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Preface

California Montessori Project- San Juan (CMP-SJ) has historically engaged in a thorough process of self-study
in order to improve student learning outcomes. From our initial three-year Western Association of Schools and
Colleges (WASC) accreditation in 2008, through our six-year reaccreditation in 2011 and now for our 2017
reaccreditation, CMP understands and embraces the philosophy of constant and progressive improvement
through this process. CMP71 SJ recognizes the following areas of focus embedded in the process of self-study:

1. Theinvolvement and collaboration of all staff and other stakeholders to support student
achievement

California Montessori Project (CMP) seeks to improve and promote stakeholder involvement and

collaboration through various pathways. For parents and caregivers, CMP hosts regularly scheduled,
APrincipal Cafesd in order to facilitate communicat
an established Campus Advisory Council (CAC) composed of parent, teacher and administrative

representation that is designed to provide a forum for stakeholder input. Additionally, CMP embraces an,
iOpen Door Policyodo in order to develop a culture of
involvement, CMP holds regularly scheduled staff meetings and encourages staff feedback on pertinent

issues. Teachers also have opportunities for input and collaboration during bi-monthly early student

release days. Additionally, students are encouraged to provide feedback through their classroom

community meetings and student/teacher conferencing

2. The clarification and measurement of what all students should know, understand, and be able
to do through schoolwide learner outcomes and academic standards

CMP has identified and currently utilizes several tools to articulate the expected schoolwide learner
outcomes for students. In connection and alignment with California State Standards, CMP has created and
implements a curriculum guide that outlines the specific content areas to be addressed. Further, CMP
employs several assessment tools in order to measure progress towards meeting these articulated
outcomes. Some examples of assessment tools utilized by CMP are, among others, the Renaissance
Place assessment suite in the content areas of English/Language arts and Mathematics, Dynamic
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (also referred to as DIBELS) assessment as well as standardized
test results. These multiple measures of progress provide the data necessary to uncover areas of need
and drive appropriate instruction and interventions.

3. The analysis of data about students and student achievement

In order to ensure effective interventions and improvement, CMP recognizes the necessity of analyzing
student data in order to target specific areas of need. In the pursuit of information regarding student
achievement, CMP has developed and implemented a system of assessment and tracking. CMP utilizes a
suite of universal assessment tools, an assessment tracking system and regularly scheduled grade level
meetings to discuss assessment results and strategies for addressing areas of need. CMP recognizes the
area of data analysis and using the gathered information to drive instruction as one of ongoing need and
improvement.



4. The assessment of the entire school program and its impact on student learning in relation to
the schoolwide learner outcomes, academic standards, and the Accrediting Commission for
Schools Western Association of Schools and Colleges (ACS WASC)/California Department of
Education (CDE) criteria

As a public charter school, CMP undergoes a regular process of self-study and the need for regular
program assessment as a part of the charter renewal process. The charter renewal process, partnered
with the process of accreditation and reaccreditation through both the American Montessori Society as well
as WASC, provides multiple opportunities to study, discover and address programmatic challenges at our
school.

5. Thealignmentofalong-r ange action plan to the schowm 6s ar ea
implement and monitor the accomplishment of the plan

With the recent changes in funding for Californiads
analysis to develop our Local Control Accountability Plan (LCAP). Based on stakeholder input, identified
needs were aligned with personnel and financi al res

Additionally, CMP specifically identifies areas of need and how they will be addressed as part of its
strategic plan.
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CHAPTER | STUDENT/ COMMUNITY PROFILE
DATA AND FINDINGS

Demographic Data:

The School Community

The California Montessori Project (CMP) is a network of charter Montessori public schools,
operating within the greater Sacramento area. CMP is the result of the desire and vision of a
group of private school directors who sought to make Montessori methodology accessible to
students in the public school sector. After one year of planning, the California Montessori Project
Charter Public School opened in August of 2001. CMP schools currently maintain accreditation
through AMS (American Montessori Society), and are viewed within the educational community as
an exemplary model, in terms of student program and school operation. Today CMP provides an
effective and innovative educational program which serves over 2,000 students at seven
campuses, located in Sacramento and El Dorado Counties.

TheCal i fornia Montessor. PSJ)ocangpasesboperaawithindthe geogrdplid P
boundaries of the San Juan Unified School District (SJUSD), as authorized pursuant to the
Education Code Section 47605. SJUSD authorized CMP-SJ for a five-year term, effective July,
2016. We have three locations and serve approximately 1300 students. The American River
Campus school site is currently located at 6838 Kermit Lane in Fair Oaks, the Carmichael Campus
school site is currently located at 4718 Engle Road in Carmichael and the Orangevale Campus
school site is located on 6545 Beech Street in Orangevale.

The American River campus serves students in Kindergarten through 8th grade. The Carmichael
campus serves students in Transitional Kindergarten through 8% grade. The Orangevale campus
serves students in grades Transitional Kindergarten through 71" grade. As a public charter school,
we offer an open enrollment policy. We currently educate students from a wide range of
neighboring communities including, but not limited to: Fair Oaks, Carmichael, Citrus Heights,
Roseville, Antelope, Sacramento, Rocklin, Orangevale, El Dorado Hills, Folsom and Rio Linda.
The CMP-SJ campuses are particularly interested in attracting students who hold the following
characteristics:

1. The interest and motivation to be educated in the Montessori approach.
2. The ability and capability to work independently.
3. The propensity to be self-motivated in learning and achievement.

