarter 3 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide

	Far Below Basic
	13%
	No data available at this time

	Below Basic
	13%
	

	Basic
	51%
	

	Proficient
	18%
	

	Advanced
	6%
	

	Hispanic or Latino

	Far Below Basic
	
	No data available at this time

	Below Basic
	
	

	Basic
	
	

	Proficient
	19%
	

	Advanced
	
	

	Socio-Economically Disadvantaged

	Far Below Basic
	
	No data available at this time

	Below Basic
	
	

	Basic
	
	

	Proficient
	21%
	

	Advanced
	
	


	Chemistry

	
	2009 

CST
	Quarter 3 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide

	Far Below Basic
	44%
	3%

	Below Basic
	27%
	31%

	Basic
	23%
	53%

	Proficient
	5%
	12%

	Advanced
	2%
	0%

	Hispanic or Latino

	Far Below Basic
	
	4%

	Below Basic
	
	30%

	Basic
	
	52%

	Proficient
	5%
	13%

	Advanced
	
	

	Socio-Economically Disadvantaged

	Far Below Basic
	
	7%

	Below Basic
	
	26%

	Basic
	
	48%

	Proficient
	2%
	19%

	Advanced
	
	


