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	CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
MARCH 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


There are currently 25 charter schools operating under SBE oversight. Of these 25, the SBE approved 14 schools on appeal of local denial, 9 schools operate under 3 statewide benefit charters, and the SBE renewed 2 schools on appeal of local denial. The SBE has delegated responsibility for ongoing oversight of the schools it approves to the CDE. 

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 three of the five schools that submitted SAPs (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 meeting.
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES


On January 14, 2010, the CDE requested Lifeline Education Charter School, Micro-Enterprise Charter Academy, and The School of Arts and Enterprise to submit a report by February 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 February 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 for students schoolwide and in each subgroup.

· Benchmark data from the most recent data point prior to February 1, 2010, for students schoolwide and in each subgroup. 
· Evidence that the goals stated in the school’s SAP are being achieved schoolwide and for each subgroup as demonstrated by the October 2009 and February 1, 2010, data.
Each of the schools provided the interim assessments to the CDE. 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: The Lifeline Education Charter School Interim Assessment Report, including CDE analysis (24 Pages) (This attachment is not available for Web viewing. A printed copy is available for viewing in the State Board of Education office.)

Attachment 2: The Micro-Enterprise Charter Academy Interim Assessment Report, including CDE analysis (26 Pages) (This attachment is not available for Web viewing. A printed copy is available for viewing in the State Board of Education office.)

Attachment 3: The School of Arts and Enterprise Interim Assessment Report, including CDE analysis (23 Pages)

Interim Assessment Report
The School of Arts and Enterprise

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 March 2010 meeting of the State Board of Education to respond to questions about their Interim Assessment Report.
The CDE’s 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 all requested assessments.
b. The SAE analyzed their data and concluded that their Quarter 1 Benchmark Assessments did not adequately align with statewide content standards. The school has begun using the ZOOM! Data Source to create standards-based assessments as well as compile and analyze data. The SAE reports that as of January 4, 2010, they have spent many professional development hours working on the alignment of their assessments to state standards and working with the ZOOM! system. As a result, substantial changes were made to the assessments after the Quarter 1 benchmark.
2. Benchmark data from October 2009 for students schoolwide and in each subgroup.

a. The SAE submitted data from their October 1, 2009, Quarter 1 benchmark assessments. The data were disaggregated by performance level (Advanced, Proficient, Basic, Below Basic, Far Below Basic) and by demographic subgroups.
3. Benchmark data from the most recent data point prior to February 1, 2010, for students schoolwide and in each subgroup. 

a. The SAE submitted data from their January 22, 2010, Quarter 2 benchmark assessments. The data were disaggregated by performance level (Advanced, Proficient, Basic, Below Basic, Far Below Basic) and by demographic subgroups.
4. Evidence that the goals stated in the school’s SAP are being achieved schoolwide and for each subgroup as demonstrated by the October 2009 and January 2010 data.

a. A comparison of student data between the two interim assessments is not possible because The SAE shifted to a more standards-aligned system of assessments. The Quarter 3 and Quarter 4 assessments should provide a more valid set of data to indicate The SAE is meetings its academic goals.
Academic Assessment Data

Benchmark Results and Analysis
2009 - 2010
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THE SCHOOL OF ARTS AND ENTERPRISE

January 29, 2010
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Statement of Benchmark Alignment

Quarter 1 and Quarter 2 benchmarks (Q1 and Q2) for the 2009/2010 school year were a combination of teacher created and standardized diagnostic assessments. The Mathematics Department used the MDPT test for Q1. The English Language Arts Department used the Gates-MacGinitie test for Q1. All other Q1 and Q2 benchmarks were teacher created.

All benchmarks were submitted to Department Chairs to verify alignment with state standards and STAR Blueprints. For the 2009 - 2010 school year, Q1 tested 30% of the standards, and Q2 tested 50% of the standards.

The School of Arts and Enterprise has invested in ZOOM! DataSource, a state approved data management system, to more efficiently and effectively collect and chart data as well as create standards based benchmark assessments.