Components of the California Montessori Project program include:

1 Comprehensive academic and social skills development using Montessori-based curriculum aligned
to the California State Standards

Quality Montessori learning materials

State-adopted core instructional materials

Technology based programs for all grade levels

Rosetta Stone foreign language program

Accelerated Reader reading comprehension monitoring tool

=2 =2 =22
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Accelerated Math assessment and skills tool

Learning.com technology teaching program

1-1 student-to-computer ratio in grades 3 through 8

Highly qualified, dynamic, California State Credentialed and Montessori-trained/certified teachers
(dual certification)

Grade level mentor teachers at each campus

Teacher induction program for new teachers

Ongoing parent education offered on site

Before and after school programs

Low student-to-teacher ratios

Full implementation of Response to Intervention (RTI) model with academic intervention programs
Special Education Teacher, Speech/Language Pathologist, and Occupational Therapist on site for
students with Individualized Educational Plans

Deans of Students who support implementation of RTI, positive behavior support, curriculum
alignment/ implementation and accreditations.

= =4 =8 =4
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All three campuses have an active parent/ teacher committee, termed the Campus Advisory
Council (CAC). CAC, functions as an advisory committee to the Principal. The primary function of
CAC is to provide support for the successful operation of the school campus through serving as a
positive communication channel between the campus, parents, teachers and the community,
guiding campus events and fundraising activities and allocation of donated resources.

CMP is supported by the Montessori Project Foundation, a California Non-Profit Public Benefit
Corporation. The purpose of the foundation is to promote CMP and direct attention and effort
toward providing funding to support the educational purposes of CMP.

CMP6 $&overning Board consists of a broad cross-section of professionals with the skills
necessary to appropriately oversee the operation of the organization. These members may have,
among other valuable traits, experience in Montessori pedagogy, education, business, technology,
facilities, leadership development and organizational development. The CMP Board currently
consists of parent representatives, one teacher representative, the District Superintendent or
designee, one Montessori community member, one business community member and one charter
community member. The CMP Board meets on a monthly basis.

All of the seven schools in the CMP network are supported by one central administration, residing
in Sacramento County. Currently, there are thirteen employees operating out of our central
administration office. Their roles include Executive Director, Director of Program, Student
Services, Human Resources Department, Student Information Services Department, Special
Education Director, Bookkeeper, and Receptionist. The Central Administrative office has a large
meeting room where members of the central administrative team and the campus administrative
members meet regularly.

New students are admitted via lottery process on space availability. The staff of CMP campuses
believes in honoring the dignity of all human beings. Because of this belief, CMP does not
discriminate in our enrollment practices on the basis of race, gender/orientation, religion, disability,
and ethnic or national origin.

WASC Accreditation History

CMP-SJ campuses submitted our Initial Visit Application to Western Association of Schools and
Colleges (WASC) in 2008. After the spring Initial Visit, CMP American River and Carmichael were
granted accreditation through June 30, 2011. CMP-SJ, which includes American River,
Carmichael and Orangevale, were granted accreditation through February of 2016. During the
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Mid-Cycle Visit (February 2014), the Visiting Committee indicated the following areas of strength
and recommended areas for follow-up:

School-wide Areas of Strength:

f
f

Maintaining an APl exceeding 800 for four consecutive years.

Providing mentoring and capacity-building to classroom TAs, better equipping them to
potentially move into a full time teaching position.

Providing mentoring and leadership opportunities to administration, so that Deans are
knowledgeable and empowered leaders who can step in and run the school when needed.
Providing a deep Professional Learning Community/Network for all CMP Principals within
Sacramento and El Dorado counties. It is a significant investment in human capital for all
Principals to collaborate with the Executive Director for one full day every week, and high
evidence of the effectiveness of this model. There is great consistency with CMP
leadership, philosophy, and academic standards.

Allowing parents to regularly access the school and the classrooms, so that they support the
success of the school and become better-informed stakeholders.

Deep investment in classroom personnel and resources, so that there is a low student to
staff ratio, appropriate levels of adult support, small class sizes, and rich learning resources
available to all students.

Maintaining commitment to authentic and real world learning, where students are given
Afvoice and choi ce oorloan andhearn, aridhwbeye they developva growth
mindset and agency to persevere when there are unclear outcomes. Students are critical
thinkers who are engaged in their learning.

A positive culture conducive to feelings of safety and empowerment for students and
families.

Recommended Areas for Follow-up:

1

CMP-San Juan continues its commitment to educating and informing all parents. They do a
very good job of using multiple means to reach out to parents, including regular meetings,
newsletters, emails, and auto-dialer messages. However, parents continue to seek further
ways to access even more information. Not all parents will want to review all the
information, but for those who are inclined, they would like to get more information on:

o Detailed spending of monies raised through fundraisers. Parents feel well-informed
of how much money is raised, but would like to be able to access (or know how to
access if i t 6s ) eetailsabodtyhe budget andayedrly spending.

o0 Minutes and notes from a variety of meetings, so that families who cannot attend can

access and read summaries from the governance board meetings, and even the
i nf or mal held byfthfe ®rensipals.
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School Purpose

The mission of the California Montessori Project is to provide a quality, tuition-free Montessori
education that challenges our students to reach their full potential. California Montessori Project's
student-centered, teacher-guided interdisciplinary educational program supports the academic,
artistic, athletic and social growth of the individual. Our CMP program offers hands-on educational
opportunities, integrating California State Standards with Montessori methodology, while promoting
respect for self, others, and the environment. CMP empowers students to develop confidence,
independent thinking, and teamwork essential for world citizenship.

The staff, central administration and governing board believe that the presentation of Montessori
methodology promotes the success of all students, academically, socially and emotionally.
Academically, this is measured through multiple instruments, including California Assessment of
Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) results, as well as assorted Montessori
assessments.

California Montessori Projectd &€xpected School-Wide Learning Outcomes, (ESLOS)

California Montessori Project ESLOs

California Montessori Project Students:

1 Make Safe, Respectful, and Responsible choices for themselves
and empower others to do so as well.

1 Are Montessori Learners who work independently, demonstrate
initiative, utilize the power of concentration, think critically, and are
lifelong learners.

