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Vision, Mission and Belief Statements

Vision
Cedarville Elementary shall be a place of excellence where children can achieve their
full potential in their academic, creative, personal, physical, and character development.
We are a school that allows students, faculty, parents, and school communities to work
together toward a common goal.

Visualize the child as a future adult

I magine a school that treats all students as accelerated, and builds upon their strengths
Strong academics intertwined with fundamental skills

I ncrease student opportunities to excel

Ongoing love of learning

Nourish students to a lifetime of success

Mission
Cedarville Elementary School builds a solid academic foundation and develops
fundamental skills that will lead our students into a lifetime of success.

Belief Statements

- all students are challenged to achieve the highest possible levels of knowledge and
problem solving skills

- all students demonstrate compassion, respect, and cooperation

- all students feel successful, secure and happy

- all students, families, educators, and the community accept responsibilities in the
learning process



Profile
Unique Local Insights
Cedarville Elementary School

Groundbreaking ceremonies for Cedarville Elementary School were held in May of 1997,
with actual construction beginning in July. Completion of construction of this K-3 facility
occurred in May 1998. The 84,000 square foot structure (actual capacity) currently has an
enrollment of 733 students, which meets capacity.

Cedarville Elementary School has 29 classrooms. Additional rooms for support staff (art,
music, physical education, speech, resource, counseling, and special education) and a
multi-purpose resource room supplement the classrooms. The school features a courtyard,
and an outstanding media center with many technological advantages. There are two
computer labs with twenty-eight stations each, networked computers in each classroom,
and a media retrieval system. Our full-day kindergarten and 1% through 3" grade students
enjoy lunch in a large, bright cafeteria that has a stage and large drop down screen.

This community-friendly school also features a large parent room and a regulation-sized
gymnasium with locker rooms, special flooring, and bleachers. Many other school and
community organizations utilize this outstanding facility.

The school’s retention rate and suspension rate are less than 1% of the student body. The
average daily attendance rate was 96.7% for 2012-13, 97.6% for 2013-14, and 97.1% for
2014-15, 97.0% for 2015-16, and 97.1% for 2016-2017.

Cedarville has received recognition for eleven consecutive years as being a Four-
Star School, and an A rated school since 2006. In the fall of 2014 Cedarville
Elementary was recognized as a National Blue Ribbon Exemplary High Performing
School by the United States Department of Education.

Description of the Educational Programs:

The instructional program is conducted primarily in self-contained classrooms. Special
education students are served in a combination of classroom and pullout support. The
academic program receives support from a full-time Instructional Coach and a Student
Assistance Specialist.

Description and Location of Curriculum:

Balanced Literacy, 6 + 1 Writing Traits, and Balanced Math are essential components of
the daily curriculum at all grade levels.

All literacy lessons support learning the five critical aspects of reading as defined by the
ESSA: phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, text comprehension, and fluency.
Curriculum for grades K — 12 language arts and K — 12 math is through the employee
web portal on the district shared drive. In grades K — 3 language arts and math, the



College and Career Ready Indiana Academic Standards (CCRIAS) are bundled together
to provide a seamless curriculum for all students, including interventions and extensions.
The curriculum supports the teaching of the CCRIAS. The students at Cedarville
Elementary are provided courses that lead up to and support the Academic Honors
Diploma, the Core 40 curriculum, and the EACS district curriculum found in curriculum
resources share drive or iTunes U courses.

Description of Assessments

Indicators of academic achievement include ISTEP+ (grade 3); Amplify Insight -
MCLASS Reading 3D (grades K-2), mCLASS DIBELS Next (grades K-2), mCLASS
Math (grades K-2); Accelerated Reader (grades 2 and 3), NWEA (grade 3); I-Read3
(grade 3); District 8-Step Scantron Bundle Assessments (K-3); and District Writing
Prompts (K-3).

DIBELS Next (Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills): The DIBELS
measures assess the 5 Big Ideas in early literacy identified by the National Reading
Panel:
e Phonemic Awareness
Alphabetic Principle
Accuracy and Fluency
Vocabulary
Comprehension.

MCLASS Reading: mCLASS:Reading 3D software combines the DIBELS
Screening and Progress Monitoring in Beginning Reading with the Text Reading and
Comprehension diagnostic inventory. It fuses the best assessment practices across
pedagogical approaches, incorporating focus on phonics, phonemic awareness, and
fluency with depth in print concepts, Reading Records, and comprehension measures.

MCLASS Math: The mCLASS®:Math assessment is an all-in-one, research-based
assessment which includes: screening measures of skill proficiency, diagnostic interviews
for probing students’ mathematical thinking, and progress monitoring tools.

Accelerated Reader (AR): Accelerated Reader allows students to personalize reading
practice to their individual reading levels. AR assessments manage all reading activities
including read to, read with, and independent reading through four types of quizzes:
Reading Practice, VVocabulary Practice, Literacy Skills, and Textbook Quizzes.

NWEA (Northwest Evaluation Association): NWEA assessments are a series of
computer-adaptive tests, aligned with state standards that provide accurate information
about student learning and academic growth in the areas of Reading, Language Arts, and
Math. Scores from NWEA tests correlate closely with results of ISTEP+. Through their
studies, NWEA researchers developed estimates of fall and spring performance levels
that would allow educators to predict the success of students on ISTEP+. Staff uses data
obtained through NWEA testing to plan instruction for individuals and groups of



students. NWEA assessments are a measure of progress for grade 3 students and
began in the 2015-16 school year.

I-Read 3: The purpose of the Indiana Reading Evaluation And Determination (IREAD-
3) assessment is to measure foundational reading standards through grade three. Based on
the College and Career Ready Indiana Academic Standards, IREAD-3 is a summative
assessment that was developed in accordance with House Enrolled Act 1367 (also known
as Public Law 109 in 2010), which "requires the evaluation of reading skills for students
who are in grade three beginning in the Spring of 2012 to ensure that all students can read
proficiently before moving on to grade four.”

District Level 8-Step Scantron Bundle Assessments: Bundle Assessments through the
use of Scantron Performance Series are aligned with the College and Career Ready
Indiana Academic Standards, and the school’s instructional calendar. The formative
assessments are designed to reflect the format and rigor of the state’s ISTEP+ tests.
These short, frequent assessments allow teachers to:

e Check for understanding
Tell which students are learning and which need more help
Chart student progress
Adjust teaching methods to achieve better results
Modify the Instructional Calendar as needed for re-teaching or acceleration.

Writing Prompts: Writing prompts are used three times yearly (September, January,
and May) to document growth in each student’s writing. The writing prompts allow
teachers to plan mini-lessons, which focus on areas where improvement is needed in
students’ writing. Responses to prompts are scored using the state’s writing rubric.

SIP Contributors:

The SIP Steering Committee included the principal, Brad Bakle, and teachers Garett
Remenschneider, Bryan Kaylor, Regina Hunter, Dayle Kinsey, Kelly Rowan, and Kate
Walker. Community Members were Anne Tkacz, Becky Beaubien, and Angela
Demarest.

All staff members were included in focus groups for specific goals within the SIP.
Community Data

Data Piece: Information gathered from the Leo-Cedarville website at
http://www.leocedarville.com.

Findings: Description of the Community

Leo-Cedarville is located about twelve miles northeast of Fort Wayne on State Road 1.
Leo originated as a small, simple, religious town of German heritage. Cedarville is
believed to have been a French mission and was involved in the Battle of Cedarville.
According to the United States Census Bureau, the town has a total area of 3.9 square


http://www.leocedarville.com/

miles (10.0 km?), of which, 3.7 square miles (9.7 km?) is land and 0.1 square miles (0.4
km?), that is, 3.62%, is water.

The population of the Leo-Cedarville area remained small from the time of the first
settlement in the early 19" century into the late 20" century. During the 1990’s, the
number of people in Leo-Cedarville began to increase rapidly. From 1990 to 1997, the
population increased from 1,818 to 2,391, an increase of almost 32% in only seven years.
The rapid growth, in conjunction with the threat of annexation from neighboring Fort
Wayne, prompted citizens of the Leo-Cedarville area to incorporate into a town on
January 1, 1996, to better meet the needs of its people. In 2010, the community boasted
an estimated population of 3,603.

The community is comprised of 97.1% White Non-Hispanic, 1.2% Multiracial, and 1.6%
Hispanic, 0.8% Asian, and 0.1% Black. Married couples with families make up 73.3% of
the population. Of those families, 46.2% have children less than 18 year of age. 90.6% of
residents live in owner-occupied housing.

The estimated median household income in 2015 in Leo-Cedarville was $67,727, as
compared to $50,532 for the state of Indiana. The estimated median house/condo value in
2015 was $165,900 in Leo-Cedarville, as compared with $126,000 for the state. Leo is
considered a bedroom community with many varied and diverse service and retail
businesses. It is a small community with a goal of quality business growth as opposed to
quantity business growth. There are many churches with active and involved members.

Local government includes a town council, plan commission, board of zoning appeals
and a park advisory group. Volunteers renovated the park at Cedarville, and built for
children a wonderful playground named Imagination Station. It is a center of activity for
the community.

Cedarville Elementary was built as a new K-2 elementary in 1998. The school is
currently K-3 and is above capacity enrollment of 600. Leo Elementary serves grades 4-
6. There have also been new additions at the high school. East Allen County Schools has
purchased land in the area and is considering building another school.

Transition to School:

Each year representatives of the school collaborate with area pre-schools to host an
event for parents to learn about the school and district, expectations and requirements
for kindergarten, and strategies for helping their child adjust to kindergarten. In
addition, the school hosts an orientation for parents of all incoming kindergartners in the
spring.



Parent Involvement:

The school has very active and involved parents in the school’s Parent Teacher
Organization. They strongly support our children through volunteering to help students
and teachers, as well as supporting the school financially through a fundraiser.

