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Student Achievement Plans for State Board of Education Authorized Charter Schools: Update on Student Achievement Plans Submitted by Lifeline Education Charter School and Long Valley Charter School.
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SUMMARY OF THE ISSUE(S)

In the 2011–12 school year, Lifeline Education Charter School (LECS) and Long Valley Charter School (LVCS) failed to meet three statewide indicators of academic achievement. The schools did not meet their Academic Performance Index (API) growth targets, had an API score below 800, and did not meet Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). As a result, each school is required to submit a Student Achievement Plan (SAP). This is the second consecutive year both schools are required to submit SAPs.

In reviewing the statewide assessment and accountability results, both LECS and LVCS made little to no improvement in their academic achievement. At the November 8, 2012, State Board of Education (SBE) meeting, an action was approved for California Department of Education (CDE) staff to review and analyze the SAP submitted by both of these schools and to provide updates and further recommendations as appropriate at the January SBE meeting.

RECOMMENDATION
As required by the November 2012 SBE action, both LECS and LVCS submitted a SAP on November 13, 2012. However, the plans submitted lacked information, CDE staff has been providing guidance to each school to revise their plans. Subsequently, each school submitted two additional versions of the SAP to add a comprehensible plan of action and to clarify information. The final version of each was submitted 

December 6 and 7, 2012, respectively, and was the basis for the CDE staff, SAP review and analysis, for this item. 
LECS SAP includes deliverable goals and objectives and provides a viable plan to increase student achievement. However, LECS’s annual report submitted did not report progress on all of their charter outcomes in their annual update. In addition, the benchmark measurements for measurable pupil outcomes as stated in LECS’s current charter petition have not been updated and still reflect timelines for year one and year three of the charter. The CDE recommends the following for LECS:
· LECS will provide an update to their benchmarks, as related to each of their measurable pupil outcomes in their charter. The benchmarks must be specific, measurable, attainable and timely goals that align with their current plan to increase student achievement. The updated pupil outcomes and benchmarks will be submitted to the CDE by March 1, 2013.
· LECS provide the CDE with an addendum to their annual update, reporting on progress made toward all of their pupil outcomes by February 1, 2013.
· LECS will complete an analysis of the winter benchmark assessment administered before December 15, 2012, and the spring benchmark test administered before March 15, 2013. As a result of the analysis, LECS will identify additional actions or activities necessary to ensure student progress. LECS will provide this information to the CDE for the winter benchmark assessment by January 31, 2013, and the spring benchmark assessment by April 15, 2013. If students are not making adequate progress, further action may be recommended by the CDE.

CDE staff will continue to monitor LECS’s SAP implementation and academic performance, and provide technical assistance as necessary. In addition, based on the review and analysis of information submitted by LECS in response to this recommendation, the CDE may recommend further action to the SBE, as appropriate.

LVCS’s SAP includes deliverable goals and objectives that primarily target the underperforming Independent Study (IS) program. LVCS’s plan identifies changes to their IS program by increasing the instructional meeting time, which includes the time teachers meet with students to assign and evaluate student work, monitor attendance, and document student progress; and increase the one-on-one tutoring time for low achieving IS program participants. While these appear to be appropriate strategies to improve student achievement, the proposed amount of increased time may not be sufficient since many of the students in the IS program are more than one grade level behind. The original SAP received November 13, 2012, and the revised second version of the SAP submitted by LVCS on November 28, 2012, did not include a Professional Development (PD) plan for the current year, a required element. Also, in reviewing LVCS annual update, CDE staff noted that LVCS did not report on progress made toward all measurable pupil outcomes, as noted in LVCS charter. In addition, the measurable pupil outcomes as stated in LVCS’s charter petition lack specific measurable outcomes.  Also, LVCS has had significant growth in their IS program. LVCS original petition identified approximately 60 percent of the student population would participate in the IS program. The IS student population has increased to 
81 percent in the current school year, 2012–13. The CDE recommends the following:
· LVCS to provide to the CDE a PD plan, aligned with student achievement goals outlined in the SAP, which includes dates, participants, activities and vendor or facilitator of activity, by February 1, 2013.
· LVCS provide the CDE with an addendum to their annual update, reporting on progress made toward all of their pupil outcomes by February 1, 2013.
· LVCS will review and refine their measurable pupil outcomes and benchmarks to ensure they are specific, measurable, attainable and timely goals that align with their current plan to increase student achievement. The updated pupil outcomes and benchmarks will be submitted to the CDE by March 1, 2013.
· LVCS will complete an analysis of the winter benchmark assessment and the spring benchmark test. As a result of the analysis, LVCS will identify additional actions or activities necessary to ensure student progress. LVCS will provide this information to the CDE for the winter benchmark assessment by January 31, 2013, and the spring benchmark assessment by April 15, 2013. If students are not making adequate progress, further action may be recommended by the CDE.

· LVCS will continue to closely monitor progress on meeting student academic achievement on goals and objectives. Also, LVCS will continue to analyze whether the current educational program is meeting the needs of the student population and will make adjustments, as appropriate. 
CDE staff will continue to monitor LVCS’s SAP implementation and academic performance, and provide technical assistance as necessary. In addition, based on the review and analysis of requested information received from LVCS, the CDE may recommend further action to the SBE, as appropriate.
BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES
SBE-authorized charter schools who do not meet their API growth targets and/or their AYP are required to submit a SAP to the CDE. The SAP requires the school to establish specific goals and actions the school will take to improve student academic achievement in areas identified through the API and AYP as not meeting performance criteria. The school must identify how it will evaluate progress toward goals and outcomes and the data that will be collected to measure progress. In addition, each school is required to provide the CDE with an annual update, which includes progress made towards their charter goals, as well as report on the previous year’s SAP.

LECS Annual Update – Progress on 2011–12 SAP
On November 13, 2012, LECS submitted an annual update for 2011–12 school year, which included a summary of progress towards their charter goals and progress on the 2011–12 SAP. LECS identified four measurable pupil outcomes (goals) and benchmarks in their charter petition. In their annual update, LECS reported on two benchmarks associated with one of the goals (basic skills); students showing mastery at or above grade level in all core subjects. LECS indicated that they did not make significant progress towards this goal. LECS did not report on all measurable pupil outcomes in their annual update; therefore, CDE staff is unable to conduct further analysis on LECS’s progress towards all the goals outlined in the charter. In addition, the measurable pupil outcomes or goals, as stated in LECS’s charter petition and those for which LECS reported upon, appear to be outdated and should be updated.
LECS 2012–13 SAP 
LECS submitted a new SAP for 2012–13 that identified goals and their subsequent actions to address criteria LECS failed to meet, which included both English language arts (ELA) and math, percent proficient Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) in the Hispanic/Latino subgroup. In addition, LECS failed to meet the API target for 2012, achieving only two points towards their target of seven. Comparing the AYP results from the 2010–11 school year, LECS has made improvement and met an additional six AYP criteria in the 2011–12 school year through safe harbor. 
The first version of the SAP submitted by LECS for 2012–13, lacked clarity in their measurable objectives and plan of action. The plan also included data tables reporting LECS’s testing and accountability results that contained incorrect data. CDE staff worked with LECS as they refined their plan to include a comprehensible plan of action and also requested that LECS correct the information reported in the data tables. LECS refined their SAP, however, the data tables still reflect inaccurate state-reported testing and accountability results. The third and final version of the SAP for 2012–13 (Attachment 1) identifies LECS’s areas for growth and offers a plan to regularly assess and analyze student progress with benchmark testing throughout the year. It appears that LECS has provided an objective look at their academic outcomes and indicators.

