
Component 1a - School Profile and Collaborative Process

TEMPLATE 1.1: SIP Leadership Team Composition

In the School Improvement process, six committees exist: a leadership team and five subcommittees.  Establish a subcommittee for each of the five components of the plan.  The Leadership Team is composed of its chairperson, the chairperson from each of the subcommittees, and representatives from each relevant stakeholder group and major initiatives within the school. These stakeholders could include representatives from the following groups: teachers, administrators, non-certified personnel, community, parents, and students. In high schools, be sure to represent faculty from both the academic and the technical paths.

The Leadership Team provides guidance for the entire process.  When you list the members of the Leadership Team, be sure to indicate who is serving as the chairperson of this team. 

TEMPLATE 1.1: SIP Leadership Team Composition

(Rubric Indicator 1.1)

	SIP Leadership Team Member Name
	Leader-

ship Chair? (Y/N)
	Position
	Name of Subcommittee(s) (when applicable)

	Myles Hebrard
	Y
	Principal/Chairman
	

	Shelby Haun
	N
	Assistant Principal
	

	Chance Ward
	N
	Fifth Grade Teacher
	Co-Chairman Component 1

	Carolyn Todd
	N
	Reading Recovery Teacher
	Co-Chairman Component 1

	Larryn Retinger
	N
	Inclusion Teacher, Special Education
	Co-Chairman Component 2

	Rachel Minardo
	N
	First Grade Teacher
	Co-Chairman Component 2

	Ryan Blair
	N
	Art Teacher
	Co-Chairman Component 3

	Yancey Krebs
	N
	Preschool Teacher
	Co-Chairman Component 3

	Sherry Ladd
	N
	Fourth Grade Teacher
	Co-Chairman Component 4

	Allison Cornell
	N
	Kindergarten Teacher
	Co-Chairman Component 4

	Christy Woodruff
	N
	Third Grade Teacher
	Co-Chairman Component 5

	Dianne Knight
	N
	Second Grade Teacher
	Co-Chairman Component 5

	Jo Ellen Frick
	N
	Literacy Coach
	

	Debbie Zachary
	N
	Technology Teacher
	

	Jill Kent
	N
	Classified Personnel
	

	Tracy Wandell
	N
	Parent
	

	Jasper Young
	N
	Community
	

	Matthew Tolson
	N
	Student
	


Component 1a - School Profile and Collaborative Process

TEMPLATE 1.2: Subcommittee Formation and Operation 

Subcommittees should represent various grade levels within the school and relevant stakeholders.  It is desirable to include stakeholders on subcommittees when possible.  Stakeholders should be strategically assigned to appropriate committees based on strength, skills and knowledge.    

If there are guiding initiatives within your school, be sure to place those key faculty members involved in the initiatives on the appropriate subcommittees.  Subcommittees have the responsibility to monitor the development and implementation, as appropriate, of the respective component so that the subcommittee chair can communicate the progress to the SIP Leadership Team.  

In completing the templates that name the members of the subcommittees, be sure to indicate each member’s position within the school or stakeholder group.  Indicate which member serves as the subcommittee chair.

After each list of the members for a subcommittee, be sure to indicate the signatures for the subcommittee chairs are on file and check the box to indicate assurance the subcommittee has met and minutes are on file.  

TEMPLATE 1.2: Subcommittee Formation and Operation

(Rubric Indicator 1.2)

	Subcommittee for COMPONENT 1 School Profile and Collaborative Process

	Member Name
	Position
	Chair

	Chance Ward
	Fifth Grade Teacher
	Yes, Co-Chairman

	Carolyn Todd
	Reading Recovery Teacher
	Yes, Co-Chairman

	Emily Clawson
	First Grade Teacher
	N

	Cynthia Gray
	Preschool Teacher
	N

	Colette Palmer
	Fourth Grade Teacher
	N

	Victoria Rettmann
	Physical Education Teacher
	N

	Anita Smith
	School Secretary/Classified
	N

	Katrina Cherry
	Educational Assistant/Classified
	N

	Stephanie Jenkins
	Administrative Assistant/Classified
	N

	Jo Williams
	School Board Member/ Community
	N

	Brenda Vowell
	Kindergarten Teacher
	N

	Kristy Dean
	First Grade Teacher
	N

	Jo Ellen Frick
	Literacy Coach
	N

	Melissa Hughes
	Reading Recovery Teacher
	N

	Debbie Nall
	Kindergarten Teacher
	N

	Joni Simmons
	Librarian
	N

	Spence Meyers
	Parent
	N

	Tracy Wandell
	Parent
	N

	Olivia Jenkins
	Student
	N


(tab in last cell to create a new row as needed)
	Component 1 Subcommittee has met to address critical components of the SIP and minutes are on file.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 YES
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 NO