1 Are Ambassadors of Grace and Courtesy who celebrate the
diversity in our global community.

1 Agents of Change who have a strong sense of community, are
socially responsible, connected to their environment, advocate for
themselves and others, and are empowered to be problem solvers.

The data collection instruments used to determine the learner outcome of CMP-SJ students being safe,
respectful, and responsible include:
1 Weekly classroom lessons focusing on positive behaviors
1 School-wide assemblies in order to nourish a safe, respectful, and responsible culture
1 Monitoring for potential areas of future growth and excellence via minor incident reports and office
referrals
Rtl process
7 Habits of Highly Effective Volunteer Presentations
Love and Logic Seminars
Pass to Recovery

=A =4 =4 =4

The data collection instruments we use to determine the learner outcome of CMP-SJ students being Montessori
Learners include:

1 Formal assessments through research-based curriculum and standardized testing
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Informal testing through observation and conferences.

The data collection instruments we use to determine the learner outcome of CMP-SJ students being
ambassadors of grace and courtesy include:

=

= =4 =4 =4 =4 -4 4 -8 4

Acknowledging students when they are being graceful and courteous
Silence Game

Peace Areas in each classroom

Meeting Rug

Morning Circle

Community Conversation Agendas (i.e. Problem Solving Box)
Classroom Constitutions

Peer Mentoring

Self-Reflection portion on minor incident reports

Pass to Recovery

The data collection instruments we use to determine the learner outcome of CMP-SJ students are agents of
change include:

=

=A =4 =4 =4 =4 -4 - =4

Surveys

WASC self-study

Outreach field trips

Recycling Program/Community Clean up

Gardens

Family Activity Nights (Watch Me Work, Science Fairs, Continent Parties, Harvest Festivals)
Community Service Hours

Business Shadow Days

Student Alumni volunteers

The results from these data collection instruments show that students are meeting CMP-SJ Learner Outcomes.
We know this in part by:

1

=A =4 =4 =4 =4

State wide and school assessments

Increased enrollment at all campuses

Facilities expansion (opening of Orangevale Campus in 2010)

Increased attendance at parent tours

Waiting lists at each campus

Regular and continuous feedback from all stakeholders stating that CMP-SJ campuses have a positive
culture and climate

13



Status of School

2011-2014 API Scores

o API Growth Met

API Statewide A SIUET APl Growth Target School
Year . Schools

Ranking Rankin Scores (Actual Growth
9 Growth) Target?

2011-2012 6 1 814 A (+2) Yes

2012-2013 6 1 802 A (-16) Yes

State testing and API calculation suspended;
no data reported*
2013-2014 5 1
3-Year Average API: 809

"A" means the school or student groups scored at or above the statewide performance target
of 800. (Source: CDE DataQuest, accessed November 2, 2015.)

2012-2013 was the last year that the California Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) was offered,
accordingly, this was the last year that an Academic Performance Indicator and an Adequate Yearly Progress
Criteria was calculated. CMP-SJ students participated in the CAASPP Field Test in the Spring of 2014, and
participated in the first real testing round in the Spring of 2015.
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Enrollment Data for CMP-SJ Campuses

School Enrollment by Grade & Ethnic Designation 2011-12

Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade|Grade | Grade Grade Ungr Grade Grade|Grade Grade|Ungr Total

Ethnicity K 1 2 3 4 5 6 T 8 |Elem 9 10 1 12 | Sec |Enroll
Hispanic or Latino of Any Race 30 20 13 17 12 9 12 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 132
American Indian or Alaska MNative, Mot Hispanic| 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 g
Asian, Mot Hispanic 12 10 ] 5 12 3 2 3 1 0 ] 0 0 ] 0 54
Pacific Islander, Mot Hispanic 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Filipino, Mot Hispanic ] 1 4 3 2 2 0 0 1 0 ] 0 0 ] 0 13
African American, Not Hispanic 4 3 2 3 ] T 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 30
White, not Hispanic 127 a0 a4 74 54 64 47 39 32 0 0 0 0 0 o 611
Two or More Races, Mot Hispanic 11 14 11 2 3 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 46

School Enroliment by Grade & Ethnic Designation 2012-13

Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade|Grade Grade|Ungr |Grade Grade Grade Grade Ungr| Total

2 3 4 5 6 T 8 [(Elem 9 10 11 12 | Sec |Enroll
Hispanic or Latino of Any Race 29 44 19 19 14 10 7 12 10 0 ] 0 ] 0 0 164
American Indian or Alaska Native, Mot Hispanic| 3 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
Asian, Mot Hispanic 16 14 1 T 5 12 3 1 3 0 ] 0 ] 0 0 72
Facific Islander, Mot Hispanic 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
Filipino, Mot Hispanic 2 0 1 3 3 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13
African American, Not Hispanic i} 3 4 2 2 5 7 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 33
White, not Hispanic 113 126| 102 78 77 A3 A4 38 v 0 0 ] 0 ] 0| 678
Two or More Races, Mot Hispanic 21 14 14 12 3 4 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 73

School Enroliment by Grade & Ethnic Designation 2013-14

8 |Elem

Hispanic or Latino of Any Race 9 1 7 g 5 0 0 0 0 0 0

American Indian or Alaska MNative, Mot Hispanic) 1 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 i}
Asian, Mot Hispanic 12 " 10 7 5 G g 2 0 ] ] 0 0 ] 0 62
Pacific Islander, Mot Hispanic 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Filipino, Mot Hispanic 3 1 0 1 2 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13
African American, Mot Hispanic 2 4 4 3 2 1 5 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 30
White, not Hispanic 11| 109 118 88 76 69 45 43 34 0 0 0 0 0 0f 693
Two or More Races, Mot Hispanic 20 18 16 12 12 3 5 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 91

School Enrollment by Grade & Ethnic Designation 2014-15

Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Ungr Grade Grade|Grade Grade