LECS’s SAP offers many of the same strategies and methods that were included in their 2011–12 SAP. However, LECS reported taking additional actions upon receiving their Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) data for 2011–12 that included reassigning staff, adding additional personnel to address math achievement, and adding a math foundations class to their master schedule. The 2012–13 SAP appears to be a viable plan that will allow the school to monitor and track their progress toward their achievement goals. CDE staff will continue to monitor and provide technical assistance to LECS staff as they implement their SAP. 
LVCS Annual Update– Progress on 2011–12 SAP
On November 13, 2012, LVCS submitted an annual update for 2011–12 school year, which includes a summary of progress made towards their charter goals and progress on the 2011–12 SAP. LVCS identified eight measurable pupil outcomes or goals in their charter petition. In their annual update, LVCS reported on two of the outcomes, attendance and ELA/math proficiency. LVCS reported they met their charter goal of attaining at least a 93 percent student attendance rate, achieving a 94 percent rate for the 2011–12 school year. LVCS also reported progress toward achieving their charter goal of meeting or exceeding statewide goals in math and ELA. Based on LVCS disaggregated achievement data, the classroom based program is approaching the statewide proficiency goal of 77.4 percent proficient for math and 77.8 percent proficient for ELA. LVCS classroom based program results for math are 72.22 percent proficient and for ELA 76.39 percent proficient. In contrast, LVCS’s annual update reported that the IS students proficiency is well below statewide goals with 11.74 percent proficient in math and 28.62 percent proficient in ELA. LVCS did not report on all measurable pupil outcomes in their annual update; therefore, CDE staff is unable to conduct further analysis of the school’s progress towards the charter goals. In addition, the measurable pupil outcomes as stated in LVCS’s charter petition and those for which LVCS reported upon do not all include specific measurable indicators. LVCS should review the current pupil outcomes to ensure alignment with their current educational program, which has had a significant increase in their IS program and should be updated. 
LVCS 2012–13 SAP 
LVCS also submitted a new SAP for 2012–13 that identified goals and their subsequent actions to address criteria LVCS failed to meet, which included ELA and math percent proficient AMOs school wide and for the significant subgroups, White and Socioeconomically Disadvantaged students. This is the second consecutive year that LVCS failed to meet criteria for AYP. In addition, LVCS failed to meet the API target for 2012, declining by 56 points, for which LVCS attributes to a significant increase of students enrolled in their IS program. 
The CDE worked with LVCS to refine their 2012–13 SAP to include a detailed plan of action. In the third and final version of their 2012–13 SAP (Attachment 2), LVCS provides an analysis of their state testing results and targets areas for growth, noting a significant gap in achievement levels between the classroom based program and the IS program in both ELA and math, 47 and 60 points respectively. It is apparent, through the disaggregation of data that LVCS objectively looked at their data to provide a thorough analysis of their academic outcomes and indicators. Based on the STAR analysis completed by LVCS, the 2012–13 SAP focuses on the IS students. The CDE staff has reviewed and analyzed the SAP and it appears to be a viable plan, however the plan does not provide sufficient PD activities. Considering the IS population is 81 percent of the school enrollment and many of those students are one or more grade levels behind, reaching the proposed SAP targets may be a significant challenge. The interventions outlined in the action plan submitted by LVCS require increasing student instructional meetings to a minimum of one time per week, and requiring an additional one hour a week, one-on-one tutoring session in the IS program. LVCS should closely monitor whether the allotted time will produce similar results of a classroom based intervention program requiring at least an additional hour a day of targeted instruction in the identified area of program deficiency. 
The CDE will continue to monitor LVCS’s progress towards the goals outlined in their 2012–13 SAP. If benchmark assessment results for the IS program fail to meet the target goals identified in the SAP, LVCS will need to assess whether the IS program can meet student achievement goals outlined in their charter. 
SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION
In October 2012, the SBE received an Information Memorandum consisting of an annual update of each SBE-authorized school. At the November 8, 2012, SBE meeting, the board took the following action: CDE to review and analyze the SAPs that will be submitted by LVCS and LECS, as well as other indicators of each school’s academic progress including what is in the school’s charter petition, and have CDE report back to the State Board on these two schools in January 2013 as to what support, technical assistance, interventions, or future SBE actions might be recommended.

FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)
The SBE delegates oversight of the SBE-authorized charter schools to the CDE which receives a one percent oversight fee from the SBE-authorized charter schools, pursuant to education code (EC) 47613, which is estimated at $590,915.02 for the 2011–12 fiscal year.
ATTACHMENT(S)
Attachment 1:
Lifeline Education Charter School Student Achievement Plan 

(15 Pages)
Attachment 2: 
Long Valley Charter School Student Achievement Plan (33 Pages)

Lifeline Education Charter School Student Achievement Plan
OVERVIEW PARAGRAPH

Lifeline is a direct funded charter school authorized by the State Board of Education.  For 2012 the API is 658 a growth of 2 points. The target was 7. The school did not meet its’ API target. An analysis of the results from the 2012 administration will be discussed in depth in subsequent sections. Important to note now though is the scores demonstrate a need to strengthen instruction in the classroom for Hispanic and Latino students that are not English Learners. The numbers show that our Hispanic and Latino students that have been identified as EL students are growing academically. The numbers also show that Hispanic and Latino students that are not EL are failing to progress academically. To improve the educational progress for all of our students the schedule has been modified to provide an English and Math foundations class. The High School English foundations class narrowed the curriculum to focus on 2 strands Reading Comprehension and Written Conventions. Within those strands instruction can go back as much as 3 years to fill gaps in students learning. The goal is to provide an instructional base to ensure all students have access to the entire curriculum. The High School Math foundations class focuses on mastering the skills needed to access the grade level math course. In Middle School academic instruction to address the foundational needs of students are provided in the ASES program.  Classroom instruction in regular English and Math classes are built around getting all students to proficiency, while the foundations instruction is built around moving all students out of far below basic and less than 10 percent in below basic. The numbers also demonstrate that the math program needs to be strengthened. In addition to the foundations classes we have looked at every aspect of how math is taught at Lifeline and made changes where necessary to improve instruction in that area.

STEP ONE:  RE-INSTATEMENT OF SUCCESSFUL PROGRAMS AND POLICIES:

The following procedures or programs have been instituted for the 2012/13 school year:

1. All students will be present at school every day and in the appropriate school uniform.

2. Students and parents will be required to sign the Parent Compact that defines the expectations by the staff and administration of the participation, decorum, dedication to the school and its’ success through outstanding performance by each student and parent unit.  

3. Implementation of an After School Program, provided in part by ASES Grant funding.  Five days per week, 3 hours per day grades 6 through 9.  Students in the ASES Program will meet for the following: [Hour 1] Skill Builder alternating between Math Intervention 2 days a week (M/W) and English Intervention/Targeted Instruction incorporating Language! (T/R).  [Hour 2] Enrichment and Health & Fitness including Character Cures, Dance, Poetry, Physical Fitness Activities, Sports, etc.  [Hour 3] Homework Assistance/Tutoring.

4. Major Benchmark Assessing three times per year prior to CST testing.  Teachers will also develop "mini" Benchmark assessments to check the progress of weekly instruction for all students.

5. Academic Language – All teachers are being trained on the importance of consistent use of academic language in the classroom.  

6. Students will be required to write every day using correct spelling, punctuation and grammar.  These writings will be in the form of a reflection of what they learned during the instruction and practice of the daily lesson.

7. Students will be placed on individual learning plans based upon their classroom work, mini benchmark assessments and project allowing students multiple ways of demonstrating their level of proficiency.  

8. Parent learning center – In order for the school to remain supported beyond the school day, specific training calendar will be developed for parents where training from setting up the students study area, to offering positive help in helping with math and science.  