	

	Subcommittee 1 Chair Signature


	Subcommittee for COMPONENT 2  Beliefs, Mission and Vision

	Member Name
	Position
	Chair

	Larryn Retinger
	Inclusion Teacher, Special Education
	Yes, Co-Chairman

	Rachel Minardo
	First Grade Teacher
	Yes, Co-Chairman

	Jennifer Jennings
	Preschool Teacher
	N

	Marla Sloane
	Music Teacher
	N

	Cathy Smith
	Kindergarten Teacher
	N

	Karen Cooper
	Third Grade Teacher
	N

	Pam Brooks
	Second Grade Teacher
	N

	Shaunda Butler
	Inclusion Teacher, Special Education
	N

	Angie Phillips
	Fourth Grade Teacher
	N

	Mary Ann Swafford
	Bookkeeper  
	N

	Pauline Jackson
	Educational Assistant/Classified
	N

	Sonya Thornton
	Educational Assistant/Classified
	N

	Kate Tipton
	Educational Assistant/Classified
	N

	Tracy Wandell
	Parent
	N

	Olivia Jenkins
	Student
	N


(tab in last cell to create a new row as needed)

	Component 2 Subcommittee has met to address critical components of the SIP and minutes are on file.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 YES
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 NO

	

	Subcommittee 2 Chair Signature


	Subcommittee for COMPONENT 3
Curricular, Instructional, Assessment, and Organizational Effectiveness

	Member Name
	Position
	Chair

	Ryan Blair
	Art Teacher
	Yes, Co-Chairman

	Yancey Krebs
	Preschool Teacher
	Yes, Co-Chairman

	Travis Webb
	Fifth Grade Teacher
	N

	Jennifer Plaska
	CDC Teacher
	N

	Kathy Bryant
	Third Grade Teacher
	N

	Liza Alexander
	Second Grade Teacher
	N

	Cheryl Doane
	Educational Assistant/Classified
	N

	Becky Perry
	Speech Therapist
	N

	Jill Kent
	Educational Assistant/Classified
	N

	Beth Job
	Educational Assistant/Classified
	N

	Jessica Conatser
	First Grade Teacher
	N

	Terry Ryan
	Parent
	N

	Jennifer Carr
	Education Assistant/ Classified
	N



(tab in last cell to create a new row as needed)

	Component 3 Subcommittee has met to address critical components of the SIP and minutes are on file.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 YES
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 NO

	

	Subcommittee 3 Chair Signature


	Subcommittee for COMPONENT 4 Action Plan Development

	Member Name
	Position
	Chair

	Sherry Ladd
	Fourth Grade Teacher
	Yes, Co-Chairman

	Allison Cornell
	Kindergarten Teacher
	Yes, Co-Chairman

	Lucy Van Cleve
	Fifth Grade Teacher
	N

	Shelly Tolson
	Second Grade Teacher
	N

	Sarah Wunner
	Inclusion Teacher, Special Education
	N

	Cathy Converse
	Reading Recovery Teacher
	N

	Janet Gibbons
	Second Grade Teacher
	N

	Kim Waggoner
	Third Grade Teacher
	N

	Pam Brown 
	Educational Assistant/Classified
	N

	Jasper Young
	Community
	N

	Debbie Phillips
	School Counselor
	N

	Emma Cornell
	Student
	N


(tab in last cell to create a new row as needed)

	Component 4 Subcommittee has met to address critical components of the SIP and minutes are on file.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 YES
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 NO

	

	Subcommittee 4 Chair Signature


	Subcommittee for COMPONENT 5  The School Improvement Plan and Process Evaluation

	Member Name
	Position
	Chair

	Christy Woodruff
	Third Grade Teacher
	Yes, Co-Chairman

	Dianne Knight
	Second Grade Teacher
	Yes, Co-Chairman

	Stacey Turner
	Fourth Grade Teacher
	N

	Beth Goins
	First Grade Teacher 
	N

	Kay Porter
	Speech Therapist
	N

	Stephanie Fagan
	Fifth Grade Teacher
	N

	Rosa Sampson
	Headstart Teacher
	N

	Jo Williams
	School Board Member/ Community
	N

	Marsha Lowe
	Educational Assistant/Classified
	N

	Lisa Clark
	Education Assistant/ Classified
	N


(tab in last cell to create a new row as needed)