Cedarville Elementary administration and staff build a bridge between home and school
by communicating with parents in a variety of ways, including, but not limited to:

e District, School, and Teacher Websites

Administrator and Teacher Newsletters

Cedarville Elementary Facebook and Twitter Sites

Parent Surveys

Parent/Teacher Conferences and IEP/Rtl Conferences

Parent Access to Electronic Grade Book

Parent Access to Accelerated Reader statistics through AR Enterprise

Parent Access to First in Math statistics

Monthly PTO/Principal meetings

School Messenger - automatic dialer voice message and e-mail system
Principal/Teacher/Parent communication through phone calls, letters, and email.

Parents played an active role in developing the current School Improvement Plan by
providing input through the cross-sectional, self-administered parent survey instrument.
Respondents were provided the opportunity to describe their level of agreement with
closed-ended descriptors, along with being invited to share comments, suggestions, and
areas of concern in response to open-ended questions. Parents were also asked to
provide input into the SIP after each draft as they were submitted on the school web-site.

The School Improvement Plan is posted on the school’s website, and parents are
encouraged to review the plan and offer suggestions for revision and improvement.

The bridge between home and school is further reinforced by events that promote family
involvement, such as:

Meet the Teacher Night

Parent-Teacher Conferences

Family Literacy Night

Parkview Regional Kids Safety Camp

Family Fun Hoopsters Night

Music Programs

PTO meetings

College Go Week

Red Ribbon Week

Indiana VEX 1Q Robotics Competitions

Making the Cut: Children With Hair Loss Event
BooklIt! Tin Caps Baseball Game

FAME Fine Arts Event

PTO-sponsored activities, such as Carnival.



Data Piece: Parent Survey

Findings:

In the spring of 2015 three hundred sixty four parents responded to the parent surveys.
The following findings were obtained:

Strongly
Cedarville Elementary School Strongly Strongly | Agree +
Parent Survey 2015 Disagree | Disagree | Neutral Agree Agree Agree

Cedarv'llle EIe_mentary provides a safe and 165% 0.55% 0.55% 27 20% 20.05% 97 25%
protective environment for my students.
Cedarville Elementary feels welcoming 165% 0.83% 6.61% 27 27% 63.64% 90.91%
regardless of cultural background or class.
Cedarville Elementary communicates 1.30% 1.11% 0.83% 23.55% 73.13% 96.68%
information and events effectively.
Cedarville Elementary staff members are 1.38% 1.38% 0.55% 32.60% 64.00% 96.69%
friendly, inviting, and relate to my student.
gfii;‘;g:: E)'Z?;iﬂ;i%if;cuh;;ta”d staff are 1.93% 0.55% 0.83% 28.37% 68.32% 96.69%
Cedarville Elementary sets appropriate 1.38% 2.48% 1.38% 38.02% 56.75% 94.77%
educational expectations for my student.
Cedarville Elementary sets appropriate 1.38% 0.55% 0.55% 32.04% 65.47% 97.51%
behavioral expectations for my student.
Cedarville Elementary is addressing the 1.38% 3.31% 3.86% 39.12% 52.34% 91.46%
individual educational needs of my student.
Cedarville Eler_nentary allows my student access 1.38% 0.83% 1.10% 32.60% 64.00% 96.60%
to proper learning tools and technology.
%T(i%;"i'rlfcféeemiegzrtﬁr': preparing my student 1.38% 0.55% 0.83% 30.30% 66.94% 97.24%
Cedarville Elementary presents opportunities for
parents to participate in my student’s education 1.65% 0.82% 2.47% 26.37% 68.68% 95.05%
and school activities.
Cedarville Elementary has a positive image 1.65% 0.00% 0.82% 19.23% 78.30% 97.53%

among parents and the community.

Analysis:

More than 95% of parent respondents agree or strongly agree:

The school provides a safe and protective environment for their students.
Their child’s teacher communicates the child’s progress regularly.
The school communicates well with parents.
The school’s staff members are accessible, friendly and inviting.
The school sets appropriate behavioral expectations.
The school provides appropriate access to technology.
The school helps children successfully prepare for the future.
The school has a positive image in the community.

The school provides opportunities for parents to participate.

Implications:

Results indicated that Cedarville Elementary continues to have a positive educational
atmosphere. The school communicates well with parents and has a good public image.
Parents have indicated that they feel that the school is working to address the needs and
abilities of their children within an atmosphere of appropriate behavioral and learning

expectations.




Data Piece: Staff survey

Findings:

Thirty-two staff members completed AdvancEd Self-Assessment surveys. The self-

assessment is designed to serve as a valuable tool that will assist in reflecting upon
effectiveness, helping the school identify areas of strength and opportunities for

improvement. The following findings were obtained through a 1-4 scale rubric. 1=not
Evident, 2=Emerging, 3=Operational, 4=Highly Functional:

Cedarville Elementary School Staff Survey 2015-2016

Standard _ Staff
- Standard Description Average
Indicator
Score
11 The school engages in a systematic, inclusive, and comprehensive process to review, revise, and communicate 38
) a school purpose for student success )

The school leadership and staff commit to a culture that is based on shared values and beliefs about teaching

1.2 and learning and supports challenging, equitable educational programs and learning experiences for all students 34
that include achievement of learning, thinking and life skills.

13 The school’s leadership implements a continuous improvement process that provides clear direction for 37
) improving conditions that support student learning. )
21 Thhe g?verning body establishes policies and support practices that ensure effective administration of the 34

school.

2.2 The governing body operates responsibly and functions effectively. 2.8
23 The governing body ensures that the school leadership has the autonomy to meet goals for achievement and 31
' instruction and to manage day-to-day operations effectively. )
24 Leadership and staff foster a culture consistent with the school’s purpose and direction. 3.7
25 Leadership engages stakeholders effectively in support of the school’s purpose and direction. 3.6
26 Leadership and staff supervision and evaluation processes result in improved professional practice and student 31

success.

31 The school’s curriculum provides equitable and challenging learning experiences that ensure all students have 35
) sufficient opportunities to develop learning, thinking and life skills that lead to success at the next level. )
32 Curriculum, instruction and assessment are monitored and adjusted systematically in response to data from 36
) multiple assessments of student learning and an examination of professional practice. )
33 Teachers', engage students in their learning through instructional strategies that ensure achievement of learning 38
) expectations. '
34 School leaders monitor and support the improvement of instructional practices of teachers to ensure student 38

successes.
35 Teachers participate in collaborative learning communities to improve instruction and student learning. 3.7
3.6 Teachers implement the school’s instructional process in support of student learning. 3.7
37 Mentoring, coaching and induction programs support instructional improvement consistent with the school’s 31
) values and beliefs about teaching and learning. )
38 The school engages families in meaningful ways in their children’s education and keeps them informed of their 39
) children’s learning progress. )
39 The school has a formal structure whereby each student is well known by at least one adult advocate in the 38
) school who supports that student’s educational experience. '
310 Gradin_g and reporting are based on clearly defined criteria that represent the attainment of content knowledge 33
) and skills and are consistent across grade levels and courses. '
3.11 All staff members participate in a continuous program of professional learning. 26
312 The school provides and coordinates learning support services to meet the unique learning needs of the 35
) students. )
a1 Qualified professional and support staff are sufficient in number to fulfill their roles and responsibilities 29
) necessary to support the school’s purpose, direction, and the educational program. )
42 Instructional time, material resources and fiscal resources are sufficient to support the purpose and direction of 30
) the school. )
43 The school maintains facilities, services and equipment to provide a safe, clean and healthy environment for all 29
) students and staff. )
44 Students and school personnel use a range of media and information resources to support the school’s 33

educational programs.




45 The technology infrastructure supports the school’s teaching, learning, and operational needs. 2.8
46 The school provides support services to meet the physical, social and emotional needs of the student population 33
) being served. )
47 The school provides services that support the counseling, assessment, referral, educational, and career planning 32
' needs of all students. )
5.1 The school establishes and maintains a clearly defined and comprehensive student assessment system. 35
Professional and support staff continuously collect, analyze and apply learning from a range of data sources,

5.2 including comparison and trend data about student learning, instruction, program evaluation and organizational 3.3

conditions.

5.3 Professional and support staff are trained in the evaluation, interpretation and use of data. 3.6
54 The school engages in a continuous process to determine verifiable improvement in student learning, including 35
) readiness and success at the next level. )
Leadership monitors and communicates comprehensive information about student learning, conditions that
55 h - . 38

support student learning and the achievement of school improvement goals to stakeholders.
Analysis:

e 91% of the Cedarville staff agrees that the school maintains and communicates a

purpose and direction that commit to high expectations for learning as well as
shared values and beliefs about teaching and learning. (Standard 1)

e 82% of the Cedarville staff agrees that the school operates under governance and

leadership that promote and support student performance and school
effectiveness. (Standard 2)

® 88% of the Cedarville staff agrees that the school’s curriculum, instructional
design and assessment practices guide and ensure teacher effectiveness and
student learning. (Standard 3)

® 74% of the Cedarville staff agrees that the school has resources and provides

services that support its purpose and direction to ensure success for all students.

(Standard 4)

e 89% of the Cedarville staff agrees that the school implements a comprehensive
assessment system that generates a range of data about student learning and
school effectiveness and uses the results to guide continuous improvement.
(Standard 5)

Implications:

Cedarville staff believes that the school is committed to high expectations and shared
values. The staff also believes that there is a comprehensive assessment system and
utilizes the data to drive instruction. Staff surveys indicate a desire for resources and
added support staff members. After discussion of the staff survey results, it was
determined that there is also a need for more professional learning opportunities.

Cedarville Elementary will conduct new surveys in the spring of 2017-18 school
year.