9. Two Curriculum Coaches will work with teachers to interpret student assessment information, review lesson plan development, review individual student learning plans and make appropriate changes reflective of student progress.  Coaches meet weekly after school with teachers however they are consistently in classrooms supporting and observing each day of the week.

10. A NO NONSENSE policy toward positive student behavior.  This program has its’ roots in the Character Counts program and is delivered to each and every student every day.  All staff are to participate and ALL Parents must support the program through giving of their time during school hours or After School Program, PTA meeting attendance, Special Day events, and dedicated home study time without interruption with accountability criteria.  

11. Accurate evaluation and placement of Special Needs students.  Appropriate level of assessments based upon placement criteria.

12. Comprehensive and accurate assessment of EL students and the correct strategies as well as intensive RTI models of instruction. 

13. RTI models of intervention established for every student for easy access and exit when needed.  

14. Cross Grade Tutors with selected High School students tutoring Lifeline’s Middle School Students.

15. Academic Enrichment/Homeroom - Includes tutoring for all courses, test preparation (study & test taking skills), interdependence importance (team building), and grad check reviews. 

16. Jane Schaffer training was completed by a Site Supervisor trained in the JS method.

17. Character Counts

18. RTI training for staff was provided by Curriculum Consultant and El Dorado County SELPA 2009 and 2011 for regular and special education staff. Training will be continued for returning and new staff.

19. Teachers all have a common, one hour prep period during the day, part of which is lunch.

20. Development and implementation of The Lesson Pacing Schedule.

21. Collaborative lesson pacing is planned within departments with the guidance of the Curriculum Coaches.

22. Teacher training in implementing ESL strategies in classroom.

STEP TWO:  UNDERSTANDING THE DATA FROM 3 YEARS OF ASSESSMENT

Smart Goals:  Specific and Concrete Actions are being developed for the next quarter report using the analysis from the 




  Supporting information found in the narrative below.

1. Analysis of the Standardized Testing and Reporting Program and AYP results that identifies the specific problem in the area(s) of meeting targets and/or criteria.

API  
	YEAR
	Schoolwide API
	Black or African American API
	Hispanic or Latino API
	English Learners API

	2010
	653
	590
	671
	564

	2011
	655
	656
	652
	564

	2012
	658
	667
	648
	587


ANALYSIS: Looking at the 3 year trend, the schoolwide API has shown anemic growth the last 2 years, 3 and 2 points.. Looking at our significant subgroups Lifeline has shown 74 point growth in Black and African American API, a growth of 23 points in English Learners but a decrease of 23 points in Hispanic or Latino. Overall Hispanic and Latino students account for roughly 2/3 of the student population. Analyzing the numbers Lifeline has 175 Hispanic or Latino students.  If you take out the 54 EL students, that leaves 121 students or 44% of the student population who are not progressing academically. To address these students we created Foundations classes in English and math. We also are training teachers in implementing proven teaching strategies across all disciplines and grade levels. 
AYP TABLE * PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFICIENT

	SUBJECT- 

YEAR
	LANGUAGE ARTS

2010
	LANGUAGE ARTS

 2011
	LANGUAGE-ARTS

 2012
	MATHEMATICS
2010*
	MATHEMATICS
2011
	MATHEMATICS
 2012
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL # TESTED
	114
	116
	133
	113
	116
	127
	

	SCHOOLWIDE
	36.8%
	32.6%
	33.9%
	42.6%
	18%
	16.7%
	

	Sub Gp   

African American
	13.7%
	11.2%
	12.1%
	16.6%
	8%
	1.5%
	

	Sub Gp   

Hispanic         
	16.7%
	17.2%
	15.9%
	20.4%
	9.6%
	11.7%
	

	Sub Gp   

Soc Econ Dis
	35.9%
	31%
	29.9%
	41.7%
	16.8%
	14.4%
	


*In 2010 the 8th grade students took the general math assessment, while in 2011 and 2012 the 8th grade students took the Algebra 1 assessment.

ANALYSIS: While students that score proficient or better in Language Arts have been up and down over the 3 year period Math has significantly fallen. In looking at our sub groups African American students have decreased slightly, and Hispanic or Latino students have decreased slightly. The percentage of students scoring proficient or better in Math on the other hand has fallen over the three year period. In our sub groups African Americans fell 15.1%, Hispanic or Latinos fell 8.7%, and Economically Disadvantaged students fell 27.3%. Even though the comparison is between two different assessments, when the same assessment is used the scores still decline. To address this serious issue the administration reassigned teachers, hired additional staff to service these students, began a top down review of the program and goals, and added the math foundations program.

STAR TABLE (MIDDLE SCHOOL)

	CONTENT AREA ELA

NUMBER TESTED

YEAR
	GRADE 6
34

2010
	GRADE 6
34

2011
	GRADE 6
35
2012
	GRADE     7
39
2010


	GRADE     7
39
2011


	GRADE     7
47
2012


	Algebra 1(8)
41

2010


	Algebra 1(8)
41

2011


	Algebra 1(8)
51

2012



	% ADVANCED
	3
	3%
	6%
	28%
	9%
	13%
	5%
	10%
	14%

	%PROFICIENT
	21%
	21%
	23%
	23%
	23%
	19%
	22%
	24%
	25%

	%BASIC
	14%
	41%
	34%
	28%
	28%
	32%
	46%
	46%
	45%

	% BELOW B
	21%
	21%
	29%
	5%
	5%
	28%
	15%
	10%
	14%

	% FAR BB
	15%
	15%
	9%
	15%
	15%
	9%
	12%
	10%
	2%


STAR TABLE (HIGH SCHOOL)

	CONTENT AREA

MATHEMATICS

NUMBER TESTED
	Algebra1

(9)

58

2010
	Algebra1

(9)

45

2011
	Algebra1

(9)

63

2012
	Algebra 2

34

2010
	Algebra 2

54

2011
	Algebra 2

45

2012
	Geometry

31

2010
	Geometry

28

2011
	Geometry

40

2012

	% ADVANCED
	3%
	6%
	10%
	0%
	6%
	2%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	%PROFICIENT
	14%
	28%
	35%
	9%
	28%
	4%
	13%
	4%
	15%

	%BASIC
	41%
	39%
	41%
	48%
	39%
	51%
	13%
	18%
	38%

	% BELOW B
	26%
	15%
	13%
	12%
	15%
	27%
	53%
	36%
	33%

	% FAR BB
	16%
	13%
	2%
	30%
	13%
	16%
	20%
	43%
	15%


10TH GRADE CAHSEE TABLE (March ADMINISTRATIONS)

	CATEGORY

YEAR
	# TESTED

2011
	# TESTED

2012
	# PASS

2011
	# PASS

2012
	% PASS

2011
	% PASS

2012
	# NOT PASS

2011
	# NOT PASS

2012
	% NOT PASS

2011
	% NOT PASS

2012

	ELA
	44
	48
	26
	35
	59%
	73%
	18
	13
	41%
	27%

	MATHEMATICS
	44
	48
	33
	42
	75%
	88%
	11
	6
	25%
	12%


GRADUATION RATE TABLE

	2010 GRAD RATE
	2011 GRAD RATE
	2012 TARGET GRAD RATE

	86%
	88%
	90%


ANALYSIS:  Due to the low enrollment count of the senior class in both the 2010 and 2011 school years, 1 dropout student dramatically reduced our percentage by 8-12% in some cases.  Consequently, with a larger 2012 senior class, our target is 90%.

2.  DESCRIPTION OF THE BASELINE AND INTERIM ASSESSMENTS:  

The three Baseline and Interim Assessments will be given once in the Fall, once in the Winter and once in the Spring.  (BEFORE OCT. 15, BEFORE DEC. 15, BEFORE MARCH 15, 2013).