	Component 5 Subcommittee has met to address critical components of the SIP and minutes are on file.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 YES
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 NO

	

	Subcommittee 5 Chair Signature


Component 1a - School Profile and Collaborative Process

TEMPLATE 1.3 Collection of Academic and Nonacademic Data and Analysis/Synthesis 

TEMPLATE 1.3.1: Data Sources (Including surveys)

Use surveys to capture perceptual data. Administer some kind of survey to all shareholders with reasonable frequency. Determine how often to administer your surveys by considering several factors: 

· Mobility of student families

· Grade span served (if you serve only three grades, you could have a complete turnover of parents every three years)

· Change in leadership

· Change in organizational practice.

A school will rarely have each of the surveys listed here, but at least one survey should be administered and evaluated.  Common survey types include: Title I Needs Assessment, Title I Parent Surveys, District school climate surveys. Staff Development SACS Surveys (NSSE).

TEMPLATE 1.3.1: Data Sources (including surveys)

(Rubric Indicator 1.3)

	Data Source
	Relevant Findings

	Claxton Elementary Parent Survey Fall 2010
	.The parent survey was sent home with every child.  Three hundred and twenty-two surveys were completed and returned.  The following areas were addressed in the survey.
*Ethnicity

*Highest level of education

*Child living with

*Household income

*Number of people in home

*Employment status

*Access to computer

*Interest in Technology Training

*Interest in CPR/First Aid Training

This general information survey reveals several areas of demographic information discussed under the section Parent Demographics.  Over half of the Claxton parents responded to the survey.  There was some interest (23%) in attending training classes for parents and even more interest (52%) in attending CPR/First Aid classes at Claxton Elementary.


TEMPLATE 1.3.2: Narrative and Analysis of Relevant School and Community Data

Some of the factors to consider in this narrative and analysis might be historical background, facilities, environmental and safety concerns, socio-economic factors, parent/guardian demographics, honors classes, unique programs, parental support, school-business partnerships, major employers, and any other demographic factor (school or community) of major impact, including major changes and/or events that have adversely impacted your school.

TEMPLATE 1.3.2: School and Community Data

(Rubric Indicator 1.3)

	Narrative and analysis of relevant school and community factors:


	


Component 1b – Academic and Non-Academic Data Analysis/Synthesis

TEMPLATE 1.4: Variety of Academic and Non-Academic Assessment Measures
Refer to Component 1 Academic/Nonacademic Helpful Hints.

TEMPLATE 1.4: Variety of Academic and Non-Academic Assessment Measures

(Rubric Indicator 1.4)

	List Data Sources 

	Academic
	Non-Academic

	2009-2010 No Child Left Behind (NCLB) results for Claxton Elementary School, Anderson County, and the State of Tennessee
	Anderson County District wide attendance data (Claxton Elementary School)

	2009-2010 Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVASS) Normal Circle Equivalent (NCE) data.
	Claxton Elementary Parent Survey Fall 2010

	2009-2010 Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Progress (TCAP) 
	Claxton Elementary School Safety Audit Report 2009-2010

	2009-2010 TCAP Reporting Category Percent Proficient
	Yearly Safety Audit

	Anderson County Literacy Assessments
	Claxton Safety Committee

	First Grade Literacy Assessment-Observation Survey
	ESAIL Survey Fall 2010 (Teachers K-5)

	Report Cards 2010 (Embargo as of 11-18-10)
	

	2009-2010 Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Progress (TCAP) Writing Assessments
	

	Pre-K Assessment
	


TEMPLATE 1.5: Data Collection and Analysis

Describe the data collection and analysis process used in determining your strengths and needs.  Collection refers to the types of data gathered.  Analysis would be the process used for the full review of all data gathered.
TEMPLATE 1.5: Data Collection and Analysis

(Rubric Indicator 1.5)

	Describe the data collection and analysis process used in determining your strengths and needs.

	 The Claxton Elementary School administration, faculty, and staff consistently endeavor to analyze and compare student performance data to improve the educational process. The team computed disaggregated test data categorically by students with disabilities, students who are economically disadvantaged, and analysis by gender to determine if there was a specific need in any of those areas. This disaggregation was evaluated by grade level and as an entire school. With the data having been analyzed, we determined the learning needs and strengths of our students and set forth potential targets.


Using data information from current TCAP, teachers in grades 3, 4, and 5, do item analysis of objectives covered on the TCAP. This information is used in weekly plans and TCAP reviews to ensure students have been taught materials covered on the assessment. This information is then linked to state objectives and our district curriculum maps.