Ethnicity and Socio-Economic Data:

The socio-economic status and ethnicity of residents of the community are reflected in the
students of Cedarville Elementary School, where in the 2016-2017 school year 80.5% are

on paid lunches and 19.5% receive free/reduced lunches. The student population is

10




comprised of 91.0% White Non-Hispanic, 3.3% Multiracial, 3.7% Hispanic, 1.1%
Black/African American, 0.3% Native American and 0.6% Asian. Cedarville has ten
students identified as EL; one student at level 2, six students level 3, and three students
level 4. Leo-Cedarville hosts a wide variety of small businesses, services, and religious
organizations, as well as supportive, involved parents, offering a wealth of opportunity
for partnerships among the school, families, and the community.

Student Data

Data Piece:

ISTEP+ (Grade 3)

TRC (Grades K — 3)
MClass Math (Grades K - 2)

MClass DIBELS (Grades K - 2)
Attendance

Findings:

ISTEP+ (Grade 3)

Cedarville ISTEP+ Pass Standards Comparison (Grade 3)

ISTEP+ (Grade 3) Spring 12 | Spring 13 | Spring 14 | Spring 15 | Spring 16 | Spring 17
Eng/LA 93% 97% 97% 93% 93% 91%
Math 92% 95% 95% 88% 86% 86%
Both 89% 94% 94% 85% 84% 85%
Cedarville ISTEP+ Pass+ Standards Comparison (Grade 3)

ISTEP+: Percent Spring Spring Spring Spring Spring Spring
achieving PASS+ 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Eng/LA 36% 35% 29% 41% 55% 45%
Math 57% 63% 67% 43% 57% 45%
Both 33% 31% 28% 31% 46% 36%

Along with the above charts related to ISTEP+, the following is also noted...

In 2012-13, 50% of third graders scored 4 (out of 6) points on the Writing Applications
portion of ISTEP+, 30% scored 5 (out of 6) points, and 5% scored 6 (out of 6) points.

In 2013-14, 58% of third graders scored 4 (out of 6) points on the Writing Applications
portion of ISTEP+, 22% scored 5 (out of 6) points, and 11% scored 6 (out of 6) points.
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In 2014-15, 55% of third graders scored 4 (out of 6) points on the Writing Applications
portion of ISTEP+, 29% scored 5 (out of 6) points, and 6% scored 6 (out of 6) points.

In 2015-16, 44% of third graders scored 4 (out of 6) points on the Writing Applications
portion of ISTEP+, 24% scored 5 (out of 6) points, and 2% scored 6 (out of 6) points.

In 2016-17, 37% of third graders scored 4 (out of 6) points on the Writing Applications
portion of ISTEP+, 8% scored 5 (out of 6) points, and 9% scored 6 (out of 6) points.

The state report 69.4% of grade 3 students passing E/LA compared to 91% at Cedarville
Elementary. The state report 57.8% of grade 3 students passing Math compared to 86%

at Cedarville Elementary. The state report 53.2% of grade 3 students passing Both E/LA
and Math compared to 85% at Cedarville Elementary.

Analysis: The percentage of third graders passing ELA increased by four percentage
points for the 2012-13 administration, while the percentage passing the Math portion
increased by three percentage points, and the percentage of third graders passing both
portions of ISTEP+ increased by five percentage points.

The percentage of third graders passing ELA and Both held steady for the 2013-14
administration, while the percentage passing the Math portion decreased by one
percentage point.

The percentage of third graders passing ELA decreased by four percentage points during
the 2014-15 administration, while the percentage passing the Math portion decreased by
one percentage point, and the percentage of third graders passing both portions of the
ISTEP+ decreased by nine percentage points. This decline was evident across the state
due to a new testing format, the increased rigor of the test, scoring discrepancies and
technology issues. Cedarville third graders scored in the top 4.3 percent of all third
grade students in the state.

The percentage of third graders passing ELA remained the same during the 2015-16
administration, while the percentage passing the Math portion decreased by two
percentage points, and the percentage of third graders passing both portions of the
ISTEP+ decreased by one percentage point. This decline was less than results across the
state. Cedarville third graders scored in the top 3.6 percent of all third grade students in
the state.

The percentage of third graders passing ELA decreased by 2% during the 2016-17
administration, while the percentage passing the Math remained the same, and the
percentage of third graders passing both portions of the ISTEP+ increased by one
percentage point. State results were not yet made available as of this SIP submission
date

Over 36% achieved PASS+ in 2012, 35% achieved PASS+ in 2013, 29% achieved
PASS+ in 2014, 41% achieved PASS+ in 2015, 55% achieved PASS+ in 2016, and 45%
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achieved PASS+ in 2017. The percentage of third graders achieving PASS+ on the Math
portion of ISTEP+ had increased each year until the new test created by Pearson was
administered in 2015, reaching its highest level on the 2013-14 ISTEP+ administration,
with 67% achieving PASS+; an increase of 27% in a six year span. 2014-15 brought a
decrease of 24%, with 43% of third graders achieving PASS+ on the Math portion of
ISTEP+. Values soared again in 2016 with an increase of 14 % to 57% at PASS+. 45%
achieved PASS+ for 2017.

In 2012-13, 85% of third graders scored at least 4 (out of 6) points on the Writing
Applications portion of ISTEP+. 91% of grade three students achieved a score of at
least 4 (out of 6) in 2013-14. Thirty-three percent of students (33%) scored at least 5
points, with 11% scoring 6 out of 6 points. 90% of grade three students achieved a score
of at least 4 (out of 6) in 2014-15. Twenty-nine percent of students (29%) scored at least
5 points, with 6% scoring 6 out of 6 points. 70% of grade three students achieved a score
of at least 4 (out of 6) in 2015-16. Twenty-four percent of students (24%) scored at least
5 points, with 2% scoring 6 out of 6 points. 54% of grade three students achieved a score
of at least 4 (out of 6) in 2016-17. 17% percent of students scored at least 5 points, with
9% scoring 6 out of 6 points.

Implications: It is more than curious how Cedarville Elementary could have a drop of
20% attaining a passing score of 4 or better out of 6 in the Writing Application portion of
ISTEP+, yet be in the top 3.6% of all grade 3 in the state in 2016. Keeping in mind that
this was the first non-fiction response during the history of ISTEP+, comparing is not
apples to apples. Even more puzzling is the decrease for a second year with -16% when
all data acquired through yearly writing prompts does not reflect any difference from the
previous year’s grade 3 students. Our students have not demonstrated the vast difference
of 90%-54%=36% in a two year period between third grades.

Cedarville Elementary third graders have an excellent ISTEP+ history of performance.
As can be seen from PASS+ data, an all-time high percentage of students reached PASS+
in the “Both” category. The staff remains committed to increasing performance levels
for all students, including high ability students.
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Findings:

TRC (Grades K - 2)

mClass Reading

(TRC) 2010-11 Far Below Proficient Below Proficient Proficient Above Proficient
Grade BOY | MOY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EOQY | BOY | MOY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EOY
Kdg 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4%| 100%| 100%| 19% 0% 0% 7%
First 0% 10% 17% 16% 11%| 16%| 55% 51%| 15%| 29%| 28% 52%
Second 15% 13% 10% 13% 7% 4% 8% 26% 8%| 64%| 54% 78%
mClass Reading

(TRC) 2011-12 Far Below Proficient Below Proficient Proficient Above Proficient
Grade BOY | MOY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EOY
Kdg 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3%| 100%| 100%| 19% 0% 0% 78%
First 1% 3% 5% 11% 4% 7%|  29% 56%)| 40%| 59%| 37% 48%
Second 17% 5% 7% 17% 12% 2%| 25% 38%| 16%| 41%| 45% 75%
mClass Reading

(TRC) 2012-13 Far Below Proficient Below Proficient Proficient Above Proficient
Grade BOY | MOY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EOY
Kdg 2% 12% 86%,
First 3% 5% 9% 6% 8%| 18% 37%| 30%| 73%| 54% 57%
Second 12% 5% 5% 10% 11% 3%| 32% 32%| 12%| 46%| 52% 80%
mClass Reading

(TRC) 2013-14 Far Below Proficient Below Proficient Proficient Above Proficient
Grade BOY | MOY | EOQY | BOY | MOY | EOY| BOY |MQY| EOY | BOY |MOQOY| EOY
Kdg 11% 1% 1% 6% 7% 5%]| 39% | 30% | 32%]| 44%| 62%| 62%
First 1% 3% 1% 16% 8% 5%]| 22% | 29% | 47%]| 61%| 60%| 47%
Second 9% 5% 5% 9% 14% | 27%]| 34% | 37% | 14%]| 48%| 44%| 54%
Third 8% 7% 4%| 24% 5% | 3%| 7%]| 16%| 10%| 61%| 72%| 83%
mClass Reading

(TRC) 2014-15 Far Below Proficient Below Proficient Proficient Above Proficient
Grade BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY [ MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY [ MOY | EOQOY
Kdg 17% 8% 5%| 40% 8% 4%| 22% 23%| 29%| 21%| 61% 62%
First 13% 6% 50| 25% 9% 8%| 34% 32%| 10%| 28%| 53% 7%
Second 7% 6% 4%  17% 1% 3%| 12% 13%| 15%| 64%| 80% 78%
Third 11% 5% 3% 7% 9% 7%| 24% 5% 6%| 58%| 81% 84%
mClass Reading

(TRC) 2015-2016 Far Below Proficient Below Proficient Proficient Above Proficient
Grade BOY MOY EOY BOY MQOY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY EQY
Kdg 23% 9% 2% 30% 16% | 10% 30% 31% | 28% | 17% 44% 60%
First 5% 3% 2% 13% 10% 7% 38% 24% 4% | 44% 63% 87%
Second 10% 8% 9% 14% 5% 2% 11% 11% | 13% | 65% 76% 76%
mClass Reading

(TRC) 2016-2017 Far Below Proficient Below Proficient Proficient Above Proficient
Grade BOY MOY EQOY BOY MQY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY EQY
Kdg 9% 10% 3% 15% 14% 6% 52% 27% | 26% | 24% 49% 65%
First 15% 5% 2% 23% 12% | 14% 35% 35% | 12% | 34% 48% 72%
Second 4% 6% 1% 12% 2% 1% 15% 9% | 15% | 69% 83% 79%
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Analysis: TRC benchmarks are adjusted by Amplify, the company responsible for the
assessment. This makes it a bit difficult to compare-to-year results as they would relate
to curriculum and instruction. Comparing year-to-year of the same grade level would
never be the purpose behind comparing groups of students.