Questions for these assessments will be pulled from the Data Director Test Data Bank which is aligned with the California Core Content standards.  Data Director is also the flagship assessment scoring and data warehouse recommended by the California Charter School Association.  It is a subsidy of EduSoft now owned by Riverside Publishing.  

No STAR released sample test questions were used in any assessments.  

The following table demonstrates how closely the assessments used are aligned to the California content standards. 

Each Benchmark is created using a cascading integration of standards. The first benchmark is the core standards for each grade level. The second benchmark will include 3 to 4 standards that students scored the lowest on plus additional standards that reflect current instruction. The third benchmark will include the lowest 2 standards from the first benchmark, 3 to 4 low scoring standards from the second benchmark and standards that reflect current instruction. Analysis is done based on growth of score on the low scoring standards and current instruction.

CORE CONTENT STANDARDS TABLE

	ASSESSMT NAME

BENCHMARK 

ASSESSMENT.
	PUBLISHER

DATA DIRECTOR

RIVERSIDE
	
	

	CONT. AREA
	GRADE
	STANDARD
	# CST ITEMS

	General Math
	6
	NS. 1.1

NS. 1.2

NS. 1.3

NS. 1.4

NS. 2.1

NS. 2.2

NS. 2.3

NS. 2.4

AF. 1.1

AF. 1.2

AF. 1.3
	3

1

6

5

1

1

6

3

6

1

1

	Pre Algebra
	7
	NS. 1.1

NS. 1.2

NS. 1.3

NS. 1.4

NS. 1.5

NS. 1.6

NS. 1.7

NS. 2.1

NS. 2.2

NS. 2.3

NS. 2.4

NS. 2.5

AF. 2.1

AF. 2.2
	1

4

1

1

1

1

5

1

1

3

1

2

1

1

	Algebra
	BLENDED
	Al. 1.0

Al. 2.0

Al. 3.0

Al. 4.0

Al. 5.0

Al. 6.0

Al. 7.0

Al. 8.0

Al. 10.0
	1

4

1

3

6

4

4

1

4

	Algebra II
	10
	All. 1.0

All. 2.0

All. 3.0

All. 4.0

All. 5.0

All. 7.0

All. 8.0
	1

5

4

3

2

6

4

	Geometry
	11
	G.1.0

G.2.0

G.3.0

G.4.0

G.5.0

G.6.0

G.7.0
	2

3

4

5

2

1

5


	ASSESSMT NAME

BENCHMARK 

ASSESSMENT.
	PUBLISHER

DATA DIRECTOR

RIVERSIDE
	
	

	CONT. AREA
	GRADE
	STANDARD
	# CST ITEMS

	ELA
	6
	WA 1.3

WA 1.4

R 2.3

R 2.4

RC 2.7

LR 3.2

WOLC 1.1

WOLC 1.3

WS 1.2
	2

3

4

1

2

2

4

3

3

	ELA
	7
	WA 1.3

RC 2.1

RC 2.2

LR 3.2

LR 3.3

LR 3.4

WOLC 1.2

WOLC 1.3

WOLC 1.6

WS 1.1

WS 1.3

WS 1.7
	5

3

4

2

3

2

1

4

2

3

3

4

	ELA
	8
	WA 1.3

RC 2.1

RC 2.2

LR 3.2

LR 3.3

LR 3.4

WOLC 1.2

WOLC 1.3

WOLC 1.6

WS 1.1

WS 1.3

WS 1.6
	5

2

3

3

2

2

2

3

3

4

3

6

	ELA
	9
	WA 1.1

RC 2.2

RC 2.3

RC 2.4

RC 2.8

LR 3.5

WOLC 1.1

WOLC 1.3

WS 1.1

WS 1.2

WS 1.9
	5

2

2

2

4

2

3

3

3

3

6

	ELA
	10
	WA 1.1

RC 2.2

RC 2.3

RC 2.4

RC 2.8

RL 3.5

WOLC 1.1

WOLC 1.3

WS 1.1

WS 1.2

WS 1.9
	5

2

2

2

4

2

3

3

3

3

6

	ELA
	11
	WA 1.2

RC 2.5

RC 2.6

LR 3.1

LR 3.3

LR 3.9

WC 1.1

WS 1.1

WS 1.9
	2

2

6

3

2

3

7

4

4


BASELINE ASSESSMENT % RESULTS OVER TIME

	MONTH
	OCTOBER 2012
	DECEMBER 2012
	MARCH 2013
	STUDENTS

	Proficiency Level ->
	FBB
	BB
	B
	P
	A
	FBB
	BB
	B
	P
	A
	FBB
	BB
	B
	P
	A
	OCT
	DEC
	MAR

	GEN  MATH
	11
	40
	40
	9
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	57
	
	

	Grade 6      ELA BCHMRK
	12
	32
	42
	14
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	50
	
	

	PRE ALG
	10
	39
	39
	12
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	49
	
	

	Grade 7      ELA BCHMRK
	6
	16
	41
	33
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	51
	
	

	ALG 1
	19
	67
	14
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	43
	
	

	Grade 8      ELA BCHMRK
	12
	31
	43
	12
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	49
	
	

	ALG 1
	15
	54
	25
	5
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	61
	
	

	Grade 9  ELA BCHMRK
	23
	48
	27
	2
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	62
	
	

	ALG 2
	20
	46
	20
	12
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	69
	
	

	Grade 10    ELA BCHMRK
	13
	39
	43
	4
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	67
	
	

	GEOMETRY
	15
	46
	32
	7
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	41
	
	

	Grade 11    ELA BCHMRK
	24
	39
	32
	5
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	41
	
	


*FBB - Far Below Basic; 
BB - Below Basic; 
B - Basic; 
P - Proficient; 
A - Above Average; 

ND - No Data

ANALYSIS:  CODE = ELA BMK = ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS BENCHMARK.  This is the baseline assessment for grade level standards. Currently over half the students scored FAR Below Basic and Below Basic in all 6 Math classes and 4 out of 6 English classes. Students have been assigned to their foundations classes and we will continue to monitor progress.

3.  METHODS OR SYSTEM THE SCHOOL USES TO EXAMINE STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT DATA ON A REGULAR BASIS.
Lifeline Education Charter School has a small student population of only 340 students divided between a Middle School and High School at two separate locations.  The student population is fairly evenly distributed between the two school campuses. 

There will be PLC meetings held for H.S. and M.S. only and at least one per month held together.   

1. Teachers meet with their Curriculum Coaches at least once per week for professional development, student study teams, or data team meetings.  Most of these meetings are held after school.   

2. All benchmark assessments are scanned at the High School and the results sent back to the teacher within 1 to 3 days.  It is important for teachers and students to know where their strong points are as well as those that need a little more work.  The goal is for 70% of students to give a correct response to a question.

3. Teacher and Curriculum Coach discussions are focused on how to adjust curriculum or instruction to most effectively reach all students. The discussion may lead to a parent conference, or getting a specialist to evaluate a student and devise a plan of action so that student can reach his or her academic goals.

4. Teachers, upon reviewing classroom work, benchmark assessments and previous years STAR results, devise a plan to deliver extremely targeted instruction.

5. The After School Program is also informed as to changes in their After School rooms, due to the need to be in another classroom for intervention.  

6. Curriculum Coaches meet during the data meetings with teachers to be part of the discussion about what needs to happen next to create the highest learning impact.  There are usually 4-5 teachers in these meetings.  