Many hours of professional development time has been committed to training teachers on utilizing ZOOM to create benchmarks that are aligned with STAR and analyze data to improve student performance.

Quarter 3 and Quarter 4 benchmarks (Q3 and Q4) for the 2009 2010 school year were created using the ZOOM! standards based test question bank and supplemented with standards based textbook publisher test banks when necessary. Close attention was given to the STAR blue prints to create benchmarks that will accurately provide data aligned to the STAR test. 

The School of Arts and Enterprise has updated the benchmark plan as of January 4, 2010 to include:

· Monthly benchmarks on standards taught that month

· 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

Accurate alignment of benchmark assessments supports The School of Arts and Enterprise Charter goals. In Element B: Measurable Student Outcomes of the school’s charter, goal 1 states that the School of Arts and Enterprise will score 10 percentile points higher than its surrounding schools, and goal 11 states that the school will meet its API target each year. Accurate benchmark alignment will provide accurate formative data for our teachers to better increase student performance.
	English Language Arts 9

Quarter 1 – Quarter 2 Benchmark Results

Benchmark for Q1 that aligned with 30% of the content standards (blueprints and STAR Release Questions were considered). Quarter 2 benchmark was aligned with 50% of the content standards.

	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark
	
	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide
	
	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	29%
	8%
	
	Far Below Basic
	0%
	0%

	Below Basic
	15%
	41%
	
	Below Basic
	29%
	29%

	Basic
	11%
	40%
	
	Basic
	14%
	71%

	Proficient
	12%
	9%
	
	Proficient
	14%
	0%

	Advanced
	32%
	1%
	
	Advanced
	38%
	0%

	Hispanic or Latino
	
	White (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	33%
	9%
	
	Far Below Basic
	20%
	0%

	Below Basic
	14%
	44%
	
	Below Basic
	0%
	33%

	Basic
	10%
	38%
	
	Basic
	20%
	33%

	Proficient
	13%
	9%
	
	Proficient
	0%
	33%

	Advanced
	28%
	0%
	
	Advanced
	60%
	0%

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	
	English Learners

	Far Below Basic
	38%
	6%
	
	Far Below Basic
	30%
	8%

	Below Basic
	14%
	53%
	
	Below Basic
	15%
	41%

	Basic
	11%
	31%
	
	Basic
	11%
	41%

	Proficient
	0%
	11%
	
	Proficient
	12%
	9%

	Advanced
	38%
	0%
	
	Advanced
	31%
	1%

	
	Students with IEP 38%

	
	Far Below Basic
	60%
	10%

	
	Below Basic
	10%
	70%

	
	Basic
	20%
	20%

	
	Proficient
	0%
	0%

	
	Advanced
	10%
	0%


	English Language Arts 10

Quarter 1 – Quarter 2 Benchmark Results

Benchmark for Q1 that aligned with 30% of the content standards (blueprints and STAR Release Questions were considered). Quarter 2 benchmark was aligned with 50% of the content standards.