By the end of the 2010-11 school year, 96% of kindergartners, 67% of first graders, and
86% of second graders performed at a proficient level or higher on Text Reading and
Comprehension.

By the end of the 2011-12 school year, 97% of kindergartners, 88% of first graders, and
91% of second graders performed at a proficient level or higher on Text Reading and
Comprehension.

By the end of the 2012-13 school year, 98% of kindergartners, 87% of first graders, and
92% of second graders performed at a proficient level or higher on Text Reading and
Comprehension.

By the end of the 2013-14 school year, 94% of kindergartners, 94% of first graders, and
68% of second graders, and 93% of grade three students performed at a proficient level
or higher on Text Reading and Comprehension.

By the end of the 2014-15 school year, 91% of kindergartners, 87% of first graders, and
93% of second graders, and 90% of third graders performed at a proficient level or
higher on Text Reading and Comprehension.

By the end of the 2015-16 school year, 88% of kindergartners, 91% of first graders, and
89% of second graders performed at a proficient level or higher on Text Reading and
Comprehension.

By the end of the 2016-17 school year, 91% of kindergartners, 84% of first graders, and
94% of second graders performed at a proficient level or higher on Text Reading and
Comprehension.

Implications: Kindergartners surpassed the goal of 90% of students performing at a
proficient level by the end of the 2010-11 school year with 19% performing at a
proficient level and 77% performing at the “above proficient” level. Kindergartners
continued to surpass the goal of 90% of students performing at a proficient level by the
end of the 2011-12 school year with 19% performing at a proficient level and 78%
performing at the “above proficient” level. In 2012-13, Kindergartners continued to
surpass the goal of 90% of students performing at a proficient level by the end of the
school year with 12% performing at a proficient level and 86% performing at the “above
proficient” level. 2013-14 demonstrated consistency within Kindergarten with 94% of
students performing at a proficient level by the end of the school year. In the 2014-15
school year, kindergarten students surpassed the goal of 90% with 91% of students
achieving a proficient or higher score by the end of the school year. 2% below grade
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level goal for 2015-2016. 2016-17 demonstrated consistency within Kindergarten with
91% of students performing at a proficient level by the end of the school year.

While first graders fell short of the 90% goal for performing at a proficient level for
2010-11, 2011-12, and 2012-13, it should be noted that over half (52%) of all first
graders performed at “above proficient” level and an additional 15% performed at a
proficient level at the end of the 2010-11 school year. By the end of 2011-12, nearly half
(48%) of all first graders performed at “above proficient” level and an additional 40%
performed at a proficient level. By the end of 2012-13, over half (57%) of all first
graders performed at “above proficient” level and an additional 30% performed at a
proficient level. 2013-14 brought a significant EOY increase compared to prior years as
94% performed at a proficient or above level. In 2014-15, first graders fell short of the
90% goal, with 87% of first grade students attaining a proficient or above proficient
score. It should be noted that 77% of all first graders performed at the “above
proficient” level with an additional 10% scoring at the proficient level. 1% above grade
level goal for 2015-2016. 2016-2017 brought a 7% decrease of students at the proficient
and above levels. This does follow the dip demonstrated when this group were in
kindergarten the previous year.

The total percentage of second graders reaching or exceeding proficient levels for Text
Reading and Comprehension was only four percentage points short of meeting the 90%
goal at the end of 2010-11. This is commendable, especially in light of 78% of second
graders reading the “above proficient” level. The total percentage of second graders
reaching or exceeding proficient levels for Text Reading and Comprehension exceeded
the 90% goal at the end of 2011-12. The 91% of second graders performing at or above
a proficient level at the end of 2011-12 is an increase of five percentage points over the
prior year. In 2012-13, the total percentage of second graders reaching or exceeding
proficient levels for Text Reading and Comprehension exceeded the 90% goal. In 2013-
14, the total percentage of second graders reaching or exceeding proficient levels for
Text Reading and Comprehension dropped measurably below our 90% goal. In-spite of
any benchmark adjustments (EOY Level M to Level N), there is cause for further
investigation and analysis as to why grade two proficiency scores dropped so severely.
Additionally, the BOY to EOY proficiencies for that grade level moved downward from
82% to 68%. 2014-15 brought a significant EQY increase in comparison to prior years
as 93% of second grade students performed at a proficient or above proficient level.
78% of those students scored above proficient at EOY. 1% below grade level goal for
2015-2016. The 2016-2017 grade 2 group scored 94% at or above proficient. This is an
increase of 5% from the previous grade 2 group.
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Findings:

MClass Math (Grades K - 2)

Mclass Math

for 2010-11 Intensive Strategic Benchmark
Grade BOY | MOY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EQY
Kdg 10% 2% 200]  53%| 20%| 16%| 37% 78%| 82%
First 6% 1% 19%| 56%| 37%| 42%| 38% 62%| 57%
Second 5% 4% 6%|  40%|  35%| 30%| 55% 61%| 64%
Mclass Math

for 2011-12 Intensive Strategic Benchmark
Grade BOY | MOY | EQOY | BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EQY
Kdg 5% 1% 29|  50%| < 209%| 15%| 45% 79%| 83%
First 5% 3% 3%|  45%|  229%| 20%| 50% 75%)| 77%
Second 8% 2% 1%|  50% 16%| 13%| 42% 82%| 86%
Mclass Math

for 2012-13 Intensive Strategic Benchmark
Grade BOY | MOY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EQY
Kdg 4% 2% 29|  53% 13%| 11%| 43% 85%| 87%
First 3% 2% 1%|  33% 18%| 17%| 54% 80%| 82%
Second 1% 1% 4%|  32% 17%| 13%| 67% 82%| 83%
Mclass Math

for 2013-14 Intensive Strategic Benchmark
Grade BOY | MOY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EOY | BOY |MOY| EOY
Kdg 5% 0% 0% 34% 17% 6%]| 61%| 83% | 94%
First 1% 1% 1% 24% 14% | 13%]| 75%| 85%| 85%
Second 1% 1% 1% 31% 20% | 14%]| 68%| 79%| 85%
Mclass Math

for 2014-15 Intensive Strategic Benchmark
Grade BOY | MOY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EOY
Kdg 2% 0% 2%|  42%| 14% 9%| 56% 86% | 89%
First 3% 3% 3%| 33%| 18%| 23%| 64% 79% | 74%
Second 0% 0% 3%| 31%| 17%| 21%| 69% 83%| 76%
Mclass Math

for 2015-16 Intensive Strategic Benchmark
Grade BOY | MOY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EOY |BOY | MOY | EOY
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Kdg 4% 3% 2% 51% 17% 9% 45% | 80% | 89%
First 1% 1% 1% 20% 13% 10% | 79% | 86% | 89%
Second 0% 2% 1% 38% 32% 18% | 62% | 66% | 81%
Mclass Math

for 2016-17 Intensive Strategic Benchmark
Grade BOY MQY | EQY BOY MQY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EQY
Kdg 6% 5% 3% 57% 19% 14% | 37% | 76% | 83%
First 1% 1% 0% 28% 13% 17% | 71% | 86% | 83%
Second 0% 0% 0% 20% 24% 20% | 80% | 76% | 80%

Analysis: By the end of the 2010-11 school year, 82% of kindergartners, 57% of first
graders, and 64% of second graders achieved Benchmark level.

By the end of the 2011-12 school year, 83% of kindergartners, 77% of first graders, and
86% of second graders achieved Benchmark level.

By the end of the 2012-13 school year, 87% of kindergartners, 82% of first graders, and
83% of second graders achieved Benchmark level.

By the end of the 2013-14 school year, 94% of kindergartners, 85% of first graders, and
85% of second graders achieved Benchmark level.

By the end of the 2014-15 school year, 89% of kindergarteners, 74% of first graders, and
76% of second graders achieved Benchmark level.

By the end of the 2015-16 school year, 89% of kindergarteners, 89% of first graders, and
78% of second graders achieved Benchmark level.

By the end of the 2016-17 school year, 83% of kindergarteners, 83% of first graders, and
80% of second graders achieved Benchmark level.

Implications: Kindergartners came within eight percentage points of reaching the
goal of 90% of students performing at Benchmark by the end of the 2010-11 school year
with 82% achieving that level. They moved closer to the goal during the 2011-12 school
year, with 83% achieving benchmark by the end of the year. Kindergartners continued to
show growth during 2013-14, as they reached 94% performing at benchmark. In 2014-
15 kindergartners came within 1 percentage point of reaching the goal of 90%. In
2015-16 kindergartners came within 1 percentage point of reaching the goal of 90%.
There was a 6% drop comparing 2016-17 kindergarten students to 2015-2016.

While first graders fell short of the 90% goal for performing at Benchmark during the

2010-11 school year, it should be noted that 42% of all first graders reached “Strategic”
level and over half (57%) reached Benchmark. By the end of the 2011-12 school year,
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77% of first graders achieved Benchmark. While still short of the 90% goal, this
represents an improvement of twenty percentage points in those reaching Benchmark
over the prior year. By the end of 2013-14, first graders came even closer to meeting the
90% goal with 85% achieving Benchmark. By the end of 2014-15, 74% of first graders
reached Benchmark with 23% achieving the “Strategic” level. In 2015-16 grade one
students came within 1 percentage point of reaching the goal of 90%. There was a 6%
drop comparing 2016-17 grade 1 students to 2015-2016.