ANALYSIS OF DEVELOPMENT OF INTERIM ASSESSMENTS BY CONTENT AREA AND GRADE

	CONTENT AREA
	GRADE/COURSE
	FRAME OF ANALYSIS

CONTENT AREA

OR SPEC. STRAND
	MEASURABLE GOALS FOR INTERIM ASSESS RESULTS

	ELA
	ENGLISH 10
	WA 1.1(5), 1.2(2)
RC 2.1(2), 2.2(2), 2.3(2), 2.7(4)
RL 3.2(2), 3.3(2), 3.5(2), 3.7(2), 3.9(1)
WOLC 1.1(3), 1.3(3), 1.4(3)

WS 1.1(3), 1.2(3), 1.3(2), 1.4(2), .5(2), 1.7(2), 1.9(6)
	Goal 70% or better students with the correct response. Goal met on 0 standards used for the assessment

Standard (percent of students with correct response)

LA.9-10.RL.3.3.2 (52%)

LA.9-10.RL.3.3.2 (43%)

LA.9-10.RL.3.3.2 (64%)

LA.9-10.RL.3.3.3 (67%)

LA.9-10.RL.3.3.3 (37%)

LA.9-10.RL.3.3.7 (39%)

LA.9-10.RL.3.3.4 (27%)

LA.9-10.RL.3.3.4 (28%)

LA.9-10.RL.3.3.7 (36%)

LA.9-10.RL.3.3.9 (19%)

LA.9-10.RL.3.3.9 (33%)

LA.9-10.RL.3.3.9 (24%)

LA.9-10.RW.1.1.2 (55%)

LA.9-10.RW.1.1.2 (48%)

LA.9-10.WC.1.1.3 (36%)

LA.9-10.WC.1.1.3 (64%)

LA.9-10.WS.1.1.9 (30%)

LA.9-10.WS.1.1.9 (45%)

LA.9-10.WS.1.1.9 (33%)



	Math
	 Algebra I
	AI.1.1 

AI.2.0 

AI.3.0 

AI.4.0 

AI.5.0 
	Goal 70% or better students with the correct response. Goal met on 0 standards used for the assessment

Standard (percent of students with correct response)

AI.1.1 (44%)

AI.1.1 (33%)

AI.1.1 (28%)

AI.1.1 (35%)

AI.2.0 (26%)

AI.2.0 (14%)

AI.2.0 (42%)

AI.2.0 (37%)

AI.3.0 (44%)

AI.3.0 (35%)

AI.3.0 (30%)

AI.3.0 (16%)

AI.4.0 (28%)

AI.4.0 (47%)

AI.4.0 (16%)

AI.4.0 (23%)

AI.5.0 (58%)

AI.5.0 (21%)

AI.5.0 (19%)

AI.5.0 (28%)




ACTION PLAN:  MATH
As stated in the introduction math was an area of concern. To address this issue the math department reevaluated how math was taught at Lifeline. In reviewing the data from STAR, benchmarks, and listening to teachers concerns the team prioritized improving students’ basic skills (addition, subtraction, multiplication, and division of whole number, decimals and fractions). To meet these students need a basic skills assessment was given to all students the first 2 weeks of school. Using this assessment, STAR results, and teacher input students were identified that needed skill building. These students were assigned to be pulled out and given 2 days of skill building and 3 days of homework help to keep them on track with grade level assignments. 

90% of students pass basic math skills exam with a score of 70% or better

	First 2 weeks of school
	By end of first month
	WEEK of OCT 8
	WEEK of NOV 12
	WEEK of DEC 10
	WEEK of FEB. 11

	All students take basic skills exam
	All students identified as low in math skill, by STAR, skills exam, and teacher observations, are placed in pull out or shadow class

Begin ASES program
	All students given First Benchmark and second basic skills exam.
	Students in pull out and shadow class given third skills exam
	All students given second benchmark.

Students in pullout and shadow class given forth skills exam
	Students in pullout given fifth skills exam


	WEEK of MAR 1
	WEEK of MAR 11
	WEEK of MAR 25
	Beginning in MAY
	After STAR

	Begin school wide review and STAR prep
	All students given third benchmark
	Students in pullout given sixth skills exam
	Begin taking multiple choice sections of STAR exam
	Begin introducing major concepts for next grade


ACTION PLAN:  HISPANIC AND LATINO ACADEMIC PROGRESSION
Roughly 2/3 of our population is Hispanic or Latino. As previously stated our students identified as ESL are improving academically but our non ESL Hispanic or Latino students are not progressing. This population represents a large percentage of our student body. Therefore improving this group would have a large effect of improving the academics of the entire student population. This document has previously outlined the plans for math now we will specifically discuss the Language Arts program. The middle school relies on the ASES program for academic improvement. The high school has been able to create a foundations class. Both programs have narrowed the curriculum to two strands, Reading Comprehension and Written Conventions. During the first month of school students were given English standards placement assessments which measured where students were within the Reading Comprehension strand. For example the High School Expository critique exam used standards within that section from the 7th to the 11th grade (7.2.6, 8.2.7, 9-10.2.7, 9-10.2.8, and 11.2.6). The information from the assessment was used to identify where in the strand instruction should target. 

70% of students correctly answering grade level questions on English Benchmark

	First month of school
	WEEK of OCT 8
	WEEK of DEC 10
	WEEK of JAN 7
	WEEK of MAR 4

	Students complete English Standards Placement Assessments
	Students given first Benchmark
	Students given second Benchmark
	Students given second English Standards Placement Exam
	Schoolwide standards review and Academic Enrichment 


	WEEK of MAR 11
	
	
	
	

	Students given third Benchmark
	
	
	
	


	GOAL SUMMARY

	SUBJECT
	AREA OF CONCERN
	INTERVENTION STRATEGY
	EVALUATION PLAN
	GOAL
	PEOPLE RESPONSIBLE

	Math
	Basic skills

· Addition

· Subtraction

· Multiplication

· Division

of

· Whole numbers

· Fractions

· Decimals


	Step one

Assess all students  basic math skills

Step two

place students that are identified as low into pull out program. 

Step three

provide math support in ASES program after school


	Basic skill assessment

completed every 6 weeks

DataDirector created Benchmark assessments

Teacher created mini Benchmarks


	  90% of students pass math skills exam with a score of 70% or better.
	Michael Reighard

Juan Medina

Byron Boone

Dorothy Romberg



	English


	Reading Comprehension and Written Convention standards
	Step one

Assess all students using the English Standards Placement Assessment

Step two

assess data to identify where instruction should occur

Step three

provide support in ASES program after school
	Progress on English Standards Placement Assessment

DataDirector created Benchmark assessments
	70% of students respond correctly to grade level standards on English Benchmark
	Michael Reighard

Angela Smith

Richard Rodriguez

Aquila Walker

Ronald Harden


Long Valley Charter School Student Achievement Plan 

I. Overview
Long Valley Charter School (LVCS) has successfully responded to concerns issued by the CDE/SBE during the 2010-11 and 2011-12 school year.  The approval of the charter material revision and earning an “in good standing” status allows the entire school community to refocus all efforts on student achievement.  

In a departure from previous administration’s vision, the current leadership team, consisting of the Director and two Assistant Directors, is highly focused on setting clear expectations for the transition to meeting standards, collecting and analyzing data to drive instruction, and providing personalized remediation for students.  This shift of focus to ally with State expectations requires additional efforts to provide support, direction and motivation for the entire school community to make the essential adjustments.

II. Analyses of Scores/Data

1. API/AYP Scores Analyses

	API Data
	Number of Students

included in 

2012 API
	2012 Growth

API
	2011-12 API 

Growth Target
	2011-12 Actual Growth

	Schoolwide
	262
	676
	5
	(56)

	White
	218
	673
	5
	(64)

	Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
	163
	649
	5
	(89)


The apparent loss in growth for the 2011-12 school year is attributed to the difference in students included in the calculations.  In 2010-11, a large influx of students was enrolled after the CBEDs date.  These student scores were not part of the calculation for the 2011 API Growth score.  This is documented by reviewing the Data Quest School Accountability Progress Reports.  There were 228 students present for the first day of testing compared to 122 students included in the API score.  In comparison, the calculation for the 2012 report included 255 students enrolled on the first day of testing with 262 student scores in the determination.  The expanded enrollment in the 2010-11 school year had a delayed impact on API/AYP calculations.