Ethnicity 1 2 3 4 L 6 T 8 [(Elem 9 10 1 12
Hispanic or Latino of Any Race 47 28 32 40 19 20 18 g 3] 0 0 ] 0 0 o 217
American Indian or Alaska Mative, Mot Hizspanic| 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 B
Asian, Mot Hispanic 20 5 ] fi ] 3 A 5 2 ] 0 0 ] 0 0 i1
Pacific Islander, Mot Hispanic 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Filipino, Mot Hispanic 2 3 2 ] 1 2 3 2 1 ] 0 0 ] 0 0 16
African American, Mot Hispanic T 1 3 2 3 3 1 5 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 32
White, not Hispanic 138 107 105 108 a3 TG 61 38 41 ] 0 0 ] 0 o 7&7
Two or More Races, Not Hispanic 27 21 20 16 13 16 3 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 121
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School Enroliment by Grade & Ethnic Designation 2015-16

Grade Grade Grade Grade | Grade|Grade Grade Grade|Ungr|Grade|Grade |Grade Grade Ungr| Total |

Ethnicity K 1 2 3 4 5 [ T 8 |Elem 9 10 11 12 | Sec |Enroll
Hispanic or Latino of Any Race 49 34 26 35 39 19 16 13 8 0 ] ] 0 0 o 239
American Indian or Alaska Mative, Not Hispanic| 0 1 1 1 ] ] 0 0 0 0 ] ] 0 0 ] 3
Asian, Mot Hispanic T 12 4 5 4 ] 2 2 5 ] 0 0 0 0 0 47
Pacific Islander, Mot Hispanic 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Filipino, Mot Hispanic 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 2 2 ] 0 0 0 0 0 12
African American, Not Hispanic 4 g 2 2 2 3 1 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 28
White, not Hispanic 154 111 106[ 104| 104 a4 61 43 36 0 0 0 0 0 0o &os
Two or More Races, Mot Hispanic 32 25 21 20 13 14 15 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 148

Findings:
9 There is an overall population growth of 24%.

1 The largest growth in demographics was in the White, non-Hispanic student population. Other
demographic groups that increased enroliment were Hispanic and Two or More Races, Not Hispanic.

1  Overall, Hispanic population has increased from 2012 to 2016 by one hundred and seven.

1 Three ethnic groups decreased: Asian, Not Hispanic; Filipino, Not Hispanic; and Pacific Islander, Not
Hispanic.
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Enroliment by Gender

Enrollment by Gender

B Female mMale mTotal

1214

609 605

2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15

Findings:
1 Overall enrollment increased by three hundred sixteen students.
1 Male population increased by one hundred seventy-six.

1 Female population increased by one hundred forty.

17



Total Unduplicated Pupil Count of Free/Reduced-Price Meals, English Learners & Foster Youth
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300 272

250

200 m Total Unduplicated Pupil
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150 Price Meals, English
Learners & Foster Youth

100
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0 T T

2010-112011-122012-132013-142014-15

This graph shows the students at this school who were English learners, foster youth, or eligible
for free/reduced-price meals when enrollment counts were taken.

Findings:

1 Between the years measured, the population of English learners, foster youth or eligible for
free/reduced-price meals increased by fifty-two.
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This graph displays the total count of students at this school who were eligible for free/reduced-price
meals when enrollment counts were taken.

Findings:
1 The total span of students receiving free/reduced-price meals increased by ninety-two.

1 There has been a fluctuation of students receiving free/reduced-price meals from year to year with a
general growth trend.
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English Learners

Total EL Population
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This graph displays the counts of students at this school who were classified as English learners when
enrollment counts were taken.

Findings:
1 The growth in English Learners over the period that data was analyzed was fifteen.
1 The greatest intake of English Learners was between the 2012-2013 and the 2013-2014 school year.
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This graph displays the students at this school who were re-designated as RFEP each year. Students are re-
designated when they achieve district-specified scores on state English language proficiency assessments and
meet other academic criteria.

Findings:

91 During the period that data was analyzed, there was general upward trend in the quantity of students
be re-designated each year.

The year with the largest total number of re-designations was in 2012-2013.

The largest gap in total number of re-designated students was between the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013
school years.
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English Language Acquisition Status
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This graph displays English learner students in this school by their English language acquisition status.

State and federal law require that all students whose primary language is other than English be assessed for
English language proficiency. Students who are identified English learners stay in that category until they
achieve district-specified scores on state English language proficiency assessments and meet other academic
criteria. At that point, the district labels the student as RFEP*.

The Fluent English Proficient (FEP) category includes both students who were RFEP in the prior year and
students whose primary language is not English but who scored high enough on a state test of English
proficiency to not be classified as an English learner. *For RFEP data please see the previous Re-
designated Fluent English Proficient graph.

Findings:

1 The data demonstrates a general upward trend in the English Learner and the Fluent English Proficient
student populations.

1 More students are entering the school indicating that a language other than English is being spoken at
home.

1 There is an average gap in growth between the English Learner and the Fluent English Proficient
populations of thirteen students.
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This graph displays the count of the largest second language sub-groups found at this school.
Findings:

i There has been a steady increase of non-English speaking population since the 2010/11 school year.

1 Spanish as continued to be the most common non-English language spoken.
1 Since 2011 there has been a steady increase of Russian speaking students enrolled.
)l

In 2013 there was an increase of Ukrainian speaking population that has remained steady in
subsequent years.
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Average Class Size
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This graph presents the average class size for this school. Average class size is the number of students
enrolled in classes divided by the number of classes.

Findings:

1

= = =4 =

Over the period the data was collected, average class sizes across state, county and district grew while

CMP-SJ6s c¢cl ass size remained consistent

For the 2016-2017 the average class size for a Kindergarten class is 22 students.

at

For the 2016-2017 the average class size for a Lower Elementary class is 22 students.

For the 2016-2017 the average class size for an Upper Elementary class is 24 students.

