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APPENDIX A 
THE FINAL LETTER OF INTENT 

 
The final Letter of Intent should be submitted with your final application, due at noon on 
October 14, 2011.  Unlike the non-binding draft Letter of Intent, the final Letter of Intent is 
binding.  Please respond to all the questions below and provide the name and signature of 
each member of your final design team.  Note that you are not required to submit a final 
Commitments and Expectations Form unless you have added new members to the design 
team, in which case you must submit a final form with the signatures of the new members.  

 
APPLICANT TEAM INFORMATION 

Name of Applicant Team (If you are an organization, please include the legal name of the 
organization.  If you are an internal applicant team, please list the name of the primary contact person): 
LOCAL DISTRICT 6 – LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT  
 
LEAD APPLICANT- SUDHA VENKATESAN (formerly submitted by CARLOS GARIBALDI) 
 
Address: 
5115, Southern Avenue, South Gate, Ca 90280 

Phone Number: 
562-243-6643 
 

Website (if applicable) Email Address: 
sudha.venkatesan@lausd.net 
 

  
School site for which your team is submitting a 
Letter of Intent: 

 
SRMS # 3 (Walnut Park Middle School) 

Grade configuration of your school: Middle School- 6 through 8 

 
 Traditional 

 
 Pilot 

 ESBMM  Network 
Partner School model for which you are applying: 

 Affiliated Charter  Independent 
Charter 

Please respond:  
1.  Are you planning to operate more than one 
school on the campus? 
2.  If yes, how many schools are you proposing to 
operate?   
3.  If yes, will they all operate under separate 
CDS codes? 

 
1.No 
 

School calendar-- please provide the following 
dates: 

1.  First and last date of instruction? 
2.  Winter recess dates 

 
1.August 14, 2012 and June 4, 2013 
2.December 17, 2012 to January 6, 2013 
3. March 25, 2013 to March 29, 2013 
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3.  Spring recess dates  
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APPENDIX C 
APPLICANT HISTORY DATA SHEET 

 
California Math Science Partnership Grant, Evaluation Report, Year 2 

 
Sudha Venkatesan, Project Director, CaMSP, Local District 6 

Robin Scarcella, University of California, Irvine 
  

 
To explore the efficacy of our Preparing for Success in Algebra teacher 

professional development program in Year 2, we investigated the following research 
questions, focusing on Year 2 data:  
1. To what extent has teacher knowledge increased due to their participation in 
Preparing for Success in Algebra?    
2. To what extent has teachers’ implementation of the Preparing for Success in 
Algebra project improved the scores of English learners who are in mainstream 
mathematics and Algebra classes on standardized measures of mathematics?  
3. Do students whose teachers implement the Preparing for Success in Algebra 
project outperform students whose teachers do not implement the project when possible 
confounding variables (such as teacher effectiveness and learner proficiency level in 
English) are controlled?  
Table 3:  2010 - Test of Knowledge of Mathematics:  
Scores calculated in terms of number of test items correct* 
 

   Pre-Test   Post-Test 
Mean 13.73 18.70 

SD 5.61 4.44 
SEM 0.67 0.53 

N 71     71   
*p < .0001 ( t = 10.56, df = 70)  
 
Year 2:  After the second year of Preparing for Success in Algebra professional 
development institutes, follow-up sessions and related activities, the average score on 
the Test of Math Knowledge was 38.96.  Of the 71 students who took the test Pre-Test 
in the beginning of the project 2010, 62/77 or 81% significantly improved their scores on 
this test at the end of the second year of the project, 2011. (See table 4.)    
Test of Knowledge of Language-  
As shown in table 6, the average score of the teachers on Test of Knowledge of 
Language before participating in Preparing for Success in Algebra was 53.3, while 
the average score of the teachers on the test after participating in Preparing for 
Success in Algebra for two years was 73.5.  The average gain score from the 
beginning of Preparing for Success in Algebra (2009) to the end of year 2 of 
Preparing for Success in Algebra (2011) was 20 points.   
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Table 6:  Test of Knowledge of Language:  
Comparison of Year 1 and Year 2 Mean Scores,  
Calculated as Percentages (Total Number Correct/Total Number of Items on the 
Test) 
 