This year, the county has initiated a standards based report card in addition to the grade based report card. Students are ranked on a rubric from 1 to 4, with 1 being below basic, 2 as basic, 3 scoring as proficient, and 4 defined as advanced.  There are specific standards in reading and writing for each grade level that are aligned with state standards. Students are ranked from 1 to 4 on each of these standards. The language for reporting to parents matches the new language on the report card sent home with TCAP scores for each child.  In reading, there is a minimal grade level benchmark set for each nine weeks. Students are ranked in reading by where they are reading instructionally, and it is noted for parents whether that reading level is above or below the minimal grade level benchmark for each nine weeks.
Teachers also examine fifth grade writing assessment scores to determine strengths and weaknesses. Students are evaluated as Below Proficient, Proficient, and Distinguished. Students are evaluated using a rubric with 1 being the lowest score and 6 being the highest. Scores of 3 are considered limited proficiency with 4, 5, and 6 being competent, strong, and outstanding. There were 98% of Claxton's students who scored 3 and above on the 2010 state writing assessment. On the Feb. 2010 state writing assessment, 89 fifth graders completed the test. Of the 89 students, 3.3% tested at a level 6 or “distinguished.” On the 2009 state writing assessment, 3.5% of students had scored at that level. There were 20% of the students who tested at the level of 5, or "competent" in 2010. This is a slight increase from the 19% who scored a 5 on the 2009 state writing assessment.  There were 53% of the students who scored a 4, a decrease from 57% in 2009, and 22% of students earning a score of 3 on the assessment, an increase from 14% in 2009. Finally, less than 2% of the students scored at a level 2, a decrease from 4% in 2009. When analyzed by subgroups, 1 of 13 special needs students scored a 2, with 8 students or 61% of that population, were listed with a score of 3. There were 4 special needs students, or 30% who scored at the level of 4.  By gender, 1 of 41 males scored a 6, 22% of males in fifth grade scored a 5, 49% of males scored a 4, with 25% scoring a 3. This represents a slight decrease in the percentage of males who scored at the levels of 4 and 5, from 72.5% in 2009, to 71% in 2010. There was an increase in males who scored at the 3 level from 17.5% in 2009 to 25% in 2010. No males scored below the 3 level.  The average score for males was a 4.0, an increase from the average of 3.7 for males in 2009.  Fifth grade females had 4% score a 6 or “distinguished,” 19% scored at a 5 level or “competent,” 56% scored at a 4 level,16% scored a 3, and 4% scored at the 2 level. This represents a decrease at the levels of 4, 5, and 6 from the previous year’s assessment, from 89% in 2009 to 79% in 2010.   The average score for females was 4.0 in 2010 compared to 4.3 in 2009. There were three scores of 6, two scores of 2, and no scores of 1 or zero on the 2010 writing assessment for Claxton’s fifth graders. The average score for the fifth grade overall in 2010 was 4.0.
A battery of literacy assessments within the Balanced Literacy framework are administered three times a year in Grades K-5. In kindergarten, assessments measure alphabet recognition, the ability to write and read sight words, and a Developmental Reading Assessment that measures oral reading as well as comprehension. There is also a writing prompt that is evaluated based on the message quality as well as the use of language conventions, and a sentence dictation test that measures known phonemes along with correctly spelled words. In kindergarten, students also are assessed with a CAP (Concepts about Print) test that determines how familiar students are with print and the way print is arranged on the page. Beginning with the 2010-2011 school year, first grade teachers administer the Observation Survey battery of assessments designed by Marie Clay. These assessments have been used in our county since the 1990’s to identify students for Reading Recovery. Now all first grade teachers administer this battery of assessments three times a year.  The assessments include Letter Identification, a word list from the “Ohio Word Test,” a CAP test, Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words (HRSIW) using a dictated sentence, and a Writing Vocabulary test, where students are given 10 minutes to write all the words they know, and can be prompted by the test administrator.  Finally, students are assessed on different text levels to determine an Easy, Instructional, and Hard reading level. In grades two through five, students are assessed by using a spelling inventory, writing prompt, and a Developmental Reading Assessment. The writing prompt in grades two through five is graded according to the Six Trait Writing rubric.
In the area of DRA proficiency for the spring 2010 assessment, 94% of third graders tested at or above grade level, with 100% of fourth graders testing proficient, and 97% of fifth graders scoring on or above grade level. This percentage is based on accuracy in oral reading on a selected passage of 97% or better.  For the third, fourth, and fifth grades combined, 238 out of 246 students tested proficient, as measured by accuracy in oral reading.  The other components of the DRA are comprehension measured by an oral re-telling and rubric in third grade, and written responses to comprehension questions in fourth and fifth grade.  In addition students complete a wide reading and reading engagement survey to assess what students read independently.  The combined score of the oral reading fluency, comprehension, and surveys is the overall measure of proficiency on the DRA. However, our data entry system for the county does not calculate proficiency automatically based on those combined scores as entered for fourth and fifth grades. 