Nearly two-thirds (64%) of second graders reached Benchmark, while 30% performed at
“Strategic” level by the end of 2010-11. By the end of the 2011-12 school year, 86% of
second graders achieved Benchmark. While still short of the 90% goal, this represents
an improvement of twenty-two percentage points in those reaching Benchmark. By the
end of the 2013-14 school year, 85% of second graders achieved Benchmark a decline of
four percentage points over the prior year in those reaching Benchmark. By the end of
2014-15 school year 76% of second graders achieved Benchmark, a decline of 9
percentage points over the prior year. In 2015-16 grade two students came within 9
percentage point of reaching the goal of 90%. In 2016-17 grade two students dropped
one percentage point compared to the previous year’s group.

The percentages of students performing above Benchmark levels are sustaining or
improving after a decline. We will continue to be addressed as a staff. Opportunities
and expectations for teachers to be included in the decision-making related to the use of
academic assessment and implementation of interventions are anticipated to lead to
further improvement of student achievement.

Findings:

MClass DIBELS (Grades K - 2)

mClass (Dibels) for 2012-13 Well Below Benchmark | Below Benchmark Benchmark
COMPOSITE SCORES BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EQY
Kindergarten 7% 1% 1%| 10% 6% 4%| 83% 93%| 94%
First Grade 9% 4% 50| 14% 3% 6%| 77% 93%| 89%
Second Grade 7% 2% 2% 7% 3% 3%| 86% 95%|  95%
Third Grade 5% 4% 4% 6% 4% 3%| 89% 92%|  93%
mClass (Dibels) for 2011-12 Well Below Benchmark | Below Benchmark Benchmark
COMPOSITE SCORES BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EQY
Kindergarten 4% 6% 3%| 11%| 10%| 10%] 85% 84%]| 87%
First Grade 20% 3% 50| 18% 6% 7%| 62% 91%| 88%
Second Grade 8% 3% 3% 7% 1% 2%| 85% 96%)| 95%
Third Grade 9% 8% 7% 8% 4%| 88%| 86% 88%| 89%
mClass (Dibels) for 2013-14 Well Below Benchmark| Below Benchmark Benchmark
COMPOSITE SCORES BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EOY | BOY | MOY | EQOY
Kindergarten 4% 1% 3% 13% 4% 0%| 82% 95% | 97%
First Grade 5% 1% 3% 10% 3% 7%| 85% 96% | 90%
Second Grade 3% 3% 2%  10% 2% 3%| 87% 95% | 95%
Third Grade 3% 2% 3% 3% 4% 2% 94% 94% | 95%
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mClass (DIBELS) for 2014-15 | Well Below Benchmark| Below Benchmark Benchmark
COMPOSITE SCORES BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EQOY
Kindergarten 3% 1% 1%| 10% 8% 5%| 87% 91%| 94%
First Grade 9% 5% 8%| 10% 8% | 10%| 81% 87%| 82%
Second Grade 8% 6% 3% 8% 3% 4%| 84% 91%| 93%
Third Grade 5% 5% 4% 3% 3% 3%| 92% 929% | 93%
mClass (Dibels) for 2015-16 | Well Below Benchmark Below Benchmark Benchmark
COMPOSITE SCORES BOY MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EQY
Kindergarten 5% 1% 1% | 10% 7% 2% | 85% 92% | 97%
First Grade 4% 3% 3% 6% 5% 6% | 90% 92% | 91%
Second Grade 8% 6% 5% | 11% 7% 6% | 81% 87% | 89%
mClass (Dibels) for 2016-17 | Well Below Benchmark Below Benchmark Benchmark
COMPOSITE SCORES BOY MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EQY | BOY | MOY | EOQY
Kindergarten 8% 5% 2% 7% 3% 6% | 85% 92% | 92%
First Grade 4% 5% 5% 7% 4% 7% | 89% 91% | 88%
Second Grade 4% 4% 4% | 4% 4% 4% | 92% 92% | 92%

Analysis: By the end of the 2010-11 school year, 93% of kindergartners achieved
Benchmark for Instructional Recommendation, as did 81% of 1% graders and 85% of
second graders.

Eighty-nine percent (89%) of kindergartners reached Benchmark for Letter Naming
Fluency.

Also by the end of the school year, 69% of kindergartners achieved Benchmark for
Phoneme Segmentation Fluency, as did 82% of 1% graders.

In Nonsense Word Fluency, 76% of kindergartners and 76% of 1 graders achieved
Benchmark by the end of the school year.

In Oral Reading Fluency, 81% of 1% graders and 85% of 2" graders achieved
Benchmark by year’s end.

Composite scores for the 2011-12 school year show that 87% of kindergartners, 88% of
first graders, 95% of second graders, and 89% of third graders achieved Benchmark by
year’s end.

Composite scores for the 2012-13 school year show that 94% of kindergartners, 89% of

first graders, 95% of second graders, and 93% of third graders achieved Benchmark by
year’s end.
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Composite scores for the 2013-14 school year show that 97% of kindergartners, 90% of
first graders, 95% of second graders, and 95% of third graders achieved Benchmark by
year’s end.

Composite scores for the 2014-15 school year show that 94% of kindergartners, 82% of
first graders, 93% of second graders, and 93% of third graders achieved Benchmark by
year’s end.

Composite scores for the 2015-16 school year show that 97% of kindergartners, 91% of
first graders, and 89% of second graders achieved Benchmark by year’s end.

Composite scores for the 2016-17 school year show that 92% of kindergartners, 88% of
first graders, and 92% of second graders achieved Benchmark by year’s end.

Implications: While the goal of 90% of students reaching Benchmark by the end of
the year was only attained by kindergartners in Instructional Recommendation,
kindergartners, 1% graders, and 2" graders performed commendably for the first year of
DIBELS implementation in 2010-11.

While the goal of 90% of students reaching Benchmark by the end of 2011-12 was only
attained (and exceeded) by second graders, kindergartners, 1% graders, and 3rd graders
were within three percentage point of achieving the goal.

For 2012-13, the goal of 90% of students reaching Benchmark by the end of the year was
exceeded by kindergartners, second graders, and third graders, while first graders came
within one percentage point of achieving the goal.

All grades met the goal of 90% of students reaching Benchmark by the end of the year for
2013-14.

For 2014-15 kindergarten, second grade, and third grade all exceeded the goal of 90%
by the end of the year. First grade fell short by 8 percentage points with 82% meeting
Benchmark.

For 2015-16 kindergarten and first grade exceeded the goal of 90% by the end of the
year. Second grade fell short but showed a 7% increase from where they were as grade
one students.

For 2016-17 kindergarten and second grade exceeded the goal of 90% by the end of the
year. First grade fell short of the goal by 2%.
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Findings:

District Writing Prompts (Grades K - 3)

District Writing

Prompt Average Score
2013-14 BOY MOY EOY
Kindergarten 1 3 4
First Grade 3 4 5

Writing Applications

Writing Conventions

District Writing
Prompt

Average Score

Average Score

2013-14 BOY MOY EOQY BOY | MOY | EOY
Second Grade 3 4 4 2 3 3
Third Grade 4 4 4 3 4 4
District Writing

Prompt Average Score

2014-15 BOY MOY EQY

Kindergarten 1 3 4

First Grade 3 5

District Writing

Prompt Average Score Average Score
2014-15 BOY MOY EQY BOY | MOY | EOY
Second Grade 3 4 4 2 3 3
Third Grade 3 4 5 3 4 4
District Writing

Prompt Average Score

2015-16 BOY MOY EQY

Kindergarten 1 3 4

First Grade 3 4 5

Writing Applications

Writing Conventions

District Writing
Prompt

Average Score

Average Score

2015-16 BOY MOY EQY BOY | MOY | EOY
Second Grade 3 2 3 3
Third Grade 4 4 3 3 4
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District Writing
Prompt Average Score
2016-17 BOY MOY EQOY
Kindergarten 1 3 4
First Grade 3 4 5

Writing Applications Writing Conventions
District Writing
Prompt Average Score Average Score
2016-17 BOY MOY EQOY BOY | MOY | EQY
Second Grade 3 3 4 2 3 3
Third Grade 3 4 4 3 3 4

Analysis: For 2013-14 through 2016-17, the average scores on the district writing
prompt for kindergartners at the beginning, middle, and end of year were 1, 3, and 4 (out
of 4) points, respectively. The average scores for first graders at the beginning, middle,
and end of year were 3, 4, and 5 (out of 6) points, respectively.

With the exception of 2015-2016, the average scores for Writing Applications for second
graders at the beginning, middle, and end of year were 3, 4, and 4 (out of 6) points,
respectively. The average scores for those students in Writing Conventions at the
beginning, middle, and end of each year were 2, 3, and 3 (out of 4) points, respectively.

Writing Applications for third graders have waivered at the beginning, middle, and end
of year from 3, 4, and 4 (out of 6) points to 4, 4, and 4 throughout the years. The average
scores for those students in Writing Conventions remain constant at the beginning,
middle, and end of year with 3, 3, and 4 (out of 4) points, respectively.

Implications: From 2013-14 through 2016-17, the average scores on the district
writing prompt for beginning, middle, and end of the year in both kindergarten and first
grade met or exceeded established achievement goals.

End of year goals were met in both second and third grades on the Writing Application
section of the district writing prompts.

In the Writing Convention section of the district writing prompt, second graders met the

established goals for the middle and end of year, while third graders met the established
goals for the beginning and middle of the year and exceeded the end of year goal.

23



Findings:
Attendance

Cedarville Elementary School’s average daily attendance remained high at 97.0% in
2016-17. Additionally, Cedarville’s average daily attendance has been consistently
higher than the state average.