For the 2016-2017 the average class size for a Middle School class is 22 students.
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Special Education Enroliment

Our number of special needs students has increased as our enrollment has increased. Currently,
CMP-SJ campuses serve 148 students who have Individualized Education Plans (IEP). All of our
students are educated within the regular education classroom. Support services are given either
via pull-out or push-in, depending on the decision of the IEP team. Each campus has a special
education team that includes an Education Specialist (Resource Teacher), Speech and Langauge
Pathologist, and Occupational Therapist. Additonal services are contracted through outside
agencies.

Physical Fitness Test

California mandates that each year all 5th and 7th grade students participate in State Physical
Fitness Testing (PFT) The state goal is for each student to pass all six standards of the test to
meet the Healthy Fitness Zone.

Number of Physical Fithess Area Standards
Met

California Montessori Project-San Juan
Campus School, 2012-13

Percent of Students

Standards Met Grade 5 Grade 7
All standards met 60.0% 61.8%
Five of Six 17.6% 20.0%
Four of Six 10.6% 7.3%
Three of Six 8.2% 5.5%
Two of Six 2.4% 5.5%
One of Six 1.2% 0.0%
No standards met 0.0% 0.0%
Total Students Tested 85 55

Note: Number of students tested includes students who were partially
tested.

N/A: Data not available (e.g. the number of students is less than 11, or
the test was not administered)

Source: California Department of Education - High School and Physical
Fitness Assessment Office: 2013 PFT Statewide Research Files

(11/18/2013)
Findings:

1 88.2% of grade 5 students met at least four of the six physical fitness standards.
1 89.1% of grade 7 students met at least four of the six physical fitness standards.
T Zerostudents fell into the 6no standards metd cal

Attendance for CMP-SJ Campuses
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School Year Average Daily Attendance

2011-2012 96.1%

2012-2013 95.6%

2013-2014 95.8%

2014-2015 95.6%

2015-2016 95.8%

Findings:

1 Average Daily Attendance has remained consistant with .5% variation between measured
years.

1 Greatest drop in the Average Daily Attendance was in the 2011-2012 school year.

Discipline Data for CMP-SJ Campuses
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This graph shows the total number of suspensions in this school.
Findings:
I Out of school suspensions peaked in the 2012-2013 school year.

1 The greatest drop in Out of School Suspensions was between the 2013-2014 and 2014-
2015 school years by eighteen.
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School Safety, Cleanliness and Facilities

For the 2015-2016 school year, CMP-SJ implemented its Comprehensive School Safety

Operations Plan (SOP). CMP-SJ6s S OP descri bes programs put in

environment for all stakeholders. A school safety committee, including staff, parents, and
students, oversees and implements necessary safety procedures and plans. A public copy of the
school safety plan is available for viewing in the office and available online. Safety procedure
information packets are kept in each classroom in the event of an emergency, staff can quickly
access the protocols. Safety drills, (fire, earthquake and lockdown) are scheduled on a regular
basis. High adult-to-student ratio allows CMP-SJ to deal with classroom disruptions and incidents
guickly and effectively.

American River Campus

The American River Campus is housed at the Littlejohn Campus, which resides in a residential
neighborhood. The facility is leased from the SJUSD. This facility features 20 classrooms, a
library, multi-purpose room with stage, two resource rooms, as well as cafeteria operations and hot
lunch program through the district. There are also two playgrounds, large asphalt play areas
including basketball courts and tetherball, and extensive play/sports fields. SJUSD maintenance
and custodial staff maintain the campus and provide janitorial service. In 2016, SJUSD added
another portable to the campus as a multiuse facility. The campus currently has 397 students.

Carmichael Campus

The Carmichael Campus is located in a business/residential area in a facility leased from
Carmichael Recreation and Parks District. Previously the facility was a SJUSD high school. CMP-
SJ has modified and enhanced the space to accommodate approximately 635 students with 30
classrooms, a library, resource rooms, administrative offices and staff work rooms. The facility is
a closed campus with locked gates providing a safe environment for the students. The playground
consists of asphalt, grass and play structure areas, in addition to a small student garden. The
campus is cleaned nightly by a janitorial service and maintained by maintenance staff.

Orangevale Campus

The Orangevale Campus opened in the fall of 2010. It is housed at the Coleman Elementary
Campus, which resides in a residential neighborhood. The facility is leased from the SJUSD. This
facility features 12 classrooms, one resource room and a shared multi-purpose room. There are
two play structures, a large asphalt play area which has several basketball courts and two
tetherball courts. There is also an extensive grass play/sports field. SJUSD maintenance and
custodial staff maintain the campus and provide janitorial service. The campus currently has 250
students. The campus is shared with Orangevale Parks and Recreation as well as with a SJUSD
Head Start Preschool.
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Staff Information for CMP-SJ Campuses
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This graph displays the total number of teachers in classrooms at this school.
Findings:

1 The steady growth of teachers is in response to growth in the number of new classrooms.
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Teacher to Pupil Ratio for CMP-SJ Campuses
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This graph displays the number of students for each teacher or full-time equivalent in this school in
comparison to the district. The counts of students and teachers are collected on the first
Wednesday of October each year.

Findings:

1 The data does not accurately reflect the CMP-SJ classroom& teaching assistants whom are
not full time.

T The data demonstrates that the negative trend i
shows a decrease by one.

1T CMP-SJ6s positive trend i n .ilkuatbehratiois stidl bepow the dchoolat i o
district average.
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Average Teaching Experience for CMP-SJ Campuses
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This graph displays the average number of years that the teachers have been teaching in this
school in comparison to the district.