  Pre-Test 

2009 
  Post-Test 

2010 
Post-Test 

2011 
53.3 67.63 73.5 

 
The teacher observers focused on the teachers' implementation of Preparing for 

Success in Algebra strategies, techniques, and approaches in the second year of the 
project.  Final scores were assigned at the end of Year 2.  The observation form scale 
was developed, based on a survey of the existing literature and the needs of the 
evaluation.  Observers were trained in advance to observe the classrooms in a one-
hour session.  Inter-rater reliability among those participating in the observations was 
calculated.  To assess inter-rater reliability, eight of the classrooms were observed by 
two trained observers, rating independently.  Inter-rater reliability was greater than .90.   
Year 2 Implementation scores are given in tables 8-10.  
Table 8:  Grade 5 Implementation Scores, 2010-2011 

 

 
Table 9:  Grade 6 Implementation Scores, 2010-2011 
 
                Average SD 
Content  4.18 .46 
Language  3.66 .77 
Classroom Culture  4.15 .56 
Assessment and 
Feedback 3.55 .46 
Average  3.89 .56 

 
Table 10:  Grades 7 and 8 Implementation Scores, 2010-2011 
 
 Average SD 
Content  4.03 .04 
Language  3.83 .25 
Classroom Culture  3.98 .46 
Assessment and 
Feedback 3.65 .49 
Average  3.87 .31 

 Average         SD 
Content  4.11        .58 
Language  3.62        .42 
Classroom Culture  3.96         .32 
Assessment and Feedback 3.76         .46 
Average  3.86         .45 
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Additional findings from the implementation study are listed below: 
• 80% of the teachers taught lessons in which students were on task 80% of the time. 
• 40% of the teachers taught lessons involving drill and practice 0-20% of the time.  This 

item may have been problematic.  The observers gave 8 teachers a “no response” on 
this item. 
• Relatively few teachers involved students in writing activities.  28% used 0-20% of the 

classroom period for writing activities. 
• Teachers varied widely in their use of speaking activities.  38% of the teachers used 

lessons involving students in a speaking activity 60-100% of the class period.  13% of 
the teachers minimally engaged their students in a speaking activity or did not engage 
students in any speaking activities.  13% used 0-20% of the class period for speaking 
activities. 
• 23% of the teachers used lessons that involved teacher-centered instruction in which 

the teacher did most of the talking 60-100% of the time. 
 
• 10% of all teachers used a textbook 80-100% of the time; 74% of the teachers 

minimally used the textbook if they used it at all, using the textbook 0-20% of the class 
period. 

Student Findings: Students of the participating teachers. 
Year 2:  Two sources of student standardized achievement data were examined in the 
second year to address the first research question:  CST scores and periodic 
assessment data.  We also examined student formative assessment results, which were 
collected for teacher action research projects.  See the CaMPS website for sample 
projects and analysis.   
  

In terms of the CST-Mathematics, the Year 2 results indicate that the treatment 
group outperformed the control group and in some instances, even outperformed 
LAUSD and California.  The treatment students outperformed the control students in all 
grades and performed particularly well in Grade 6.  Although they performed better than 
matched the control students, they did not do well in the pivotal 7th grade or in Algebra, 
suggesting that many students may possibly have been incorrectly placed into Algebra 
or lacked the strong foundation to do well in this course.    These results reveal that the 
treatment group has a long way to go if in Grades 5-8, the average percentage of 
treatment students scoring advanced and proficient is to reach the average percentage 
of students in California scoring advanced and proficient.  About the same percentage 
of students scored Proficient or Advanced on the CST – in LAUSD, Local District 6, and 
California in the 5th grade.  In grades 6-8, LAUSD and Local District 6 students scored 
lower on the CST-Mathematics than California’s students.    
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Kathyrn Stevens- Math/Science Instructional Coach 

Percent Proficient and Advanced in Middle School Math and 8th Grade Science 
 
*Meets LAUSD target goal for 2011-2012 
**Exceeds LAUSD target goal by 11% for 2011 
 

 
 