Cedarville Elementary School Attendance

Attendance 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2016-17
Cedarville 96.9% |97.0% |96.8% |97.6% 97.1% | 97.0% 96.9%
Elementary

State Average 95.9% |96.1% | 95.8% 96.1% 95.9% | 95.8% 95.7%

Analysis: Average daily attendance for Cedarville Elementary School continually
surpasses the state average every year.

Implications: Cedarville Elementary has an excellent attendance history. The school

administration will include information in the school newsletter encouraging parents and

students to maintain or improve upon that history by scheduling appointments for

students outside of school hours and scheduling family vacations outside of regular

school days whenever possible. Other school policies that promote regular attendance

include:

e Teachers record attendance electronically and send it to the office

e Daily phone calls are made to parents of all absent students

e The staff member responsible for attendance sends 5, 8, and 10 day letters to the
parents concerning the student’s excessive absenteeism

e After the 10-day letter, the administrator makes phone calls to schedule a conference
with the parents.

Cultural Competency

Findings:

Cedarville Elementary School’s Overall Student Population Descriptors

The socio-economic status and ethnicity of residents of the community are reflected in
the students of Cedarville Elementary School, where 80.6% are on paid lunches and
19.4% receive free/reduced lunches. The student population is comprised of 91.1%

White, 3.3% Multiracial, 1.1% Black, 3.7% Hispanic, 0.3% Native American, and 1.1%
Asian.
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Student Populations -

Ethnicity 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2016-17
Native American 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.3% 0.3%
Black 0.4% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.7% 1.1%
Asian 1.6% 2.1% 1.9% 1.2% 0.7% 0.6%
Hispanic 3.0% 3.7% 4.9% 4.2% 3.1% 3.7%
White 92.4% 91.8% 89.5% 91.0% 92.2% 91.0%
Multi-Racial 2.3% 1.5% 2.5% 2.5% 3.0% 3.3%

The percentage of Cedarville students receiving free/reduced lunches is at its highest

level.
Student Populations - Socio-
Economic Status 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
Paid Lunch 83.4% 84.3% 85.8% 83.4% 81.9% 80.6%
Free/Reduced Lunch 16.6% 15.7% 14.2% 16.6% 18.1% 19.4%

Cedarville Elementary School’s Third Grade Student Population Descriptors

The percentage of Cedarville third graders receiving free/reduced lunches has increased

5.2% from the prior year.

Student Populations -
Socio-Economic Status

(Grade 3) 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2016-17
Paid Lunch 80.2% 82.3% 87.3% 83.7% 85.0% 79.8%
Free/Reduced Lunch 19.8% 17.1% 12.7% 16.3% 15.0% 20.2%

The percentage of third grade Special Education students at Cedarville Elementary has

fluctuated, with an increase from last year to this of 2.6%.

Student Populations -

(Grade 3) 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2016-17
General Education 89.8% 87.7% 92.1% 90.4% 92.8% 90.2%
Special Education 10.2% 12.3% 7.9% 9.6% 7.2% 9.8%
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Disaggregated ISTEP+ Data:

Ethnicity & ELL

In 2013-2014 and 2016-2017 the Hispanic group was large enough to measure for grade
3 ISTEP+. There have not been enough to be measured in other years. Beginning in
2016-2017 Multiracial ethnicity was measurable. Non-ELL students were similar to
those for the third grade overall in both ELA and Math.

% Passing ISTEP+ (Grade 3)

2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15

2016-17

Ethnicty: White

Eng/LA

Math

Ethnicty: Hispanic

Eng/LA

Math

Ethnicty: Multiracial

Eng/LA

Math

Non-English Learners
(Non-Limited)

Eng/LA 94% 94% 96%

Math 92% 94% 95% 88% 87% 90%

***Value not computed for fewer than 10 students.

Paid & Free/Reduced Lunch

In 2011-12, the difference between the percentages of students passing ELA increased
between Paid Lunch and students receiving Free/Reduced Lunches. This gap increased
to eleven percentage points, as compared to only three percentage points in the prior year.
In Math, the difference between the percentages of students passing decreased between
Paid Lunch and students receiving Free/Reduced Lunches. This gap decreased to seven
percentage points, as compared to ten percentage points in the prior year.

In 2012-13, the difference between the percentages of students passing ELA decreased to

four percentage points between Paid Lunch and students receiving Free/Reduced
Lunches. In Math, the difference between the percentages of students passing increased
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between Paid Lunch and students receiving Free/Reduced Lunches. This gap increased
to twelve percentage points, as compared to seven percentage points in the prior year.

In 2013-14 saw little change in the percentage of paid lunch students who passed
ISTEP+. The gap between was reduced due to improved Free/Reduced Lunch scores.

2014-15 brought the greatest discrepancy between Paid and Free/Reduced Lunch scores.

2015-16 showed a 5 % greater difference passing for Paid students in ELA. In Math,
Free/Reduced students scored 7% greater difference than Paid.

2016-17 showed a substantial difference in Math between Paid and Free/Reduced
students.

% Passing ISTEP+ (Grade 3)

Paid Lunch 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2016-17
Eng/LA 95% 95% 96% 94% 94% 93%
Math 93% 96% 94% 90% 85% 91%
Free/Reduced Lunch 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2016-17
Eng/LA 84% 91% 96% 83% 89% 82%
Math 86% 84% 100% 7% 92% 67%

General Ed. & Special Needs

In 2011-12, the percentage of Special Education students in third grade nearly doubled
from the prior year, representing 10.2% of the 3" grade population. The percentage of
general education third grade students who passed the ELA portion of ISTEP+ was
twenty-one percentage points higher than that for special education students, and nineteen
percentage points higher in Math.

In 2012-13, the percentage of general education third grade students who passed the ELA
portion of ISTEP+ was eighteen percentage points higher than that for special education
students, and eight percentage points higher in Math. This represents a closing of the gap
between general education and special education third graders in both ELA and Math
over the previous year.

The 2013-14 results showed a slight bump in the ELA portion for general ed., and a slight
decrease for special education.

The 2014-15 results showed a major decrease in the percentage of Special Education
students passing either portion of ISTEP+, with only 9 of 18 passing.
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% Passing ISTEP+ (Grade 3)

General Ed 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2016-17
Eng/LA 95% 96% 98% 97% 95% 94%
Math 93% 95% 95% 92% 89% 89%
Special Ed 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2016-17
Eng/LA 74% 78% 73% 50% ok Hxk
Math 74% 87% 87% 50% ok Hxk

***Value not computed for fewer than 10 students.

ANALYSIS: In 2012-13, the percentage of free/reduced lunch third graders
decreased nearly three percentage points from the prior year. The disparity in
performance in ELA between Paid and Free/Reduced students is insignificant for the
2013-14 year thanks to a great increase in math score by the Free/Reduced group.

After a period wherein the number of Special Education third grade was not statistically
significant, the percentage of Special Education third graders rose to 12.3% during the
2012-13 school year. The disparity in ISTEP+ performance between General Education
and Special Education third graders that became evident in both ELA and Math in 2011-
12 has fluctuated. The Math gap has narrowed to single digits.

Part of the drop in special education students between 2013-2014 to 2014-2015 is
attributed to the demise of IMAST, a test designed for students who are accessing the
general education curriculum but are finding that their disabilities interfere with their
success on the ISTEP+. This test was in lieu of ISTEP+, meaning that students would
take the IMAST instead. The test was designed for students who (1) receive special
education services because of the presence of a disability, (2) meaningfully access
curriculum for the enrolled grade, but are not likely to reach grade-level proficiency in
the same time frame as other students, and (3) are expected to earn a high school
diploma, either through GQE proficiency or through a waiver or appeal. The eligibility
of a student to take the IMAST was determined by a Case Conference Committee.

IMPLICATIONS: As the student population changes at Cedarville Elementary, the
staff will need to remain cognizant of performance levels within each student group;
including Ethnicity, Limited English Proficiency, Socio-Economic Status, and
educational program status (general education/special education). Attention should
continue to be directed toward achieving and maintaining only a negligible difference in
performance between paid and free/reduced lunch students, especially in light of
changing percentage of free/reduced lunch students served.
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Although the number of Special Ed students was not statistically significant for two years,
and therefore not computed by the state, the staff and administration of Cedarville
Elementary recognize their responsibility to provide the best educational services
possible for all students, including Special Ed. Given that 98% of General Ed students
passed ELA and 95% passed Math as compared with 73% (ELA) and 87% (Math) of
Special Education students passing in 2013-14, it can be seen that many of the students
who did not pass either section of ISTEP+ were Special Ed students. The disparity
between the percentages of General Education and Special Education students passing
ISTEP+ in both subject areas underscores the need to direct particular attention toward
addressing the academic needs of Special Ed students.