Findings:

91 During recession years, CMP-SJ continued to hire new staff while local districts laid-off
more experienced staff.

30



Classified Staff Totals for CMP-SJ Campuses
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Findings:

1 CMP-SJ provides ample support to teachers and students.

Staff Development

CMP is committed to highly trained teachers and dedicates significant resources toward ongoing
professional development. Each year, CMP reserves non-instructional service days for focused
staff training and professional development to include topical areas such as special education,
Montessori curriculum development, academic planning and other areas of educational

specialty. New staff members spend an additional full day with central administration personnel in
completing a comprehensive orientation. Subsequent site orientations are conducted within the
first few weeks after employment begins.

CMP also offers regular afternoon and weekend professional development activities. In addition,

staff members are encouraged to seek out other professional development opportunities that will
directly enhance their teaching practicesStaifn | i ne
members are offered tuition incentives to assist with attendance at approved outside professional
development events and activities.

CMP provides grade level mentors and campus Deans of Students to support staff for success at

all levels. Additionally, CMP partners with the Sacramento County Office of Education Teacher

Induction Program (BTSA) to offer quality professional development opportunities for all staff and
state-approved induction pathways for newly credentialed teachers. Thr ough t he school
program, all newly credentialed teachers are matched to a veteran teacher for two years of one-

on-one mentoring and assistance.

Finally, CMP offers both tuition assistance and financial incentives to those teachers who pursue
cross certification in Montessori education through accredited training centers. This additional
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level of teacher preparation consists of a rigorous course of research-based pedagogical study

combined with practical classroom experience. | n combi nati on with CMPG&s el
development program, we are confident that the result is highly-trained teachers who are ready to

lead our students into the 21st Century.

Enrichment Activities

CMP-SJ offers a variety of enrichment activities, both during and after school, to support student
learningandtof ost er studentsd interests. FacilitatdlJon of

staff, parent volunteers, and outside agencies.

After-School Tutoring

Science Fair

Drama Club

Music

Homework Club

Immersion Trips

Volleyball/Basketball/Track

Rollercoaster/Physics Project

Art Docent Program

Milestone Field Trips

School wide Art Show

Community Performing Arts Assemblies

School Spirit Week

Annual Harvest Festival

Various Technology Programs

Middle School Business Shadowing
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School Financial Data

The foll owing table displays the school 6s average
expenditures per pupil, from unrestricted and restricted sources:

Expenditures for CMP-SJ Campuses

Total Expenditures Per Pupil $7,770.79
Expenditures Per Pupil From Restricted Sources $1,333.08
Expenditures Per Pupil From Unrestricted Sources $6,437.71
Average Teacher Salary $38,223.17

Financial Data Comparison

The following table displaysthe Sc hool 6s per pupi |l expenditures fro
di splays the school s average teacher salary and ¢
Expenditures Per Pupil From Unrestricted Average Teacher
Sources Salary
CMP- SJ Campuses $6,437.71 $38,223.17
San Juan Unified $5,013 $71,583
California Montessori Project $6,407 $38,033
California $5,348 $69,086
School a_md District - % 24% 60%
Difference
School ar_ld California - % 18% 57%
Difference

Findings:

1 CMP-SJ teachers make less than their peers teaching in other California schools.
1 CMP-SJ spends more monies per pupil on its students than the state average. The
difference is 18.9%.
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Student Performance Data for CMP-SJ Campuses:

2016 Smarter Balanced Overall Test Results for English Language Arts/Literacy Achievement:

Overall Achievement
3rd Grade 4th Grade Sth Grade 6th Grade Tth Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade All
# of Students Enrolled 164 158 123 a7 67 60 NIA 669
# of Students Tested 162 154 122 96 65 60 N/A 659
# of Students With Scores 162 154 122 96 65 60 NIA 659
Mean Scale Score 24245 2466.8 2511.2 2550.3 2551.8 2566.9 N/A N/A
Standard Exceeded: Level 4 23 % 27 % 20 % 16 % 14 % 13 % N/A 20 %
. Standard Met: Level 3 19 % 23 % 33 % 53 % 42 % 40 % NIA 32 %
. Standard Nearly Met: Level 2 30 % 19 % 25 % 20 % 18 % 28 % N/A 24 %
. Standard Not Met: Level 1 28 % 31 % 22 % 11 % 26 % 18 % NIA 24 %
Findings:
1 Amajorityof39gr ade students fell into the 6Standard

1 A majority of 4" grade students fell into the
1 A majority of the 5"/6"/7"gr ad e s

6Standard Not
fell [ the 6Standard
1 52% of the population either met or exceeded the standards in English Language Arts/Literacy.

Met 6

nt o

READING: How well do students understand stories and information that they read?
Area Performance Level 3rd Grade 4th Grade S5th Grade 6th Grade 7th Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade All
Above Standard 23 % 29 % 24 % 24 % 25 % 27 % N/A 25 %
MNear Standard 45 % 37 % 51 % 56 % 48 % 48 % MNIA 46 %
Below Standard 32 % 34 % 25 % 20 % 28 % 25 % N/A 28 %
Findings:
T A majority of the populBaandar 8adl s into

1 4t grade scores were more evenly distributed between the three bands.
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WRITING: How well do students communicate in writing?

Area Performance Level 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade 7th Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade All

Above Standard 20 % 25 % 29 % 28 % 28 % 18 % NA  25%
Near Standard 51 % 53 % 48 % 52 % 48 % 57 % NA  51%
Below Standard 28 % 23 % 23 % 20 % 25 % 25 % NA 24 %
Findings:
T A majority of the population falls into the O6éNe

1 76% of the populationwasi n t he O6Near Standardd or O6Above S

1 39grade hadthehi ghest popul ation of students in the 6

LISTENING: How well do students understand spoken information?
Area Performance Level 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade 7th Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade All
Above Standard 19 % 16 % 23 % 21 % 9% 13 % N/A 18 %
Near Standard 71 % 73 % 61 % 72 % 80 % 73 % NA  71%
Below Standard 10 % 1 % 16 % 7 % 1 % 13 % N/A 11 %
Findings:
T A majority of the population fel!/l into the ONea
T Most , 8 9 %, students were in the 6Near Standard©éo

RESEARCH/INQUIRY: How well can students find and present information about a topic?