	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark
	
	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide
	
	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	26%
	7%
	
	Far Below Basic
	33%
	14%

	Below Basic
	16%
	27%
	
	Below Basic
	0%
	14%

	Basic
	14%
	40%
	
	Basic
	17%
	57%

	Proficient
	11%
	18%
	
	Proficient
	14%
	0%

	Advanced
	33%
	7%
	
	Advanced
	29%
	14%

	Hispanic or Latino
	
	White (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	29%
	7%
	
	Far Below Basic
	11%
	0%

	Below Basic
	16%
	31%
	
	Below Basic
	11%
	8%

	Basic
	15%
	41%
	
	Basic
	11%
	17%

	Proficient
	11%
	16%
	
	Proficient
	0%
	50%

	Advanced
	28%
	4%
	
	Advanced
	67%
	25%

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	
	English Learners

	Far Below Basic
	30%
	12%
	
	Far Below Basic
	14%
	6%

	Below Basic
	12%
	35%
	
	Below Basic
	14%
	28%

	Basic
	18%
	29%
	
	Basic
	21%
	44%

	Proficient
	21%
	21%
	
	Proficient
	13%
	11%

	Advanced
	17%
	3%
	
	Advanced
	31%
	11%

	
	Students with IEP

	
	Far Below Basic
	60%
	17%

	
	Below Basic
	20%
	33%

	
	Basic
	0%
	33%

	
	Proficient
	0%
	17%

	
	Advanced
	20%
	0%


	English Language Arts 11

Quarter 1 – Quarter 2 Benchmark Results

Benchmark for Q1 that aligned with 30% of the content standards (blueprints and STAR Release Questions were considered). Quarter 2 benchmark was aligned with 50% of the content standards.

	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark
	
	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide
	
	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	26%
	13%
	
	Far Below Basic
	33%
	29%

	Below Basic
	16%
	18%
	
	Below Basic
	0%
	0%

	Basic
	14%
	49%
	
	Basic
	17%
	71%

	Proficient
	11%
	20%
	
	Proficient
	17%
	0%

	Advanced
	33%
	0%
	
	Advanced
	29%
	0%

	Hispanic or Latino
	
	White (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	29%
	13%
	
	Far Below Basic
	11%
	0%

	Below Basic
	16%
	22%
	
	Below Basic
	11%
	14%

	Basic
	15%
	43%
	
	Basic
	11%
	57%

	Proficient
	11%
	22%
	
	Proficient
	0%
	29%

	Advanced
	28%
	0%
	
	Advanced
	67%
	0%

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	
	English Learners

	Far Below Basic
	30%
	16%
	
	Far Below Basic
	14%
	9%

	Below Basic
	12%
	23%
	
	Below Basic
	14%
	0%

	Basic
	18%
	45%
	
	Basic
	21%
	64%

	Proficient
	21%
	16%
	
	Proficient
	13%
	27%

	Advanced
	17%
	0%
	
	Advanced
	31%
	0%

	
	Students with IEP

	
	Far Below Basic
	60%
	50%

	
	Below Basic
	20%
	25%

	
	Basic
	0%
	0%

	
	Proficient
	0%
	25%

	
	Advanced
	20%
	0%


English Language Arts Department

Q1 Q2 Data Analysis

	Collect and Chart data
	Quarter 1 and Quarter 2 benchmark results were inputted into ZOOM!. Charts were created to analyze subgroups by change in performance band percentages with emphasis on the socioeconomically disadvantaged and Hispanic/Latino subgroups

	Analyze strengths and obstacles
	Improvements: From Q1 to Q2, there were declines in FBB across all grades.  Basic percentages rose across all grade levels, and Proficient rose in both 10th and 11th grade. Results showed a FBB decrease of 50% or more in grades 9-11 in school wide as well as in SED and H/L students.
Obstacles: Implementing a new well-aligned benchmark assessment (ZOOM!) raised concerns that the Q1 benchmark was not well aligned to content standards. A comparison with upcoming monthly benchmarks and Q3 will provide a more accurate assessment of student progress. 


	Goals
	Increase Proficient bands to 56% to meet the AYP proficiency targets.

Reduce FBB to below 5% school wide and in all subgroups.

Reduce BB to below 10% school wide and in all subgroups.

	Instructional strategies
	Daily current event articles with Standards-linked questions; School wide increase of SSR. One-on-one advisement regarding test scores and potential improvement.  Students will work to create STAR-like questions from literary readings.  These questions are both an assessment of knowledge and the application of that knowledge. The Pre-CAHSEE results will be used an advisement tool to target areas of deficit. 

	Results indicators
	Monthly benchmarks, Quarter benchmarks, STAR, CAHSEE


	Algebra I 

Quarter 1 - Quarter 2 Benchmark Results 
Benchmark for Q1 that aligned with 30% of the content standards (blueprints and STAR Release Questions were considered). Quarter 2 benchmark was aligned with 50% of the content standards.