 
AGT REPORT for Elizabeth Virgen 
3.1 2.7 
4.4 3.9 
Draft Data 2 
2011 AGT TEACHER REPORT 
Your Academic Growth Over Time: Grade-Level Result 
The tables below provide Grade-Level AGT results for your work with all of your 
students. Results are provided 
both for the past academic year and for the average of up to the last three (2008-
2011). 
Past Academic Year 2010-2011 Up to a 3 Year Average 2008-2011 
Grade-Level AGT 
Grade 5 28 58 
Grade-Level AGT 
Grade 5 28 58 
1 2 District Average 4 5 1 2 District Average 4 5 
3.1 2.7 
4.4 3.9 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Proficiency for all 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 
Secondary Math, 
overall 

21% 30% 34% 36%* 

Grade 6 24% 27% 46% 26% 
Grade 7 29% 45% 36% 43% 
Algebra 9% 32% 36% 49%** 
8th General Math N/A 6% 8% 15% 
8th Grade Science 26% 36% 33% 38% 
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AGT Report for Martha Atilano 
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APPENDIX D 
Job Description of Principal at STEM Academy 

 
The mission of STEM ACADEMY is “We design and live in innovative landscapes of 
teaching and learning” and our vision is that “Our students shall become agile learners 
who advance civilization locally and globally.” The principal must share this philosophy 
and collaborate with students, parents, community members and organizations, school 
and district staff and outside agency STEM partners to achieve the desired school 
mission and vision.  
 
Criteria to select the STEM ACADEMY principal are based on Class Description 
Principal, Secondary School. The criteria include, but are not limited to: 

! The ability to collaborate with stakeholders to implement the school’s vision and 
mission 

! The ability to work cooperatively with students, parents, school and 
administrative personnel, and representatives of community organizations or 
agencies 

! Provides leadership for and facilitates collaboration with all stakeholders on 
identifying goals for student achievement 

! Maintains positive public relations and outreach contacts with parents and 
community. 

! Provides guidance, supervision, and assistance in instructional practices and 
curriculum development in a reflective manner 

! Maintains a positive school climate that ensures the safety, health, and welfare of 
students and personnel 

! Organizes and conducts professional development for teachers and school extra-
curricular activities. 

In addition to meeting the above criteria, the applicant must meet the following District 
requirements: 

! Five years of successful full-time public school certificated service 
! Three years experience as a teacher in a K-12 public school program especially 

at the Middle School level and in one of the STEM subjects. 
! At least one year of verifiable experience in an out-of-classroom leadership 

position such as coordinator, instructional coach, etc. 
! Hold a California Administrative Services Credential; have a Master’s degree. 

Finally, the additional desirable qualifications for the school principal are: 
! Experience with successfully accelerating learning for English learners and/or 

students with special needs in a middle school setting, thereby “closing gaps” in 
service to students while increasing proficiency rates 

! Experience in the design, delivery and subsequent monitoring and support of 
STEM education-related professional development that also addresses the 
language development and differentiation needs of English learners and students 
with disabilities 

! Experience with establishing and fostering professional learning communities 
! Experience evaluating the outcomes of adult learning from professional 

development through follow up classroom observations and focused “action 
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research” to improve student outcomes as a result of transferring adult learning 
to classroom practice 

! Knowledge in STEM content and career pathways, Understanding by Design, 
Authentic Literacy, Common Core Mathematics Standards and other instructional 
initiatives. 

! Understanding of, and sensitivity to, the needs of the various cultural and ethnic 
groups comprising the community 

! Knowledge of the District’s resources relating to culturally relevant and 
responsive education and instructional materials 

! Knowledge of effective administrative and managerial practices and ability to 
implement them. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



!"#!$"%&'()*"(+,--#++(%&(+.#/($-$0#/123*-$3(0%+."%-.(4( !%"

APPENDIX E 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



!"#!$"%&'()*"(+,--#++(%&(+.#/($-$0#/123*-$3(0%+."%-.(4( !&"

APPENDIX E 

 
 
 
 

      
 

 



!"#!$"%&'()*"(+,--#++(%&(+.#/($-$0#/123*-$3(0%+."%-.(4( !'"