I?r Area Performance Level 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade 7th Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade Al

Above Standard 20 % 18 % 27 % 29 % 22 % 20 % NA  22%
Near Standard 48 % 60 % 60 % 65 % 62 % 60 % N/A  58%
Below Standard 33 % 23 % 13 % 6 % 17 % 20 % NA  20%
Findings:
1 80% of the student populationar e i n 6 Near Standarddé or OAbove
T The small est percentage of students i fgrade.e 06Bel
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2016 Smarter Balanced Overall Test Results for Mathematics:

Overall Achievement
3rd Grade Ath Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade Tth Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade All
# of Students Enrolled 164 158 123 97 67 60 N/A 669
# of Students Tested 163 154 122 96 65 60 N/A 660
# of Students With Scores 163 152 122 96 65 60 N/A 658
Mean Scale Score 2413.2 2456.6 2489.0 2528.4 2535.8 2539.7 NIA NIA
Standard Exceeded: Level 4 14 % 8 % 16 % 17 % 9 % 12 % N/A 13 %
. Standard Met: Level 3 23 % 28 % 20 % 27 % 32 % 22 % N/A 25 %
. Standard Nearly Met: Level 2 29 % 41 % 26 % 33 % 32 % 27 % N/A 32 %
. Standard Not Met: Level 1 34 % 23 % 39 % 23 % 26 % 40 % N/A 30 %

Findings
T 62% of the population felletibntoo t0Ife amBtaamdd &Nrod N
1 7' grade had a majority of the population in the middle bands.

i There was an increase in mean scale scores.

CONCEPTS & PROCEDURE S: How well do students use mathematical rules and ideas?

ﬁ Area Performance Level 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade 7th Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade All

Above Standard 18 % 17 % 19 % 26 % 22 % 18 % MIA 20 %
Near Standard 39 % 26 % 30 % 29 % 40 % 25 % MIA 26 %
Below Standard 42 % 47 % 52 % 25 % 38 % 47 % MIA 44 %

Findings
T 80% of the student popul ation fel!l into the O0Ne

1 6™ and 7" grade students had the highest percentages of the student population in the

ONear Standardd or OAbove Standarddé categories.
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PROBLEM SOLVING AND MODELING & DATA ANALY S15: How well can students show and apply their
problem solving skills?

Area Performance Level 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade 7th Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade All

Above Standard 20 % 19 % 20 % 20 % 26 % 20 % N/A 20 %
Mear Standard 58 % 55 % 37 % 52 % 43 % 593 % N/A 51 %
Below Standard 22 % 26 % 43 % 28 % 31 % 27 % N/A 29 %

Findings
T A majority of st uNdeeanrt sStfaenldla ridnét oc attheeg oo6r vy .

T 71 % of the total student Bopunldatridédn offelé6lAbiowto St

COMMUNICATING REASONING: How well can students think logically and express their thoughts in
order to solve a problem?

@ Area Performance Level 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade Tth Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade All

Above Standard 21 % 15 % 15% 19 % 18 % 15 % NA 17 %
Near Standard 48 % 49 % 44 % 64 % 57 % 57 % NA  52%
Below Standard 30 % 36 % 41 % 18 % 25 % 28 % NA 3%
Findings
T A majority of students fel!/l into the ONear Stan
T 83% of t he student popul ation f el into the 6
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Student Achievement by Subgroups for CMP-SJ Campuses

English Language Arts

Economically Disadvantaged Overall

3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade 7th Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade All
# of Students Enrolled a0 46 32 23 19 NIA 183
# of Students Tested 50 44 32 23 18 N/A 180
# of Students With Scores a0 44 32 23 18 NIA 180
Mean Scale Score 2385.4 2439.5 2468.7 2554.3 2503.8 2524.9 N/A NIA
. Standard Exceeded: Level 4 10 % 20 % 9 % 17 % 0 % o N/A 12 %
. Standard Met: Level 3 6 % 16 % 22 % 52 % 28 % % NIA 22 %
. Standard Nearly Met: Level 2 38 % 16 % 31 % 22 % 33 % % NIA 28 %
[l Standard Not Met: Level 1 46 % 48 % 38 % 9% 39 % 38 % N/A 39 %
Findings:
T A - majority of this subgroup population falls
6Standard Not Met 6 bands.
T 52% of 6"Gr ade student s in this subgroup .fel/l i nt

oy

Above Standard

oy

READING: How well do students understand stories and information that they read?

Area Performance Level 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade 7th Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade All

10 % 23 % 13 % 22 % 17 % 8 % MNIA 16 %
Mear Standard 42 % 23 % 96 % a7 % 33 % 54 % MNIA 42 %
Below Standard 48 % 595 % 3 % 22 % a0 % 38 % MNIA 43 %
Findings:
T A majority of the popul ation of this subgroup
Standard6é bands.
1 5t/6th/8thgr aders from this subgroup mostly perforr
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WRITING: How well do students communicate in writing?

Area Performance Level 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade T7th Grade B8th Grade 11th Grade All

Above Standard 12 % 27 % 9 % 22 % " % 8 % N/A 16 %
Near Standard 44 % 41 % 50 % 65 % 50 % 62 % MN/A 49 %
Below Standard 44 % 32 % 41 % 13 % 39 % 31 % N/A 35 %

Findings:

1 A majority of the population of this subgroup fallsi nt o t he O0Near St anda

St andar do bands.