	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark
	
	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide
	
	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	83%
	25%
	
	Far Below Basic
	100%
	29%

	Below Basic
	8%
	23%
	
	Below Basic
	0%
	29%

	Basic
	6%
	16%
	
	Basic
	0%
	14%

	Proficient
	1%
	16%
	
	Proficient
	0%
	25%

	Advanced
	1%
	19%
	
	Advanced
	0%
	0%

	Hispanic or Latino
	
	White (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	84%
	27%
	
	Far Below Basic
	50%
	0%

	Below Basic
	9%
	22%
	
	Below Basic
	0%
	40%

	Basic
	6%
	16%
	
	Basic
	25%
	20%

	Proficient
	1%
	15%
	
	Proficient
	0%
	20%

	Advanced
	0%
	20%
	
	Advanced
	25%
	20%

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	
	English Learners

	Far Below Basic
	79%
	21%
	
	Far Below Basic
	85%
	22%

	Below Basic
	8%
	19%
	
	Below Basic
	8%
	24%

	Basic
	8%
	21%
	
	Basic
	4%
	16%

	Proficient
	3%
	16%
	
	Proficient
	1%
	18%

	Advanced
	3%
	20%
	
	Advanced
	1%
	20%

	
	Students with IEP

	
	Far Below Basic
	88%
	30%

	
	Below Basic
	0%
	30%

	
	Basic
	13%
	20%

	
	Proficient
	0%
	0%

	
	Advanced
	0%
	20%


	Geometry

Quarter 1 - Quarter 2 Benchmark Results 

Benchmark for Q1 that aligned with 30% of the content standards (blueprints and STAR Release Questions were considered). Quarter 2 benchmark was aligned with 50% of the content standards.

	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark
	
	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide
	
	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	99%
	62%
	
	Far Below Basic
	100%
	57%

	Below Basic
	1%
	17%
	
	Below Basic
	0%
	14%

	Basic
	0%
	8%
	
	Basic
	0%
	0%

	Proficient
	0%
	7%
	
	Proficient
	0%
	14%

	Advanced
	0%
	7%
	
	Advanced
	0%
	14%

	Hispanic or Latino
	
	White (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	99%
	66%
	
	Far Below Basic
	100%
	13%

	Below Basic
	1%
	15%
	
	Below Basic
	0%
	50%

	Basic
	0%
	10%
	
	Basic
	0%
	0%

	Proficient
	0%
	6%
	
	Proficient
	0%
	13%

	Advanced
	0%
	3%
	
	Advanced
	0%
	25%

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	
	English Learners

	Far Below Basic
	97%
	74%
	
	Far Below Basic
	0%
	62%

	Below Basic
	3%
	14%
	
	Below Basic
	0%
	19%

	Basic
	0%
	3%
	
	Basic
	0%
	10%

	Proficient
	0%
	9%
	
	Proficient
	0%
	5%

	Advanced
	0%
	0%
	
	Advanced
	0%
	5%

	
	Students with IEP

	
	Far Below Basic
	100%
	100%

	
	Below Basic
	0%
	0%

	
	Basic
	0%
	0%

	
	Proficient
	0%
	0%

	
	Advanced
	0%
	0%


	Algebra II 

Quarter 1 - Quarter 2 Benchmark Results 
Benchmark for Q1 that aligned with 30% of the content standards (blueprints and STAR Release Questions were considered). Quarter 2 benchmark was aligned with 50% of the content standards.