APPENDIX-E 

 
 
 



!"#!$"%&'()*"(+,--#++(%&(+.#/($-$0#/123*-$3(0%+."%-.(4( !("

APPENDIX 1 
CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT TIMELINE 

Note:  As stated in the proposal the school will develop curriculum units only towards 
Tran disciplinary projects and when integrating the national standards with the CA 
state standards for some specific units in Math, Science, Engineering Design Process 
and Technology when the experts believe that the CA standards alone do not provide 
the depth for the content addressed.  The CA blue print of standards and our district 
pacing guide (adapted to the school needs) will be used in all content areas. The 
district approved intervention curriculum will also be adapted to the needs of the 
students based on data.  

Timeline What Who 
July 2012 Baseline assessments,  

Curriculum maps, Integration of state and 
national content standards. 
Project based approach with the integration of 
21st century skills and a trans-disciplinary 
approach. . 

All teachers of the 
core/elective with the 
leadership of 
Instructional Specialist 
and Sudha 
Venkatesan 

August 
2012 
  

Curriculum Map for core courses, develop 
formative assessments, data analysis protocol 

All core and Elective 
teachers. 

August 
2012 
 
 
 
 
 

Core Courses- Teachers will initially develop a 
four-week STEM thematic unit of study for the 
sixth, seventh and eight grade. Rubric will be 
developed for assessing the project. 
Incorporation of engineering process, inquiry 
based approach, access strategies to access 
the task,  

All teachers of the core 
and electives with the 
leadership of Sudha 
Venkatesan. Possibly 
contract a curriculum 
development expert in 
the field of STEM 

September 
2012 to 
December 
2012 

 Provide a minimum of 4 days for curriculum 
development for each unit and provide 
additional time within the school day. 
Provide in-service training to enhance 
teachers’ skill for curriculum development 
Analyze the intervention curriculum and 
produce units that will be used during the flex 
period based on the needs of the students 
from the data analysis and also choosing areas 
for precision teaching. 

All teachers of the core 
/electives with the 
leadership of Sudha 
Venkatesan. 
 

September 
2012 to 
December 
2012 

Provide training on the Gateway to technology 
curriculum to teachers teaching elective 
courses. 
Foundational Units of Gateway to Technology 
as part of the elective curriculum. Teachers 
identifying the sequence based on the student 
strengths and needs. 

Project lead way 
Experts. 

January 
2013 to 

Continue to strengthen the units as teachers 
become more familiar on cross content 

Teacher leaders, 
Sudha Venkatesan, 
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June 2013 integration and use of technology in the 
classroom. Start the work on the second four-
week STEM thematic project in every grade 
level. Development of performance task rubric 
and addressing the access strategies. 

and Project Lead Way 
experts 

June 2013 Evaluating the curriculum developed of the 
cross thematic units, rubric and continue to 
refine and plan for next year 

School wide faculty 
with the administrator/s 
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APPENDIX 2 

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT CALENDAR- YEAR 2012-13 
MONTH SCHOOL- WIDE CONTENT GRADE 

LEVEL 
INTER- 
DISCIPLINARY 
GRADE LEVEL  

JULY 
2012 
Summer 
Institute 

Aligning the vision, 
mission. Team 
building; Developing 
school-wide positive 
behavior support 
plan; Needs 
assessment for 
teacher PD on PBL, 
engineering design 
process, 21stcentury 
skills based on 
survey, stem 
curricular design 
and the students’ 
needs. 

Curriculum maps; 
integration of state and 
content standards; 
Development of base 
line assessments; 
content need survey for 
teachers 

Looking at student data 
from the CST, periodic 
assessments for 
programming. 
Cognitive Coaching, 
technology resources; 
Implementing standardized 
procedures for integrating 
STEM themes into the 
curriculum 

August 
2012 
Buy Back 
Days 

Start the process of 
developing common 
rubric for alternative 
assessment. 
Training on the data 
monitoring tools. 
 