On the spring writing prompt, the scores are evaluated using a six trait rubric. The six traits are scored on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being the lowest and 5 being the highest. The six traits are defined as Ideas, Organization, Voice, Word Choice, Sentence Fluency, and Conventions. Each class was analyzed by the number of students who scored at a level of 1, 3, or 5, for each trait. In third grade, the strongest areas of performance were on the traits of Ideas, Conventions, and the students developing a Voice in their writing. As in previous years, the trait of Ideas remained a strength with 82 of 89 students scoring a 3 or 5 on this trait in Spring, 2010.  Areas of weakness in the third grade remain in the traits of Sentence Fluency and Organization. Only 61 of 89 scored at the 3 or 5 level on Organization, and 63 of 69 scored at the 3 or 5 level for Sentence Fluency. These are the same areas of weakness for third grade writers as the spring 2009 assessment. In addition, only 70 of 89 students scored a 3 or 5 for Word Choice, which had been stronger on the Spring, 2009 assessment. The trait of Conventions remains a strength for third grade, with 77 of 89 students receiving a 3 or 5 on the rubric for Spring, 2010.  For fourth grade, areas of strength were fairly even on three of the six traits: Voice, Word Choice, and Conventions. Between 69 and 72 of 80 fourth graders tested, scored 3 or 5 on those traits. The weakest of the traits were Ideas, Organization, and Sentence Fluency, with 63 of 80 students receiving a 3 or 5 on the rubric for Ideas,  65 of 80 receiving a 3 or 5 for Sentence Fluency, and only 55 of 80 fourth graders scoring average or above on the Organization trait. Finally, in fifth grade, all traits appeared to be equally strong. The traits of Ideas and Organization were the lowest with 80 of 89 students, receiving a 3 or 5. Between 84 and 85 fifth grade students earned a score of 3 or 5 on the Voice, Word Choice, and Sentence Fluency for the spring 2010 assessment. All 89 students received a score of 3 or 5 on Conventions for the spring prompt.  One instructional strategy that addresses Conventions and is already being practiced in classrooms is DOL, or Daily Oral Language. Students correct mistakes in usage, capitalization, and punctuation with daily practice on board work, and seatwork. This data suggests a trend that may need to be addressed through implementing other strategies in helping students experiment with word choice and develop fluency in their writing, as well as varying sentence structure, and applying knowledge of conventions learned in DOL to their individual writing. Strategies will also need to be developed to help students with Organization. One such strategy includes an in-service on six trait writing that was conducted in July, 2010 by the literacy coach. The in-service provided teachers with strategies and focus lessons to teach each of the six traits, as well as a rubric for helping students evaluate their own and others’ writing for each of the traits. Coaching in the Writing Workshop for one fourth grade class and two fifth grade classes during the 2010-2011 school year will also address strengthening these traits in student writing. 
The Reading Recovery team evaluates and chooses students based on observation surveys and rankings by the classroom teachers. Kindergarten teachers assist in ranking first grade students based on their performance the previous year. First grade teachers also rank students, who then go through a screening process. An observation survey is completed on students prioritized through this process, and individual students are then chosen for the program.


Assessment in Pre-K is done by using several tools. Within forty-five days of enrollment the student is given the Brigance screening.   This instrument gives a base of knowledge to assist in defining what a child has or has not been exposed to. Three times during the course of the year, the LAP-3 is done individually with each child. This is based on their chronological age and tells the teacher whether they are below or above their age in terms of skills that match their chronological age. A parent and teacher    ' output sheet is printed to allow teacher and parents to see the items that each student has mastered and what their emerging skills are. Goals are set weekly in lesson plans to achieve the emerging skills for each child that will match their chronological age.