	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark
	
	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide
	
	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	99%
	44%
	
	Far Below Basic
	100%
	50%

	Below Basic
	1%
	33%
	
	Below Basic
	0%
	25%

	Basic
	0%
	17%
	
	Basic
	0%
	13%

	Proficient
	0%
	6%
	
	Proficient
	0%
	11%

	Advanced
	0%
	0%
	
	Advanced
	0%
	0%

	Hispanic or Latino
	
	White (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	100%
	46%
	
	Far Below Basic
	100%
	31%

	Below Basic
	0%
	34%
	
	Below Basic
	0%
	38%

	Basic
	0%
	15%
	
	Basic
	0%
	15%

	Proficient
	0%
	4%
	
	Proficient
	0%
	15%

	Advanced
	0%
	0%
	
	Advanced
	0%
	0%

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	
	English Learners

	Far Below Basic
	100%
	33%
	
	Far Below Basic
	83%
	33%

	Below Basic
	0%
	42%
	
	Below Basic
	17%
	17%

	Basic
	0%
	21%
	
	Basic
	0%
	33%

	Proficient
	0%
	3%
	
	Proficient
	0%
	15%

	Advanced
	0%
	0%
	
	Advanced
	0%
	0%

	
	Students with IEP

	
	Far Below Basic
	100%
	67%

	
	Below Basic
	0%
	0%

	
	Basic
	0%
	33%

	
	Proficient
	0%
	0%

	
	Advanced
	0%
	0%


Mathematics Department

Q1 Q2 Data Analysis

	Collect and Chart data
	Quarter 1 and Quarter 2 benchmark results were inputted into ZOOM. Charts were created to analyze subgroups by change in performance band percentages with emphasis on the socio-economically disadvantaged and Hispanic/Latino subgroups

	Analyze strengths and obstacles
	Improvements: Hispanic/Latino FBBs decreased by roughly half between Q1 and Q2, and nearly half increased two levels of proficiency or more.
	Obstacles: Meeting the AYP target of 56% proficiency will require a significant increase in performance for all students. However, gains from Q1 to Q2 show that significant gains are attainable. 

	Goals
	Hispanic/Latino Goals: 

56% proficiency
	SED Goals: 

56% proficiency

	Instructional strategies
	Hispanic/Latino: The math department will implement new strategies and continue established and proven strategies including Cornell Notes and Journaling as well as SDAIE strategies, such as fill-in-the-blank style notes, pictorial representations, and Cooperative learning. 

Students will utilize Math Journals to explain concepts using linguistic terms instead of mathematical ones. This will serve to cement understanding in students for whom English is a second language.
	SED: The math department will implement new strategies and continue established and proven strategies including Cornell Notes and Journaling as well as SDAIE strategies, such as fill-in-the-blank style notes, pictorial representations, and Cooperative learning.

SED students often have obligations after school, such as babysitting or work. For this reason, SED students will receive support during and after the school day to complete assignments; support comes in the form of Homework Club after school and Math Support classes during the school day.

	Results indicators
	Monthly benchmarks, Quarter benchmarks, STAR


	World History 
Quarter 1 - Quarter 2 Benchmark Results 
Benchmark for Q1 that aligned with 30% of the content standards (blueprints and STAR Release Questions were considered). Quarter 2 benchmark was aligned with 50% of the content standards.

	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark
	
	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide
	
	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	22%
	2%
	
	Far Below Basic
	10%
	0%

	Below Basic
	40%
	25%
	
	Below Basic
	40%
	20%

	Basic
	23%
	43%
	
	Basic
	20%
	20%

	Proficient
	10%
	19%
	
	Proficient
	27%
	50%

	Advanced
	5%
	11%
	
	Advanced
	0%
	9%

	Hispanic or Latino
	
	White (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	26%
	1%
	
	Far Below Basic
	8%
	0%

	Below Basic
	45%
	30%
	
	Below Basic
	15%
	8%

	Basic
	23%
	46%
	
	Basic
	31%
	38%

	Proficient
	4%
	17%
	
	Proficient
	23%
	15%

	Advanced
	2%
	5%
	
	Advanced
	23%
	38%

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	
	English Learners

	Far Below Basic
	26%
	5%
	
	Far Below Basic
	21%
	0%

	Below Basic
	43%
	35%
	
	Below Basic
	33%
	29%

	Basic
	26%
	35%
	
	Basic
	29%
	38%

	Proficient
	5%
	22%
	
	Proficient
	12%
	19%

	Advanced
	0%
	2%
	
	Advanced
	4%
	14%

	
	Students with IEP

	
	Far Below Basic
	43%
	17%

	
	Below Basic
	43%
	17%

	
	Basic
	14%
	67%

	
	Proficient
	0%
	0%

	
	Advanced
	0%
	0%


	U.S History 

Quarter 1 - Quarter 2 Benchmark Results 

Benchmark for Q1 that aligned with 30% of the content standards (blueprints and STAR Release Questions were considered). Quarter 2 benchmark was aligned with 50% of the content standards.