	2012 AYP TABLE

	Current Year State Target:
	
	77.8%
	77.4%

	 
	Number Tested
	Language Arts
	Mathematics

	Schoolwide
	190
	53.7
	39.4

	Hispanic or Latino
	20
	55.0
	35.0

	White
	154
	53.2
	21.8

	Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
	120
	46.7
	32.8


The percent proficient for LVCS are explored in the following pages.

	GRADUATION RATE TABLE (*Graduation Rate is based on the NCES definition)

	2010-2011Graduation Rate
	2011-2012 Target Graduation Rate
	Exclusion/Alternative Method

	58.73
	63.20
	U50


2010-11 graduation rates were not calculated in the AYP due to insignificant numbers.  This table is included here to signify acknowledgement of impending requirements.

	10TH GRADE CAHSEE TABLE (COMBINED ADMINISTRATIONS)

	Category
	Number Tested
	Number Passed
	Percent Passed
	Number Not Passed
	Percent Not Passed
	Mean Scaled Score
	% Proficient & Above

	All Students Tested Math
	45
	27
	60
	18
	40
	360
	18

	All Students Tested ELA
	48
	30
	63
	18
	37
	362
	23


CAHSEE passage rates are below the Countywide and Statewide statistics. A plan for improved passage and proficiency rates is addressed in the action plan.

LVCS analyzed STAR test scores through Data Director to identify specific targets for improvement.  Note should be taken that Data Director includes all students in its reports without regard to enrollment dates and therefore do not match the results of the API/AYP reports.  

LVCS began its analysis of STAR test scores with a view of schoolwide proficiency rates.  The 2011-12 data was compared to 2010-11 data.  This data included all student scores.

SCHOOLWIDE

CST Percent Proficient Report
Site: Long Valley

English Language Arts (2010-2011) Elementary AMO: 67.60% Middle AMO 67.60%

Note: This is not an AYP estimator, inclusion/exclusion rules are not used in determining proficiency percentages. 

*Indicates that these records are your students. 

	Student Group
	Total Scores Reported
	% Not Proficient
	% At or Above Proficient

	All Students
	420
	63.81%
	36.19%
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SCHOOLWIDE

CST Percent Proficient Report

Site: Long Valley

English Language Arts (2011-2012) Elementary AMO: 78.40% Middle AMO 78.40%

Note: This is not an AYP estimator, inclusion/exclusion rules are not used in determining proficiency percentages. 

*Indicates that these records are your students. 

	Student Group
	Total Scores Reported
	% Not Proficient
	% At or Above Proficient

	All Students
	368
	61.96%

	38.04%
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SCHOOLWIDE

CST Percent Proficient Report

Site: Long Valley

Math (2011-2012) Elementary AMO: 79.00% Middle AMO 79.00%

Note: This is not an AYP estimator, inclusion/exclusion rules are not used in determining proficiency percentages. 

*Indicates that these records are your students. 
	Student Group
	Total Scores Reported
	% Not Proficient
	% At or Above Proficient

	All Students
	369
	76.42%
	23.58%


[image: image3.png]Percent of Students

Al Students

[ Proficient

[ ot Proficient





SCHOOLWIDE

CST Percent Proficient Report

Site: Long Valley

Math (2010-2011) Elementary AMO: 68.50% Middle AMO 68.50%

Note: This is not an AYP estimator, inclusion/exclusion rules are not used in determining proficiency percentages.

*Indicates that these records are your students.
	Student Group
	Total Scores Reported
	% Not Proficient
	% At or Above Proficient

	All Students
	350
	67.14%
	32.86%
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Scores in English-Language Arts increased over the 2 year period and Mathematics decreased.  However, the proficiency rates were below the State targets.  The classroom-based scores were significantly higher so an analysis of classroom based compared to independent study was conducted to best target programs of need.

            CLASSROOM-BASED SCORES

CST Percent Proficient Report

Site: Long Valley

English Language Arts (2011-2012) Elementary AMO: 78.40% Middle AMO 78.40%

Note: This is not an AYP estimator, inclusion/exclusion rules are not used in determining proficiency percentages. 

*Indicates that these records are your students. 
	Student Group
	Total Scores Reported
	% Not Proficient
	% At or Above Proficient

	All Students
	72
	23.61%
	76.39%
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          CLASSROOM-BASED SCORES

CST Percent Proficient Report

Site: Long Valley

Math (2011-2012) Elementary AMO: 79.00% Middle AMO 79.00%

Note: This is not an AYP estimator, inclusion/exclusion rules are not used in determining proficiency percentages. 

*Indicates that these records are your students. 
	Student Group
	Total Scores Reported
	% Not Proficient
	% At or Above Proficient

	All Students
	72
	27.78%
	72.22%
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INDEPENDENT STUDY SCORES

CST Percent Proficient Report

Site: Long Valley

English Language Arts (2011-2012) Elementary AMO: 78.40% Middle AMO 78.40%

Note: This is not an AYP estimator, inclusion/exclusion rules are not used in determining proficiency percentages. 

*Indicates that these records are your students. 
	Student Group
	Total Scores Reported
	% Not Proficient
	% At or Above Proficient

	All Students
	297
	71.38%
	28.62%
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INDEPENDENT STUDY SCORES

CST Percent Proficient Report

Site: Long Valley

Math (2011-2012) Elementary AMO: 79.00% Middle AMO 79.00%

Note: This is not an AYP estimator, inclusion/exclusion rules are not used in determining proficiency percentages. 

*Indicates that these records are your students. 
	Student Group
	Total Scores Reported
	% Not Proficient
	% At or Above Proficient

	All Students
	298
	88.26%
	11.74%
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Percent Proficient

	2011-12
	ELA
	Mathematics

	Schoolwide
	38.04
	23.58

	Classroom Based
	76.39
	72.22

	Independent Study
	28.62
	11.74


This view revealed the classroom based students were close to the State targets for proficiency.  The independent study was clearly the program that requires intervention.  The classroom based students comprised 19% of the schoolwide student population, while independent study comprised 81%.  This composition has clearly impacted the overall scores. 

Next, the question arose as to if there were significant differences between elementary and secondary scores in the independent study program.

INDEPENDENT STUDY 2nd-6th Grade

CST Percent Proficient Report

Site: Long Valley

English Language Arts (2011-2012) Elementary AMO: 78.40% Middle AMO 78.40%

Note: This is not an AYP estimator, inclusion/exclusion rules are not used in determining proficiency percentages. 

*Indicates that these records are your students. 
	Student Group
	Total Scores Reported
	% Not Proficient
	% At or Above Proficient

	All Students
	83
	62.65%
	37.35%
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INDEPENDENT STUDY 2nd-6th Grade

CST Percent Proficient Report

Site: Long Valley

Math (2011-2012) Elementary AMO: 79.00% Middle AMO 79.00%

Note: This is not an AYP estimator, inclusion/exclusion rules are not used in determining proficiency percentages. 

*Indicates that these records are your students. 
	Student Group
	Total Scores Reported
	% Not Proficient
	% At or Above Proficient

	All Students
	85
	72.94%
	27.06%
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INDEPENDENT STUDY 7th-11th GRADE
CST Percent Proficient Report

Site: Long Valley

English Language Arts (2011-2012) Elementary AMO: 78.40% Middle AMO 78.40%

Note: This is not an AYP estimator, inclusion/exclusion rules are not used in determining proficiency percentages. 