Surveys are completed by staff, parents, and community members. The results of these surveys are read, categorized, and analyzed, to assist in developing strengths, weaknesses, and goals.  In addition, teachers completed an ESAIL survey on-line this fall. (Environmental Scale for Assessing Implementation of Literacy)  This survey will help our school assess and analyze our progress in implementing the Comprehensive Literacy Model, which is our core curriculum. Trends from the ESAIL survey indicate teachers feel they are approaching or meeting most of the ten criterion. Areas that could be strengthened based on the survey responses include Criterion 2 with organizing summative and formative assessments for instructional purposes, Criterion 4 to conduct daily reading and writing conferences to strengthen student learning and progress in writing, and using a writing continuum to plan for instructional purposes. A final area from the survey that could be addressed is facilitating student use of technology for real world purposes. Results from the survey will lead to the eventual development of a school literacy plan to address areas that need strengthening as well as to evaluate what we already have well in place related to the core curriculum for literacy in our building.



TEMPLATE 1.6: Report Card Data Disaggregation

Provide narrative analysis of disaggregated Report Card data.  Disaggregation is the separating of data into pieces for a detailed review.  The results would focus on what you learn about the individual data pieces. 
TEMPLATE 1.6: Report Card Data Disaggregation

(Rubric Indicator 1.6)

	Report Card Data Disaggregation

	From looking at all the data, one may summarize the school’s disaggregation summary report as the following:

Data from the State Report Card based on the performance of Claxton students on the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment is disaggregated according to different subgroups within our school population. This disaggregation assists in identifying strengths and weaknesses, and in helping to determine target goals that will assist in development of an action plan. Since the School Report Card is still under embargo, this summary is based on the School Disaggregation Summary Report for Spring 2010 for each grade level and content area.
When disaggregated by race, there were three third graders tested who were of different ethnic origins. None of those 3 students scored proficient in Reading/Language Arts. This was also true for the content areas of Math, Science, and Social Studies. In fourth grade, 5 of the 78 students tested were of a different ethnic origin than “White, not Hispanic.”  Of the 5 in this subgroup, none tested proficient in any of the four content areas. In fifth grade, there were 5 of 88 students tested that listed their ethnic origin as “Black, not Hispanic.”  Of these 5 students, none scored proficient in Reading/Language Arts, Math, Science, or Social Studies. This area of concern reflects the challenging expectations with the new curriculum standards in place, and will guide our analysis and instruction as we continue to strengthen differentiated instruction for all learners.    
When disaggregated by income, 28% of the economically disadvantaged third grade population scored proficient in Reading. In Math, 26% of the economically disadvantaged population also scored proficient, while in Science, 56% of the economically disadvantaged third graders scored proficient. In Social Studies, 76% of third graders scored proficient who are in this subgroup.  Within the economically disadvantaged subgroup in fourth grade, 28 students out of 78 within the subgroup, scored at the proficient level in Reading/Language Arts, which is 36% of that population. In Math, 44% of the fourth graders in this subgroup tested proficient, while 57% scored proficient in Science, and 96% scored proficient in Social Studies.  In fifth grade, 34% of the students who are economically disadvantaged scored proficient in Reading/Language Arts.  In Math, only 25% scored at the proficient level from this subgroup.  In Science, 44% of the economically disadvantaged fifth graders scored proficient, and 80% of these students scored proficient in Social Studies. There are 134 out of 259 students in grades 3 through 5 who qualify as economically disadvantaged.    
Students with disabilities in third grade had 10% of their subgroup score Proficient in Reading, There were 10 students with disabilities tested with accommodations in third grade out of 92 total students tested. In third grade Math, 9 students out of 92 tested received accommodations, and none of the 9 students with disabilities tested proficient in Math. These same numbers also represent totals in Science and Social Studies for third grade. In fourth grade, 8 students with disabilities were assessed, with 7of those receiving testing accommodations, and 9 students assessed in Science within this subgroup.  None of the 8 or 9 fourth grade students achieved proficiency in any of the four content areas. In fifth grade, there were 13 students with disabilities who were tested with accommodations.  Of those 13, none scored proficient in Reading/Language Arts or Math. One student or 8% of this subgroup, scored proficient in Science.  There were 8 students with disabilities, or 62% who scored proficient in Social Studies. The lack of proficiency achieved by students with disabilities could be partially attributed to the higher expectations with the new state standards, and the higher scores needed to achieve proficiency in any content area.
Data was disaggregated by gender in the four academic areas of Reading, Math, Science, and Social Studies, as well as by grade level.