	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark
	
	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide
	
	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	30%
	19%
	
	Far Below Basic
	0%
	0%

	Below Basic
	19%
	22%
	
	Below Basic
	0%
	43%

	Basic
	12%
	23%
	
	Basic
	29%
	29%

	Proficient
	20%
	20%
	
	Proficient
	57%
	14%

	Advanced
	15%
	15%
	
	Advanced
	14%
	13%

	Hispanic or Latino
	
	White (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	35%
	25%
	
	Far Below Basic
	14%
	0%

	Below Basic
	22%
	20%
	
	Below Basic
	14%
	25%

	Basic
	11%
	23%
	
	Basic
	0%
	13%

	Proficient
	21%
	19%
	
	Proficient
	43%
	25%

	Advanced
	10%
	13%
	
	Advanced
	29%
	38%

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	
	English Learners

	Far Below Basic
	35%
	34%
	
	Far Below Basic
	9%
	9%

	Below Basic
	24%
	17%
	
	Below Basic
	9%
	18%

	Basic
	11%
	14%
	
	Basic
	27%
	36%

	Proficient
	21%
	20%
	
	Proficient
	33%
	8%

	Advanced
	8%
	13%
	
	Advanced
	15%
	23%

	
	Students with IEP

	
	Far Below Basic
	50%
	50%

	
	Below Basic
	0%
	25%

	
	Basic
	0%
	0%

	
	Proficient
	50%
	25%

	
	Advanced
	0%
	0%


Social Science Department

Q1 Q2 Data Analysis

	Collect and Chart data
	Quarter 1 and Quarter 2 benchmark results were inputted into ZOOM. Charts were created to analyze subgroups by change in performance band percentages with emphasis on the socioeconomically disadvantaged and Hispanic/Latino subgroups

	Analyze strengths and obstacles
	The most significant improvement from Q1 to Q2 was a major decrease in FBB H/L students in both the US and World History Benchmarks. The primary obstacle is improving SED student performance, which showed insignificant growth from Q1 to Q2.

	Goals
	1. Increase Proficient students by 20 percentage points in US History for both SED and H/L subgroups.

2. Reduce FBB to below 5% and reduce BB% to below 10% in both SED and H/L subgroups.

	Instructional strategies
	Academic and personal counseling time will be increased during House class for SED students. Increased contact will be made with parents/guardians to help determine possible obstacles to student learning. A greater emphasis will be placed culturally motivating (SDAIE and DI) lessons and activities. Intense analysis will continue for students who scored at FBB or BB and are identified both SED and H/L with exam practices and mandatory homework club. Revise Curriculum mapping as needed.

	Results indicators
	Monthly benchmarks, Quarter benchmarks, STAR


	Biology 

Quarter 1 - Quarter 2 Benchmark Results 
Benchmark for Q1 that aligned with 30% of the content standards (blueprints and STAR Release Questions were considered). Quarter 2 benchmark was aligned with 50% of the content standards.