*Indicates that these records are your students. 
	Student Group
	Total Scores Reported
	% Not Proficient
	% At or Above Proficient

	All Students
	214
	74.77%
	25.23%
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INDEPENDENT STUDY 7th-11th GRADE

CST Percent Proficient Report

Site: Long Valley

Math (2011-2012) Elementary AMO: 79.00% Middle AMO 79.00%

Note: This is not an AYP estimator, inclusion/exclusion rules are not used in determining proficiency percentages. 

*Indicates that these records are your students. 
	Student Group
	Total Scores Reported
	% Not Proficient
	% At or Above Proficient

	All Students
	213
	94.37%
	5.63%
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Percent Proficient

	Independent Study
	ELA
	Mathematics

	
	2011-12
	2011-12

	Grades 2-6
	37.35
	27.06

	Grades 7-11
	25.23
	5.63


There are significant differences between the elementary and secondary students’ scores.  However, all grades are far below the State targets and require intervention.

LVCS enrolls students from surrounding schools.  The large influx of students after the CBEDs date in the 2010-11 school year appears to have registered with scores already below proficient levels.  

IS STUDENTS ENROLLED AFTER 2010 CBEDs

CST Percent Proficient Report

Site: Long Valley

English Language Arts (2010-2011) Elementary AMO: 67.60% Middle AMO 67.60%

Note: This is not an AYP estimator, inclusion/exclusion rules are not used in determining proficiency percentages. 

*Indicates that these records are your students. 
	Student Group
	Total Scores Reported
	% Not Proficient
	% At or Above Proficient

	All Students
	198
	76.26%
	23.74%
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IS STUDENTS ENROLLED AFTER 2010 CBEDs

CST Percent Proficient Report

Site: Long Valley

Math (2010-2011) Elementary AMO: 68.50% Middle AMO 68.50%

Note: This is not an AYP estimator, inclusion/exclusion rules are not used in determining proficiency percentages. 

*Indicates that these records are your students. 
	Student Group
	Total Scores Reported
	% Not Proficient
	% At or Above Proficient

	All Students
	147
	82.31%
	17.69%
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2010-11 School Year

Percent Proficient

	
	ELA
	Mathematics

	All Independent Study
	28.45
	20.30

	IS Student enrolled after 2010 CBEDS
	23.74
	17.69


Reviewing the scores of independent study students’ scores for the 2010-11 school year revealed this cohort of students had scores lower than the overall percent proficient for all independent study students for the same period.  

LVCS has requested further data reports documenting the 2009-10 scores of this same student cohort for further review.

III. Description of Assessments:

Long Valley Charter School uses the Performance Series Scantron testing from Ed Performance for tracking the academic growth of students in Language Arts, Reading and Math.  The assessment tool is a computer-adaptive test.  Because it is adaptive to the student’s performance during the test, there are not a set number of test items for any specific objective or for the test as a whole.   This instrument is administered in the fall, winter and spring.  The results are utilized to predict proficiency in CSTs, to identify students needing intervention and to drive instruction for each student.

Results of the Ed Performance assessments include nationally normed scaled scores.  These scores positively relate to performance on the CSTs and provide the foundation for the establishment of cut scores in the identification of students needing intervention.

In addition to the scores available from the Scantron assessments, teachers have immediately access to specific objectives a student needs to address.  This provides the specific information for individualized, targeted instruction and forms the basis of the student’s intervention.

The Ed Performance test item bank is utilized to gather four question benchmark assessments for each objective/standard to provide evidence of mastery.

In addition to the Ed Performance testing, standards based schoolwide writing assessments are administered to students in grades 1-12 in the fall and winter, and to grades K-12 in the spring.  Each assessment is scored by the teacher utilizing a designated rubric.  Teachers include these scores in the assessment binders with a focus on improvement.

IV. Methods of Review of Data

Long Valley Charter School is a personalized learning school.  Each student is viewed as an individual.  .  Each student is developing a goal plan linked to both academic and personal goals.  The determination of goals includes a meeting with student, parent and teacher reviewing the previous year’s CST scores and the Scantron Ed Performance scores from the fall administration.  Specific objectives and the identification of students requiring intervention is determined during this process of evaluation and goal setting.

Professional Learning Communities meet monthly to determine grade level and site specific progress.  Each teacher brings their binder of student goal sheets and objectives lists.  The site administrator facilitates discussion with a focus on support and problem solving.  The site administrator and each teach will meet individually to review progress and verify fidelity to intervention goals.  A staff development plan is attached as Appendix B.

V. Specific and Measurable Goals

	MEASURABLE GOALS TABLE

	Content Area
	Target Population
	Measurable Goals

	English Language Arts (ELA) 
	Independent Study Program
	Individual scores that are basic and below will increase 12%

	Mathematics
	Independent Study Program
	Individual scores that are basic and below will increase 12%

	ELA & Mathematics
	All Students
	Meet or exceed 2013 API growth target

	CAHSEE
	10th grade students
	Improve passage rate to 75% on both ELA and Mathematics tests to better align with countywide averages


Specific activities, timelines and persons responsible are addressed in the Action Plan.

VI. Action Plan

Long Valley Charter School

School Achievement Plan

Action Plan

2012-2013

	Objective
	Action/Activity
	Responsible Person(s)
	Target dates
	Status

	1. Improve ELA and Mathematics CST scores for Independent Study students below proficient by 12%
	Began efforts October 2012
	N/A
	Present to 6/1/2014
	Ongoing

	1.1 Gather multiple scores
	1. Develop a chart of Scantron scores relating to projected CST outcomes
	Julia & Cindy
	Develop draft by 11/28/12; finalized by 11/30/12; distributed to teachers by 12/15/12

By 12/15/12
	Draft Completed

In Process

	1.1 Gather multiple scores
	2. Print out 2011-12 test scores and fall Scantron scores for the 2012-13 school year
	Teachers
	By 12/15/12
	In Process

	1.2 Identify student targeted for intervention
	1. Utilizing the 2011-12 CST scores, identify students performing at basic or below
	Teachers
	By 12/15/12
	In Process

	1.2 Identify student targeted for intervention
	2. From the list of students performing at or below basic, compare current Scantron scores, student not above 50% are identified as targeted for intervention (see Appendix A for Scantron cut scores chart)
	Teachers
	By 12/15/12
	In Process

	1.2 Identify student targeted for intervention
	3. Review the intervention process with teachers during inservice time during the first two weeks of December 2012. Presented by Leadership Team
	Administrators
	By 12/15/12
	Planned

	1.4 Develop benchmark assessments for each suggested objective from Scantron
	1. College three benchmark assessments of 4 questions for each objective/standard
	Cindy
	By 12/15/12
	In Process

	1.5 Create a personalize plan for each targeted student
	1. utilizing the Individual Plan for Students, document scores
	Teachers 
	By 12/15/12
	In Process

	1.5 Create a personalize plan for each targeted student
	2. utilizing the winder Scantron results, generate a checklist of 10 suggested objective for each area of intervention; select the radio buttons to only include CA standards and standards below and through their current grade level
	Teachers
	By 1/25/13
	Planned

	1.5 Create a personalize plan for each targeted student
	3. Increase student meetings to a minimum of one time per week. At least one hour of one on one tutoring time will be required in addition to regular meeting time. Student plans will reflect additional course/study/tutor time as determined by the team of teacher, student and parent
	Teachers, student, families
	Begins no later than the beginning of 2nd semester
	In Process

	1.5 Create a personalize plan for each targeted student
	4. Assign  minimum of 1 suggested objective per week and provide identified curriculum resources
	Teachers
	Weekly
	Planned