In third grade, scoring at the proficient level in Reading and Language Arts were 31% of third grade females along with 28% of third grade males.  This is a significant decrease from the 64.7% of females and 66% of males who scored proficient in Spring, 2009. The changes in the TCAP assessment with measuring proficiency on new standards and having new “cut” scores for the proficient category, contributed to the decline in scores within all four content areas.  Scoring at the proficient level in Math were 23% of third grade females and 29% of third grade males.  This compares to 55.9% of females and 46% of males who scored proficient in Math in 2009.  The levels of proficiency in Science were 39% for third grade females and 52% for third grade males. In 2009, 61.8% of females and 48% of males were proficient in third grade Science.  For proficiency in Social Studies, the percentages for third grade were 39% females and 52% males. This compares to 58.8% proficient for female students and 44% of male students being proficient on the 2009 TCAP.  On the School Disaggregation Summary Report for Spring 2010, no disaggregated data for students scoring in the Advanced Category was given. Overall in third grade at Claxton Elementary, 3% of third graders scored Advanced in Reading and Language Arts, with 26% scoring Proficient, 50% at the Basic level, and 21% at the Below Basic. Level. In Mathematics, 8% of third graders were Advanced, 19% were Proficient, 63% were considered Basic, and 11% measured as Below Basic.  For the content area of Science, 8% of third graders tested as Advanced, 48% as Proficient, 26% as Basic, and 18% scored at the Below Basic level.  Under the old standards and category definitions in Social Studies, 31% of students in third grade were Advanced, 45% were Proficient, and 24% were considered Below Proficient. This was the first year for the new standards and revised definitions for scoring in the content areas of Reading/Language Arts, Mathematics, and Science.  
In fourth grade, 38% of females were proficient in Reading and Language Arts, and 36% of fourth grade males scored at the proficient level with the new standards and “cut” scores.  This compares to the level of proficiency in Reading in 2009, with 51% of fourth grade females and 58.5% of fourth grade males scoring in that category last year.  In the area of Math, 41% of fourth grade females scored proficient, compared to 44% of fourth grade males. Scoring at the level of proficient in 2009 were 49% of fourth grade females, and 48.8% of fourth grade males. Science had 44% of fourth grade females and 67% of fourth grade males scoring proficient, with 40.8% of females and 48.8% of males scoring proficient in Science in 2009. There was an increase in both male and female proficient learners from 2009 in Science. For the academic area of Social Studies, 100% of females and 93% of males scored proficient, an increase of 53.1% for female students and almost 42% for males from the previous year. Social Studies was the only content area in which the new standards were not the basis for assessment in 2010.  No disaggregated data was given for students scoring in the Advanced Category.  Overall, in fourth grade, 6% of Students scored Advanced in Reading/Language Arts, 30% scored Proficient, 58% scored at the Basic Level, and 5% scored at Below Basic.  In Math, 9% of learners scored Advanced in fourth grade, with 34% at the Proficient level, 47% at the Basic level, and 10% of students scoring in the Below Basic level.  In the content area of Science, 20% of student scored Advanced, 38% of fourth graders scored Proficient, 35% scored in the Basic category, and 8% were Below Basic.  Finally, in Social Studies, 48% were Advanced, 48% were Proficient and only 4% were Below Proficient.  
Our fifth grade scores had 40% of females as proficient learners in Reading, with 28% of the males. There were 51.1% of females who scored at the proficient level in Reading and 64.9% of the fifth grade males in 2009.   In Math, 19% of fifth grade females were proficient as well as 33% of fifth grade males. Scoring at the level of proficiency in Math in 2009 were 51.1% of fifth grade females and 56.8% of fifth grade males. In the area of Science, 49% of fifth grade females were proficient, and 38% of fifth grade males, compared to 53.3% of girls and 41.7% of boys scoring at the proficient level in 2009. Finally, in Social Studies, 81% of fifth grade females were proficient, an increase of 21% from 2009 scores, with 80% of fifth grade males scoring proficient, an increase of almost 40% in that category from 2009. The fifth grade overall scores show 5% of students scoring Advanced in Reading/ Language Arts, 30% of fifth graders scoring Proficient, 51% scoring at the Basic level, and 15% scoring at the Below Basic Level. In Math, 5% scored Advanced, 21% scored Proficient, 46% scored in the Basic category, and 29% scored Below Basic.  For Science, there were 6% of fifth graders who scored Advanced, 38% who scored Proficient, 30% at the Basic level, and 26% who scored Below Basic. In the content area of Social Studies, 25% were Advanced, 55% were Proficient, and 20% were Below Proficient. 
There were 98% of Claxton's students who scored 3 and above on the 2010 state writing assessment. On the Feb. 2010 state writing assessment, 89 fifth graders completed the test. Of the 89 students, 3.3% tested at a level 6 or “distinguished.” On the 2009 state writing assessment, 3.5% of students had scored at that level. There were 20% of the students who tested at the level of 5, or "competent" in 2010. This is a slight increase from the 19% who scored a 5 on the 2009 state writing assessment.  There were 53% of the students who scored a 4, a decrease from 57% in 2009, and 22% of students earning a score of 3 on the assessment, an increase from 14% in 2009. Finally, less than 2% of the students scored at a level 2, a decrease from 4% in 2009. When analyzed by subgroups, 1 of 13 special needs students scored a 2, with 8 students or 61% of that population, were listed with a score of 3. There were 4 special needs students, or 30% who scored at the level of 4. 
The disaggregation of data helps identify strengths and weaknesses within the student population to assist in identifying and developing goals for our action plan. Based on the trends discovered in the disaggregation, target goals are stated and addressed.
Overall, 3% of Claxton’s third graders scored Advanced, and 26% were Proficient in Reading/Language Arts, with 50% at the Basic level and 21% Below Basic.  This compares with 3% Advanced in the system and 10% Advanced in the state. The system had 25% as Proficient, compared to 32% for the state. In the Basic category, we compare to 51% for the system and 44% for the state. In the Below Basic category, our system average is 21% and the state has 14% overall in this category. Based on comparison of Claxton’s percentages to the system and state, we need to continue to target our proficient and advanced learners.