1T 87% of6"gr ade students fel!]l i nto the O6Near St and
LISTENING: How well do students understand spoken information?
Area Performance Level 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade 7th Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade All
Above Standard 10 % 2 % B % 9 % 0% 0 % N/A B %
Mear Standard T2 % 77 % 75 % 78 % 83 % 69 % MIA 76 %
Below Standard 18 % 20 % 19 % 13 % 17 % 31 % MNIA 19 %
Findings:
T 82% of the subgroup population falls into the
bands.
RESEARCH/IINQUIRY: How well can students find and present information about a topic?
ﬁ Area Performance Level 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade 7th Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade All
Above Standard B % 11 % G % 39 % 17 % B % N/A 13 %
Mear Standard 42 % 595 % 66 % 592 % 96 % 54 % MIA 53 %
Below Standard 52 % 34 % 28 % 9 % 26 % 38 % MIA 34 %
Findings:
1 87% ofthe subgroup population falls into the O0Nea
bands.
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T 9% ofthe6"gr ade subgroup population fel!/l into th
Standardo bands.

English Learners Overall

3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade Tth Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade All

# of Students Enrolled 5 3 3 2 N/A 2 N/A 15

# of Students Tested 5 3 3 2 N/A 2 N/A 15

# of Students With Scores 5 3 3 2 N/A 2 N/A 15
Mean Scale Score * * * * N/A * N/A N/A
Standard Exceeded: Level 4 * * * * N/A * N/A 0%
. Standard Met: Level 3 * * * * N7A * N/A 0%
. Standard Nearly Met: Level 2 * * * * NIA * N/A 27 %
. Standard Not Met: Level 1 N * * N/A * N/A 73 %

Findings:
1 A majority of the English Language Learners are not enrolled in 3"9-8t" grade.

1 The state will not disaggregate the data due to lack of a statistically significant

population.

f Overall, the English Language Learners fel/]l [

READING: How well do students understand stories and information that they read?

Area Performance Level 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade Gth Grade 7ih Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade All

Above Standard * * * * MNFA * MIA 0%
Near Standard - - - - N/A - N/A 13 %
Below Standard * * * * MNIA * MIA a7 %
Findings:
1 87% of the subgroup population fel | into the 6Bel ow Standard?é
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WRITING: How well do students communicate in writing?

Above Standard

Near Standard - - - - N/A - N/A 20 %
Below Standard - - - - N/A - N/A B0 %
Findings:
T 80% of the subgroup popul ation fel/l i nto the

LISTENING: How well do students understand spoken information?

Z) _--------

Above Standard

Mear Standard * * * * MN/A * A 60 %
Below Standard * * * * MNIA * MNIA 40 %
Findings:
T 60% of the subgroup popul ation fel/l i nto the

RESEARCH/INQUIRY: How well can students find and present information about a topic?

Above Standard
MNear Standard * = * * MNIA * MNIA 53 %

Below Standard * " * * MNIA * MIA AT %

Findings:

T 53% of the subgroup popul dataindm rfdedl Ib ainrdt o t
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Mathematics

Economically Disadvantaged Overall

Overall Achievement
3rd Grade Ath Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade Tth Grade &th Grade 11th Grade All
# of Students Enrolled a0 46 32 23 19 13 N/A 183
# of Students Tested a0 44 32 23 18 13 NFA 180
# of Students With Scores a0 44 32 23 18 13 N/A 180
Mean Scale Score 2380.5 2422.3 2436.2 2539.4 2482.6 2474.5 N/A N/A
Standard Exceeded: Level 4 4% 2% 0% 26 % 6 % 8 % NIA 6 %
. Standard Met: Level 3 20 % 18 % 13 % 30 % 28 % 0% N/A 19 %
. Standard Nearly Met: Level 2 20 % 39 % 25 % 22 % 1 % 31 % NIA 26 %
. Standard Not Met: Level 1 56 % 41 % 63 % 22% 56 % 62 % NIA 49 %

Findings:

T 49% of the subgroup popul at iNOnhMefde Ibla nidnt o t he 6

1 The highest percentages of students of this subgroupi n t he O6Standard No
were in the 5™ and 8" grades

T The highest percentage of students of t his
were in the 6" grade.

CONCEPTS & PROCEDURES: How well do students use mathematical rules and ideas?

ﬁ Area Performance Level 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 6th Grade T7Tth Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade All

Above Standard 8 % 5% 3 % 35 % 1M1 % 8 % MN/A 10 %
Near Standard 32 % 30 % 22 % 30 % 33 % 23 % MN/A 29 %
Below Standard 60 % 66 % 75 % 35 % 56 % 69 % MN/A 61 %

Findings:

T 61% of students in this subgroup fell into the 0B

1 An equal percentage of students in the 6™ grade fellintothe6 Above Standar do

and OE
band.
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PROBLEM SOLVING AND MODELING & DATA ANALY SIS: How well can students show and apply their
problem solving skills?

Above Standard 14 % 26 % 28 % 13 %
Near Standard 56 % 48 % 41 % 48 % 22 % 54 % N/A 47 %
Below Standard 38 % 39 % 53 % 26 % 50 % 38 % N/A 1%
Findings:
T 60% of the subgroup population fell]l into the ONeal
! 6" Grade hasthesmallestper cent age of students in the O6Bel ow

COMMUNICATING REASONING: How well can students think logically and express their thoughts in
order to solve a problem?

Above Standard 12 % 1 % 22 % 22 % 1%
Near Standard 48 % 34 % 38 % 70 % 28 % 69 % NA 45 %
Below Standard 40 % 55 % 63 % 9 % 50 % 31 % NA 44 %
Findings:
1 89% ofthe subgrouppopul ati on fell into the ONear Standar dod

1 e6W7h"gr ade subgroup populations fell primarily into
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English Language Learners Overall

Findings:

T 100% of this subgroup population did not meet the standards.

1 The state will not disaggregate the data due to lack of a statistically significant

population.

Findings:

T 80% of the subgroup population fel!/ i nto the

44






















































































































































































































