	1.5 Create a personalize plan for each targeted student
	5. Students are given a 4 question quiz to document mastery of each objective. If at least 3 answers are correct, proceed to next objective; if less than three answers are correct, reteach through direct instruction and assign additional practice
	Teachers, students, families
	Weekly
	Planned

	1.5 Create a personalize plan for each targeted student
	6. Indicate mastery by noting date on objectives check off list
	Teachers
	Weekly or as objectives are mastered
	Planned

	1.6 Verify fidelity of intervention implementation
	1. Review assessment binder form each teacher to assure goals based on their current level of achievement have been established
	Administrators
	Week of 1/28-2/1/13
	Planned

	1.6 Verify fidelity of intervention implementation
	2. Collaborate review of assessment binder to verify progress on objective list every 6-8 weeks
	Administrators, Teachers
	Document every 6-8 weeks
	Planned

	1.7 Evaluation of intervention implementation
	1. Compare spring and winter Scantron scores, document progress
	Teachers
	May 2013
	Planned

	1.7 Evaluation of intervention implementation
	2. Track data regarding effective curricular materials; discuss finding at inservice
	Teachers, Administrators
	May 2013
	Planned

	2.0 Improve the passage rate for 10th grade students in Independent Study to 75%
	Blank
	Blank
	Blank
	Blank

	2.1 Provide targeted intervention for all 10th grade students in preparation for CAHSEE in March
	1. Identify curricular materials including a practice test to generate objectives/skills as
	Administration
	By 12/15/21
	In Process

	2.1 Provide targeted intervention for all 10th grade students in preparation for CAHSEE in March
	2. Schedule dates for intervention workshops
	Administrators, Teachers
	Set up schedule prior to winter break for January & February Classes
	In process

	2.1 Provide targeted intervention for all 10th grade students in preparation for CAHSEE in March
	3. Conduct workshops
	Administrators, Teachers
	Set up schedule prior to winter break for January & February Classes
	Planned

	2.2 Evaluate effectiveness of intervention for CAHSEE intervention
	1. Analyze growth with pre and post- practice tests
	Teachers, Administrators
	March 2012
	Planned

	2.2 Evaluate effectiveness of intervention for CAHSEE intervention
	2. review passage rates and compare to post-practice tests scores to ascertain effectiveness of instructional methods and curricular materials
	Teachers, Administrators
	Upon receipt of March CAHSEE scores
	Planned

	3. Maintain or improve CST scores for all students not targeted for intensive intervention.
	Blank
	Blank
	Blank
	Blank

	3.1 Identify students
	1. Utilize the 2011-12 CST scores and fall Scantron scaled scores to identify students 
	Teachers
	By 12/15/12
	In Process

	3.2 Verify progress
	1. Review winter Scantron scores to predict proficiency by verifying scaled access are above identified cut scores. If progress is not verified, begin process for intensive intervention
	Teachers
	By 1/15/13
	Planned

	4. Develop a long term plan for improving student achievement
	1. Bring a speaker from another IS Charter to share their process for improving achievement
	Sherri
	January 2013
	Planned

	4. Develop a long term plan for improving student achievement
	2. Create a list of standards that are worded in a family friendly manner
	Administration
	By 4/1/2013
	Planned

	4. Develop a long term plan for improving student achievement
	3. Create an online list for each standard of paper based and internet based activates for reteaching
	Administration
	By 6/1/13
	Planned

	4. Develop a long term plan for improving student achievement
	4. Review providers of test item banks for greater ease of generating benchmark assessments for each standard
	Administration
	By 6/1/13
	Planned

	4. Develop a long term plan for improving student achievement
	5. Committee made up of teachers, parents and administrators from each site to find tune process and establish numbers of objectives per semester
	Admin, teachers, parents
	Summer 2013
	Planned

	4. Develop a long term plan for improving student achievement
	6. Create a staff development plan to implement the long term program
	Administration
	Summer 2013 to begin at back to school inservices
	Planned


Appendix A  LVCS-Scantron Cut Scores

	Math

	Grade
	Fall
	Winter
	Spring

	2
	1980
	2046
	2165

	3
	2167
	2232
	2335

	4
	2317
	2342
	2440

	5
	2409
	2454
	2546

	6
	2533
	2519
	2643

	7
	2604
	2616
	2697

	8
	2680
	2646
	2760

	9
	2714
	2663
	2774

	10
	2734
	2671
	2796


	Reading

	Grade
	Fall
	Winter
	Spring

	2
	1968
	2086
	2227

	3
	2263
	2364
	2448

	4
	2483
	2502
	2619

	5
	2631
	2672
	2739

	6
	2751
	2732
	2824

	7
	2800
	2826
	2860

	8
	2877
	2860
	2921

	9
	2923
	2894
	2956

	10
	2950
	2950
	2979


	Language Arts

	Grade
	Fall
	Winter
	Spring

	2
	2019
	2126
	2235

	3
	2256
	2339
	2375

	4
	2396
	2386
	2475

	5
	2458
	2498
	2518

	6
	2533
	2525
	2586

	7
	2564
	2610
	2606

	8
	2647
	2667
	2677


For grade levels/subjects not identified, consider previous CST scores to determine students needing intervention.


Appendix B Staff Development Plan

2012-2013 Staff Development Plan

	Objective
	Action/Activity
	Responsible Person(s)
	Participants
	Timeline

	1. Instruct teachers on processes to gather student scores
	PLC Meeting: demonstrate location for CST scores & how to access Scantron scores; distribute form to document the scores; include instruction on setting up assessment binders
	Sherri, Julia, Cindy
	All Teachers
	November staff meetings (Completed)

	2. Instruct teachers on the process for categorizing students for intensive intervention
	PLC Meeting: distribute Scantron cut scores, provide instruction on identifying students for targeted prevention
	Sherri, Julia, Cindy
	All Teachers
	By 12/15/12

	3. Instruct teachers on creating a personalized plan for each student
	PLC Meeting: How to generate suggested objectives and how to structure intervention plans
	Sherri, Julia, Cindy
	All IS Teachers
	By 12/15/12

	4. Introduce long term options for improvement of achievement
	All IS Staff In-Service to introduce program developed by River Springs Charter
	Sherri, Julia, Cindy
	All IS Teachers
	1/18/13

	5. Determine processes to evaluate test readiness and institute a plan for preparation intervention
	PLC Meeting to discuss test preparation including evaluation readiness for CAHSEE and STAR reviews, workshops focusing on CAHSEE skills
	Sherri, Julia, Cindy
	All Teachers
	1/25/13

	6. Familiarize teachers to resources available for each grade level and subject area
	PLC Meeting: share curriculum and ancillary materials and provide details on use
	Sherri, Julia, Cindy
	All Teachers
	By 2/15/13

	7. Instruct teachers how to evaluate and track progress
	PLC Meeting: discuss utilizing Scantron scores to determine growth and predict proficiency
	Sherri, Julia, Cindy
	All Teachers
	By 2/22/13

	8. Gather details about overall intervention program in preparation for summer meetings
	PLC Meeting: discuss intervention program in general—issues beyond and improvement-such parent satisfaction and support, facilities efficiency, teachers concerns; recruit volunteers for summer committee
	Sherri, Julia, Cindy
	All Teachers
	By 4/30/13

	9. Determine effectiveness of curricular material for intervention
	PLC Meeting: discuss student progress related to selected materials to create a chart of effectiveness of curricular materials
	Sherri, Julia, Cindy
	All Teachers
	By 5/15/13

	10. Fine tune intervention program for 2013-2014 school year
	Committee Meeting: group of parents, teachers and administrators meet to determine adjustments to intervention program
	Sherri, Julia, Cindy
	Committee Members
	By 6/30/13 (Committee will determine frequency of meeting during June)
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