	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark
	
	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide
	
	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	4%
	7%
	
	Far Below Basic
	9%
	0%

	Below Basic
	8%
	11%
	
	Below Basic
	0%
	0%

	Basic
	18%
	32%
	
	Basic
	18%
	22%

	Proficient
	34%
	24%
	
	Proficient
	33%
	22%

	Advanced
	35%
	24%
	
	Advanced
	33%
	56%

	Hispanic or Latino
	
	White (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	5%
	10%
	
	Far Below Basic
	0%
	0%

	Below Basic
	11%
	15%
	
	Below Basic
	0%
	0%

	Basic
	21%
	38%
	
	Basic
	0%
	18%

	Proficient
	33%
	18%
	
	Proficient
	20%
	55%

	Advanced
	29%
	18%
	
	Advanced
	80%
	27%

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	
	English Learners

	Far Below Basic
	3%
	13%
	
	Far Below Basic
	0%
	14%

	Below Basic
	16%
	19%
	
	Below Basic
	6%
	9%

	Basic
	26%
	28%
	
	Basic
	19%
	27%

	Proficient
	38%
	27%
	
	Proficient
	25%
	17%

	Advanced
	15%
	12%
	
	Advanced
	47%
	29%

	
	Students with IEP

	
	Far Below Basic
	50%
	0%

	
	Below Basic
	0%
	20%

	
	Basic
	0%
	20%

	
	Proficient
	50%
	60%

	
	Advanced
	0%
	0%


	Chemistry 
Quarter 1 - Quarter 2 Benchmark Results 
Benchmark for Q1 that aligned with 30% of the content standards (blueprints and STAR Release Questions were considered). Quarter 2 benchmark was aligned with 50% of the content standards.

	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark
	
	
	Oct.1, 2009

Benchmark
	Jan.22, 2010 Benchmark

	School Wide
	
	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	24%
	9%
	
	Far Below Basic
	33%
	0%

	Below Basic
	24%
	27%
	
	Below Basic
	33%
	67%

	Basic
	21%
	25%
	
	Basic
	0%
	0%

	Proficient
	19%
	28%
	
	Proficient
	33%
	33%

	Advanced
	11%
	11%
	
	Advanced
	0%
	0%

	Hispanic or Latino
	
	White (not of Hispanic origin)

	Far Below Basic
	29%
	12%
	
	Far Below Basic
	0%
	0%

	Below Basic
	22%
	29%
	
	Below Basic
	22%
	11%

	Basic
	18%
	27%
	
	Basic
	44%
	22%

	Proficient
	16%
	26%
	
	Proficient
	33%
	33%

	Advanced
	14%
	6%
	
	Advanced
	0%
	33%

	Socio-economically Disadvantaged
	
	English Learners

	Far Below Basic
	30%
	14%
	
	Far Below Basic
	25%
	0%

	Below Basic
	30%
	36%
	
	Below Basic
	0%
	20%

	Basic
	13%
	25%
	
	Basic
	0%
	0%

	Proficient
	17%
	21%
	
	Proficient
	0%
	40%

	Advanced
	10%
	3%
	
	Advanced
	75%
	40%

	
	Students with IEP

	
	Far Below Basic
	0%
	0%

	
	Below Basic
	100%
	0%

	
	Basic
	0%
	100%

	
	Proficient
	0%
	0%

	
	Advanced
	0%
	0%


Science Department

Q1 Q2 Data Analysis
	Collect and Chart data
	Quarter 1 and Quarter 2 benchmark results were inputted into ZOOM. Charts were created to analyze subgroups by change in performance band percentages with emphasis on the socioeconomically disadvantaged and Hispanic/Latino subgroups.

	Analyze strengths and obstacles
	In chemistry, a significant number of students were moved from FBB to BB.  For the whole population, during Q1, 24% of students were FBB.  This decreased to 9% during Q2.  Trends of transferring FBB to BB were identical for SED and Hispanic/Latino students.

Schoolwide, the number of Advanced students stayed constant in chemistry at 11% between Q1 and Q2.  In the Hispanic and SED subgroups, however, there was a decline in the number of Advanced students.  The most noticeable decline occurred in the Hispanic subgroup where there were initially 14% of students at the Advanced level Q1.  During Q2, this level dropped to 6%.

Biology also has a very small number of students at FBB.  In Q1 there were 4% of students, while in Q2 there were 7%.

With regard to SED and Hispanic, there are a fewer number of students at the advanced and proficient range.  For Q2, there were 36% advanced or proficient in the Hispanic group and 39% in the SED group.  Although this is less than the entire group, this is still 1/3 of the students.

	Goals
	For all categories in Q3, reduce the number of FBB students to 5% and BB to 10%

Achieve 30% of students at proficient or above by Q3 in SED and Hispanic categories.