Instructional Methods and Professional Development:

All of the instructional methods noted above, and described below, support the teaching
of the College and Career Ready Indiana Academic Standards. The instructional practices
that are implemented with a core curriculum developed at the district level are research-
based and support the achievement of College and Career Ready Indiana Academic
Standards. All instructional strategies are based on the analysis of universal screeners.

e 6+1 Writing Traits — This program focuses on improving students’ writing skills
through the use of the traits, which include: voice, organization, ideas, sentence
fluency, word choice, and conventions. As a follow-up to professional development
activities, the district and outside resources continue to work with the administrative
team to facilitate sustainability.

e Lucy Calkins Writing - This method of instruction focuses on the goal of fostering
lifelong writers. It is based upon four principles:

o Students will write about their own lives.

o Students will use a consistent writing process.

o Students will work in authentic ways.

o The process will foster independence in writing.

e Balanced Literacy — This program offers a primary and intermediate approach to
literacy, including reading, spelling, and writing.

e 90-minute Reading Block — This ensures 90 minutes of uninterrupted reading time
each day for all students in grades K — 3.

o Daily 5 — Students select from five authentic reading and writing choices, working
independently toward personalized goals, while the teacher meets individual needs
through whole-group and small-group instruction, as well as one-on-one conferring.
These choices include

o Read to Self,
o Work on Writing,
o Read to Someone,
o Listen to Reading, and
o Word Work.
The benefits of The Daily 5 for teachers and schools include the following:
o students develop independence, stamina, and accountability;

29


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Writing_process

o less time consumed by classroom management leaves more for
instruction;
o the framework adapts flawlessly to district-adopted curriculums and state
mandates;
o improves school-wide literacy achievement; and
o behaviors of independence transfer to other content areas.
CAFE — Teachers use The CAFE System to assess, instruct, and monitor student
progress. It provides tools for constructing group and individual lessons that provide
just-in-time instruction, ensuring that all students reach their potential. The system
helps teachers
o establish and track the strengths and goals of each child by providing a
structure for conferring;
o organize assessment data and use it to inform instruction;
o maximize time with students in whole-group, small-group, and one-on-
one settings;
o create flexible small groups focused on specific reading needs;
o engage students, fostering ownership and accountability to reach goals;
and
o develop a common language to talk about reading development and
proficiency.
Balanced Math — The Balanced Math framework is designed to help teachers build
students who can solve problems and also communicate their understanding to others.
When students are actively engaged in a “balance” of mathematics, they can succeed
in applying their mathematical reasoning ability to solve real-life problems. The
components of Balanced Math include:
o Daily Math Review
o Problem Solving (Poster Math)
o Mental Math
o Conceptual Understanding (Indiana and EACS curriculum)
o Math Fact Fluency
Depth Of Knowledge (DOK) — This is a process and criteria for analzyzing the
alignment between standards and standardized assessments. The process
demonstrates reviewing curricular alignment. Each grouping of tasks within this
process reflects a different level of cognitive expectation, or depth of knowledge
required to complete the task. The DOK levels are:
o 1-—Recall and Reproduction
o 2 - Skills and Concepts
o 3 - Short-term Strategic Thinking
o 4 - Extended Thinking
Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) - is an evidence-based, data-
driven framework proven to reduce disciplinary incidents, increase a school’s sense
of safety and support improved academic outcomes. The premise of PBIS is that
continual teaching, combined with acknowledgement or feedback of positive student
behavior will reduce unnecessary discipline and promote a climate of greater
productivity, safety and learning. PBIS schools apply a multi-tiered approach to
prevention, using disciplinary data and principles of behavior analysis to develop
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school-wide, targeted and individualized interventions and supports to improve
school climate for all students. (OSEP Technical Assistance Center on Positive
Behavior Interventions & Supports, 2009)

Instruction is provided by highly qualified teachers at all grade levels, K — 3.

Instructional activities and programs at the school level will ensure that students having
difficulty mastering proficient and advanced levels of academic achievement are
provided with effective, timely additional assistance. Proposed interventions will be
based on student achievement objectives/goals, and will draw upon the expertise of the
school’s Administrator, Student Assistance Specialist, Instructional Coach, and staff. A
schedule is developed to include a thirty-minute intervention timeline, as well as time for
collaboration among colleagues for new intervention ideas. In addition, WIDA standards
have been included in both ELA and Math curriculum to support instruction for EL for
low performing Hispanic and Amish students.

All East Allen County School students are provided a strong English Language Arts
Curriculum supported through the use of instructional coaches in each elementary school.
In addition, WIDA standards have been included in the district curriculum to support
instruction for EL and low-performing students.

Throughout the 2014-15 school year, Cedarville’s Instructional Coach provided job-
embedded professional development each week through 60-minute collaboration sessions
at each grade level, in addition to offering optional trainings. The administrative team
will continue instructional coaching duties to maintain a highly trained staff. These
sessions will be data-driven and standards-based, aligned to the individual needs of the
teachers to increase the learning of all students. Professional development will also be
supported and provided through district support, webinars, book talks, workshops, and
additional collaboration between and among grade levels.

Professional development is designed to:

e Emphasize improvement of student learning and performance.

e Support research-based, sustainable school improvement efforts.

e Align with the core principles of professional development.

e Include methods to improve the cultural competency of teachers, administrators, staff,
parents, and students.

Technology:

Students in grades K-3 have access at least forty minutes two to four times each week to
one of the school’s two computer labs. During this time, students experience a variety of
learning opportunities, which may include: NWEA, First in Math (for math enrichment),
Accelerated Reader (to build Reading skills), Scholastic Storia, and BrainPop Jr., word
processing in Microsoft Word, data processing in Microsoft Excel, presentation
development in Microsoft Power Point, creating publications in Microsoft Publisher, and
research via the Internet. The primary focus of these computer lab sessions is for
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students to engage in CompassLearning Odyssey®, which delivers standards aligned
PreK-12 curricula that provide interactive, self-paced, challenging, engaging activities.
These activities promote exploration, individual and cooperative learning, problem
solving, reflection, and real-world connections. Odyssey applies current and confirmed
research about how student think and learn. Odyssey provides assessments aligned with
growth development measures and state standards. When combined with the Odyssey
curriculum, educators know exactly where a student stands in the testing scores and each
student has a recommended learning path to improve those scores.

NWEA results create individual pathways for third grade students to explore and excel
through self-pacing of curriculum.

My Virtual Reading Coach (MVRC) provides differentiated instruction based on each
student’s initial diagnostic testing and can be used by all students. The diagnostic tests,
progress monitoring results, and student performance determine lesson assignment.
Students are assigned targeted instruction based on needs. MVRC accommodates
students with diverse reading skills and instructional needs. They serve as an intervention
for students in Tier 2 and Tier 3.

MVRC teaches students to comprehend grade level text and to read that text fluently.
The student first becomes proficient in phonological awareness and phonics skills if
needed. When a student demonstrates accurate decoding skills, he also receives
vocabulary and grammar and meaning instruction. Finally, MVRC delivers explicitly
fluency training to improve silent reading rate. Improvement in comprehension and
fluency are simultaneous goals. The interactive activities help students stay focused and
accelerate their progress.

All teachers maintain weekly newsletters accessible through the learning management
system, Canvas, and distributed via e-mail to all homes. Each newsletter provides
parents, students, and patrons an overview of material to be covered in the week ahead.
Teachers may also include information about homework, worksheets, state standards,
educational resources, as well as classroom news. Teachers electronically record
attendance on a daily basis.

All K — 3 classrooms are equipped with SmartBoards and Apple TV to facilitate the use
of interactive learning opportunities, applications, and activities

In 2011-12, all K — 3 teachers were provided iPads which interface with SmartBoards. In
2012-13, iPads were available for student use in grades K-3 (1 iPad:4 students). For the
2016-2017 school year iPads are available at a 1:1 student ratio. These iPads are used for
assessment as well as instructional purposes.

Cedarville families have online access through Parent Access to their student’s grades,
attendance, lunch balance, discipline, and emergency contact information. This is a
valuable resource to parents as they monitor their child’s progress over time. Parent
Access is available through both the district and school websites.
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The school newsletter, The Cedarville Connection, is posted on the school website, and is
sent electronically to all parents who have email access. Those without internet access
receive as a hard copy. Additional information is posted on the school website,
Facebook, and Twitter (@cedarvilleel).

Safe and Disciplined Learning Environment Data

Behavior issues evidenced by in-school and out-of-school suspensions or expulsions have
not been a concern for Cedarville Elementary School over the last ten years. Over the
past five years, the administrator and staff have developed and refined behavior
procedures/expectations for students in classrooms, the cafeteria, hallways, playground,
field trips, and special events. In the 2013-14 school year identified staff took a lead role
in the Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) system and A.L.I.C.E.
Safety Training; developing programs and training all other staff.

Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) is an evidence-based, data-driven
framework proven to reduce disciplinary incidents, increase a school’s sense of safety
and support improved academic outcomes. The premise of PBIS is that continual
teaching, combined with acknowledgement or feedback of positive student behavior will
reduce unnecessary discipline and promote a climate of greater productivity, safety and
learning. PBIS schools apply a multi-tiered approach to prevention, using disciplinary
data and principles of behavior analysis to develop school-wide, targeted and
individualized interventions and supports to improve school climate for all students.
(OSEP Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavior Interventions & Supports,
2009)

The A.L.1.C.E. program is designed to give a person, or group of people, who may find
themselves in a violent, life threatening situation, some mental and physical tools that
could play a vital role in their survival. The program is designed so that anybody can
employ the strategies.

A.L.1.C.E is an acronym for:

1. Alert, notify authorities and those in harm’s way of the danger at hand. It is important
to be as clear and accurate with the information as possible. Remember to identify
yourself, your location, the suspect information, type of weapon, direction of travel and a
call back number. Don’t hang up unless your safety is compromised or you are directed
to by the dispatcher.

2. Lockdown, or shelter in place. By locking down and barricading entry points, you are
making yourself a hard target and creating a stronghold that nobody should be able to
enter. Only police personnel may enter a locked down room.

3. Inform, give real-time updates. This can be accomplished with things such as video
surveillance equipment or public address systems. Updates during a violent intruder
incident allow you to make sound decisions about how to react and what steps, if any, to
take next. They can also act as good distracters for the intruder.
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4. Counter the attacker as a last resort. There have been instances where victims did not
have the ability to lockdown or get out because the violent incident occurred right next to
them or they were in an area that was not securable. There is also the possibility of the
intruder breaching a secured area. If this is the situation then total commitment to
countering the attacker is essential. Many objects can be used as distraction devices,
spread out, turn out the lights and be ready to cause confusion for the intruder and make
yourself a hard target.

5. Evacuate, or get out!! Your goal here is to put as much time and distance as possible
between you and the attacker. Don’t use the same rally point as with a fire or earthquake
drill, you will want to move much further away from this danger zone.