Fourth grade Reading/Language Arts scores show that 6% of Claxton’s students scored Advanced, compared to 5% for the system and 10% for the state.  The percentage of fourth graders scoring Proficient was 30%, even with the 31% for the system, and 32% proficiency for the state.  In the Below Basic category, 58% of fourth graders at Claxton were at this level, which was higher than the 51% for the system and 45% for the state. In the Below Basic category, fourth grade students had 5% of their population, compared to 13% for the system, and 13% for the state.
The fifth grade population had 5% Advanced in Reading/Language Arts, compared to 8% for the system and 10% for the state.  In the Proficient category, Claxton’s fifth graders had 30% qualify, compared to 46% in the system, and 41% in the state.  In the Basic category, fifth graders had 51% of their population, compared to 28% in the system, and 26% in the state. Finally, for Below Basic, Claxton had 15% of their fifth graders score in this category, compared to 12% for the system and 12% for the state.



TEMPLATE 1.7: Narrative Synthesis of All Data

Give a narrative synthesis of all data.  Synthesis would be the blending of the data reviews to give the big picture. 
TEMPLATE 1.7: Narrative Synthesis of All Data

(Rubric Indicator 1.7)

	Narrative Synthesis of Data

	Having reviewed the data, education and social trends and goals, this committee is able to determine and identify the following strengths and areas to be strengthened.

     Strengths:

· Maintain the school status of “good standing” in attendance.
· Maintain school safety standards.
· Maintain parent/teacher/student/community relationships at school level.
· Increase the percentages of proficient learners in all content areas with increasing mastery of the new state standards.
· Maintain the E/I (Enrichment/Intervention) block of time to additionally support students with differentiated instruction.  
     Areas Needing Strengthening:

· Continue to involve parents/students/community in rules, decisions, etc.

· Continue to maintain safety.

· Decrease percentage of Basic and Below Basic learners in Reading/Language Arts and Math.

· Increase percentages of Advanced learners in all content areas and 5th grade writing assessment.           

· Increase the percentage of primary students who score proficient on the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA).
· Increase percentages of Proficiency for students with disabilities in Reading/Language Arts.
· Increase percentages for Proficiency for students with disabilities in Math.
· Use the development of a School Literacy Plan based on ESAIL survey results to strengthen teacher use of summative and formative assessments for instructional purposes.


TEMPLATE 1.8: Prioritized List of Goal Targets

List in priority order your goal targets.  The goals for Component 4 (Action Plan) will be derived from this prioritized list of goal targets.  Prioritized goals would identify the most critical areas of need and where your wok would start.  
TEMPLATE 1.8: Prioritized List of Goal Targets

(Rubric Indicator 1.8)

	Prioritized List of Goal Targets

	· Increase Proficient learners in Science.
· Increase Proficient learners in Social Studies.
· Keep school a safe facility for students, staff, and all other visitor’s to our school.
· Increase percentages of Advanced learners in Reading, Writing, and Math.
· Increase awareness of school safety.
· Understand and utilize data available to reach BASIC children and move them to PROFICIENT in all content areas.


Both Biological Parents





10%





32%





58%





One Biological Parent





Other than Biological Parent
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