Looking at summative 
data (CST) for 
identifying common 
areas of strength and 
weaknesses. To 
develop broad 
conceptual plans, 
integrates content, 
alignment with both 
state and national 
standards, incorporates 
technology, uses 
inquiry based model, 
provides variety of 
teaching strategies to 
meet the diverse needs 
of the students, 
accommodate different 
cognitive styles and 
makes the most of 
multiple intelligences. 
Develops formative 
assessment for the 
tasks. 

Start discussion and 
research on trans 
disciplinary projects that 
align with the grade level 
theme and standards, and 
incorporating WAC 
(Writing across curriculum) 
and Writing to Learn 

September Training through Developing formative Looking at the base-line 
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2012-
December 
2012 

workshop using 
inside and outside 
experts on STEM 
related curriculum, 
for example the use 
of Engineering 
Design process, 
Project based 
lesson and 21st 
century skills, 
Understanding by 
design 

assessments, 
developing strategies 
for precision teaching, 
identifying content 
specific strategies to 
address the need of all 
learners. 
Data analysis from the 
first Periodic and 
formative assessment; 
developing an 
instructional plan based 
on data in terms of 
grouping students, 
intervention strategies. 

data and for patterns and 
trend and developing PLC 
level RTI 2. 
 

Planning of student 
rotation during the flex 
period to maximize the 
student learning based on 
data about student needs. 
 
Cognitive Coaching; 
Technology resources 

January 
2013-June 
2013 

School-wide 
improvement needs; 
action research; 
workshop to meet 
the STEM needs. 

Continue to develop 
formative assessments, 
getting ready for the 
state assessments; 
Data analysis, 
analyzing student work; 
projects 

Evaluating the trans-
disciplinary projects in 
terms of the effectiveness 
based on the student 
output and content 
standards and rubric. 
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APPENDIX 3 

 
Assessment Development Timeline (for School developed assessment only) 
Stem Academy will administer the required CST, CELDT, CMA, CAPA, periodic 
assessments and will follow the dates and testing windows as determined by the 
guideline of the state and district testing program. 
 

 
 

 
 

Instruction-Assessment Model with Data Analysis At the Stem Academy 
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APPENDIX 4 
 

STEM Academy Calendar 2012-13 
Professional Development Day Bell 

Schedule  
(Mondays, Periods 1 -7 without Flex)  

PD Day Bell Schedule (210 Instructional 
Minutes) 

Monday, Periods 1-7 without Flex  
 

10:11-10:41  Period 1  30 minutes  
10:45-11:15  Period 2  30 minutes  
11:19-11:49  Period 3  30 minutes  
11:49-12:19  Lunch A  30 minutes  
12:27-12:57  Period 4  30 minutes  
1:01-1:31  Period 5  30 minutes  
1:35-2:05  Period 6  30 minutes  
2:09-2:39  Period 7  30 minutes 

 
 
 

 
 

 

Regular Day Bell Schedule (Tuesday 
through Friday, Periods 1 -7 with Flex)  

Regular Day Bell Schedule  
(380 instructional Minutes) 

Tuesday through Friday, Periods 1 - 7 
with Flex  

8:05-8:55  Period 1  50 minutes  
8:59-9:49  Period 2  50 minutes  
9:53-10:43  Period 3  50 minutes  
10:43-11:13  Lunch A  30 minutes  
11:17-12:07  Period 4  50 minutes  
12:11-1:01  Period 5  50 minutes  
1:05-1:55  Period 6  50 minutes  
1:59-2:29  Flex Period  30 minutes  
2:33-3:23  Period 7  50 minutes  



!"#!$"%&'()*"(+,--#++(%&(+.#/($-$0#/123*-$3(0%+."%-.(4( #$"

 

 
 
 
 
 



!"#!$"%&'()*"(+,--#++(%&(+.#/($-$0#/123*-$3(0%+."%-.(4( #%"

 
 
 

 



!"#!$"%&'()*"(+,--#++(%&(+.#/($-$0#/123*-$3(0%+."%-.(4( #&"

 

 
 
 



!"#!$"%&'()*"(+,--#++(%&(+.#/($-$0#/123*-$3(0%+."%-.(4( #'"

 
 
 

 



!"#!$"%&'()*"(+,--#++(%&(+.#/($-$0#/123*-$3(0%+."%-.(4( #("

 
 
 

 