	Instructional strategies
	Increase ELL and ELD strategies (SDAIE and DI)
Continued after-school tutoring.

Increase peer tutoring

Use Monthly benchmarks to better pinpoint student needs
Revise Curriculum mapping as needed

	Results indicators
	Monthly benchmarks, Quarter benchmarks, STAR


Lead Teacher Data Summary
	Collect and Chart data
	Quarter 1 and Quarter 2 benchmark results were inputted into ZOOM!. Charts were created to analyze subgroups by change in performance band percentages with emphasis on the socioeconomically disadvantaged and Hispanic/Latino subgroups.

Department teams met to analyze Q1 and Q2 data with emphasis on SED and H/L subgroups. Department teachers used the 5-step method for analyzing data. Analysis was submitted to the lead teacher for review and revising where needed.

	Analyze strengths and obstacles
	A major strength for this school is the unified momentum of the teachers to use data more effectively with the aide of ZOOM!, which provides far more efficient data management than any other tool the school has used. All teachers are enthusiastic and confident in seeing major gains on the STAR and CAHSEE examines this year.

Q1 and Q2 analysis found that all content area showed overall improvements school wide and in the SED and H/L subgroups. All content areas reported decreases in FBB students with some subjects reporting extremely significant declines in FBB students. However, attention must be made to ensure the needs of students identified as Proficient and Advanced are also met.

The implementation of ZOOM!, which has a strong standards-based question banks, has raised concerns that previously used diagnostics and benchmarks are not well-aligned. It is essential that upcoming monthly benchmarks and Q3 provide accurate formative data. To supplement ZOOM!, additional benchmark resources is necessary to ensure accurate data.

	Goals
	56% proficiency in English and Mathematics 

700 API in two years

	Instructional strategies
	Support department identified instructional strategies with appropriate professional development

Provide continual feedback and support on monthly benchmark results

Provide benchmark assessment resources to ensure accurate formative student data

	Results indicators
	Monthly benchmarks, Quarter benchmarks, STAR, CAHSEE


Pre-CAHSEE – 10th Grade Class of 2012
	Collect and Chart data
	A Pre-CAHSEE exam was given in December 2009 to all sophomore students which resulted in a diagnostic report per student in the content areas of English and Mathematics. The Individual student’s result clearly identified their proficiency level for each strand of English and Mathematics. The assessment score was based on 350 points for passing.

	Analyze strengths and obstacles
	Mathematics: 

· Results indicated only 29% of the sophomores are prepared to pass the CASHEE if taken today. In addition only one strand; Number Sense, showed strength at 56% proficiency. 

· Results indicated that only 28% of our SED students had a passing rate, with only Number Sense and Algebra/Functions strands measuring at a 50% or above levels.

· Results indicated 20% of our Hispanic/Latino subgroup would pass at this time. This was the lowest of all our subgroups.

English:

· Results indicated 58% of the sophomores are prepared to pass this test with all areas over 50% proficiency rates.

· Results indicate that 58% of our SED subgroup have a passing rate and a strong reading comprehension base. Under both writing categories (strategies and conventions) students scored below 60%.

· Results indicate that 55% of the Hispanic/Latino subgroup resulted in passing scores with reading comprehension as the highest indicator. Under both writing categories (strategies and conventions) students scored below 60%.

	Goals
	The Goal is:

English: 85% pass rate of 350 or above.

Mathematics: 80% pass rate of 350 or above.

	Instructional strategies
	· Students are placed in an intervention support class for CAHSEE English and/or CAHSEE Math if scored below proficiency levels. 

· House teachers scheduled a one-on-one advisory with each student to discuss and understand the test results. 

· An Action Plan was created for each student that is not at a proficiency level in at least one strand and/or did not achieve a minimum of 350 points.

· ELL and ELD strategies (SDAIE and DI) have been increased.

· After-school tutoring is being continued.. 

	Results indicators
	CAHSEE Test Practice, CAHSEE Test in May 2010