Appropriate behavior and expectations allow our teachers and students to take part in a
variety of learning experiences such as field trips, music programs, etc. These would not
otherwise be possible without additional staff to monitor student behavior.

Records are kept of all student bus infractions, detentions, office referrals, suspensions,
and expulsions. Bus infractions, suspensions, and expulsions are kept electronically with
the majority being bus infractions. In total, bus infractions are minimal and have not
been a negative academic factor. Suspensions and expulsions are electronically reported
to the state.

As part of a district initiative beginning with the 2010-11 school year, Cedarville
Elementary School has implemented “Character Counts” and “Challenging Behaviors —

Bullying, Alternatives, and Thinking Errors™. In the fall of 2012, Cedarville Elementary
School implemented “First 10 Days”, which deals with digital safety and citizenship.

Request of Waivers

None requested at this time.
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Triangulation of Data

Goal # 1 for 2017-18: All students will demonstrate comprehension skills across the LA
curriculum.
Support Data: 1. ISTEP+
2. DIBELS
3. TRC
4. IREAD-3

In order to achieve that overarching goal, Cedarville Elementary will target Reading
Comprehension/Literacy and Math Problem Solving skills. With a focus on these higher-
level skills, the lower level skills, such as Math Computation skills, will be refined in the
process.

Cedarville Elementary is committed to raising the level of expectations and performance
for its students; therefore, measurable progress will be demonstrated as follows and a
reflection of the new College and Career pathways developed by the IDOE:

e 50% percent of Cedarville third graders will achieve PASS+ in ELA, and that
percentage will increase by 2 percentage points for the 2018-19 school year. This
would results in an 11.1% improvement for the first year of the goal and 15.5%
increase within a two year period.

e The percentage of third grade students passing the IREAD-3 reading assessment will
be 98% or above.

e 90% of students in each grade level (K-2) will perform at benchmark levels in
DIBELS by the end of each school year.

e 90% of students in grade K will perform at or above proficiency in EOY TRC. 92%
of students in grade 1 will perform at or above proficiency in EOY TRC. 87% of
students in grade 2 will perform at or above proficiency in EOY TRC. Taking this
roughly same collection of students and moving them to the next grade level would
result in an increase of two percent from the prior year.

Goal #2 for 2017-18: All students will demonstrate improved writing skills across the
curriculum.

Measurable progress will be demonstrated as follows:

e 50% percent of Cedarville third graders will achieve PASS+ in ELA, and that
percentage will increase by 2 percentage points for the 2018-19 school year. This
would results in an 11.1% improvement for the first year of the goal and 15.5%
increase within a two year period.

e The percent of third grade students passing the IREAD-3 reading assessment will be
98% or above.

e 90% of students in each grade level (K-2) will perform at benchmark levels in
DIBELS by the end of each school year.
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90% of students in grade K will perform at or above proficiency in EOY TRC. 92%
of students in grade 1 will perform at or above proficiency in EOY TRC. 87% of
students in grade 2 will perform at or above proficiency in EOY TRC. Taking this
roughly same collection of students and moving them to the next grade level would
result in an increase of two percent from the prior year.
District-wide writing prompts goals are as follows:
o Kindergarten
= BOY 1, MOY 2, EQY 3
o First
= BOY 3, MOY 4, EQY 5
o Second
= Writing Application BOY4, MOY 4, EQY 4
= Writing Convention BOY 3, MOY 3, EOY 3
o Third
= Writing Application BOY4, MOY 4, EOY 4
= Writing Convention BOY 3, MOY 3, EQY 3
80% of third graders will score at least 3 points on the Writing Applications portion
of ISTEP+.

Goal #3 for 2017-18: All students will demonstrate improved fluency skills across the
LA curriculum

Measurable progress will be demonstrated as follows:

93% percent of Cedarville third graders will achieve PASS in ELA, and that
percentage will increase by 1 percentage points for the 2018-19 school year. This
would results in a 2.2% improvement for the first year of the goal and 3.3% increase
within a two year period.

The percent of third grade students passing the IREAD-3 reading assessment will be
98% or above.

90% of students in each grade level (K-2) will perform at benchmark levels in
DIBELS by the end of each school year.

90% of students in grade K will perform at or above proficiency in EOY TRC. 92%
of students in grade 1 will perform at or above proficiency in EOY TRC. 87% of
students in grade 2 will perform at or above proficiency in EOY TRC. Taking this
roughly same collection of students and moving them to the next grade level would
result in an increase of two percent from the prior year.

90 percent of kindergarten students will achieve a score of 40 or higher on the end of
year PSF test.

90 percent of first grade students will achieve a score of 13 or higher on the end of
year NWF test.

90 percent of second grade students will achieve a score of 87+ WC and 97% ACC
on the end of year DORF test.

80% of third graders will score at least 3 points on the Writing Applications portion
of ISTEP+.

36



Goal #4 for 2017-18: All students will demonstrate improved math problem solving
skills.

Measurable progress will be demonstrated as follows:

e 88% percent of Cedarville third graders will achieve PASS in Math on ISTEP+, and
that percentage will increase by 1 percentage points for the 2018-19 school year.
This would results in a 2.3% improvement for the first year of the goal and 3.5%
increase within a two year period.

e 50% percent of Cedarville third graders will achieve PASS+ in Math on ISTEP+, and
that percentage will increase by 2 percentage points for the 2018-19 school year.
This would results in an 11.1% improvement for the first year of the goal and 15.5%
increase within a two year period.

o 80% percent of Cedarville third graders will achieve score a 2 or 3 Applied Skills in
Math on ISTEP+, and that percentage will increase by 2 percentage points for the
2018-19 school year. This would results in a 3.9% improvement for the first year of
the goal and 6.5% increase within a two year period.

e 90% of kindergarten students will achieve benchmark in mClass Math. 90% of grade
1 students will achieve benchmark in mClass Math. 75% of grade 2 students will
achieve benchmark in mClass Math.

e 93% of grade three students will perform at or above the norm grade level mean RIT
in math through NWEA, wherein the national mean RIT=203.4 and the CEEL mean
RIT=213.
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School Improvement Action Plan
Cedarville Elementary

Goal 1: All students will demonstrate improved comprehension across the LA curriculum.

Benchmark:

50% of Cedarville third graders will achieve PASS+ in ELA on grade 3 ISTEP+

The percent of third grade students passing the IREAD-3 reading assessment will be 98% or above.
Kindergarten will maintain at least a 90% passing rate of “C” or higher at EOY on TRC.

First grade will maintain at least a 92% passing rate of “I” or higher at EOY on TRC.

e Second grade will maintain at least an 87% passing rate of “M” or higher at EOY on TRC.

Support Data (from the Profile) Standardized Assessments Local Assessments
1. District curriculum implementations 1. Scantron (2-3) 1. AR
2. Staff, student, and former student surveys | 2. ISTEP+ (3) 2. District Prompts
3. IREAD-3 (3) 3. Waterford
4. mClass DIBELS (K-2) 4. My Virtual Reading Coach
5. mClass TRC (K-2) 5. Compass Odyssey
6. NWEA (3) 6. DLR
7. LLI
Intervention 1. Students will receive differentiated instruction in reading. Research/Best Practices for Interventions:
EACS Curriculum
Activities to Implement the Intervention Person(s) Timeline
Accountable | Begin End Resources Monitoring Activities
Staff will provide opportunities for students to participate | Teachers 2017 2020 Leveled literacy books, | Amplify,
in guided reading groups as directed by district Compass Odyssey,
curriculum guidelines. EACS Curriculum, Teacher plan books,
Special area staff will provide small group lessons and Teacher resourc_es,
opportunities for students to work on needed skills. My Virtual Reading Walkthroughs,
Coach, LLI,
Staff will provide lessons to build stamina in reading. Amplify, ) Discussion/observation
Daily 5 and CAFE,
Staff will increase Depth of Knowledge beyond reciting | Special area Waterford, EACS appendices rubrics,
facts. Reading will include analysis of text, as well as staff 7 Keys of
basic comprehension of a text. Analysis of text through Comprehension, Think About It books,
inference, summary, inter_pretation,_classification, and Staff Storia, BrainPop Jr.,
whether fact or opinion will be required. At the upper Literacy apps, Readers/Writers notebooks,
grades _students W|Il_be encouraged_ to explal_n, _ ReadWorks, MyON
generalize, summarize, or connect ideas; which will !
require reasoning and planning. Data Room




School Improvement Action Plan
Cedarville Elementary

Goal 2: All students will demonstrate improved writing skills across the curriculum.

Benchmark:

e 50% percent of Cedarville third graders will achieve PASS+ in ELA, and that percentage will increase by 2 percentage points for the 2018-19
school year.

Kindergarten students will average a score of 3 or higher on the end of year district writing prompt.

First grade students will average a score of 5 or higher on the end of year district writing prompt.

Second grade students will average a score of 4 or higher on the end of year district writing prompt in writing application.

Third grade students will average a score of 4 or higher on the year district writing prompt in writing application.

Support Data (from the Profile) Standardized Assessments Local Assessments
1. District curriculum implementations 1. ISTEP+ (3) 1. District Writing Prompts
2. Staff, student, and former student surveys | 2. Scantron (2-3) 2. Written Response to Literature

3. NWEA (3) 3. Bundle Performance Tasks

4. IREAD-3 (3)
Intervention 2: Students will receive differentiated instruction in writing. Research/Best Practice for Intervention:

EACS Curriculum

Activities to Implement the Intervention Person(s) Timeline

Accountable | Begin End Resources Monitoring Activities
Students will be given the opportunity to write and | Staff 2017 2020 6+1 Traits of Writing Planning pages, Published books
publish a Young Authors Book.

Write Source Performances
Students will be given the opportunity to write/
perform plays/readers theater. Interactive Writing Conferencing/ anecdotal records
Students will be given the opportunity to write/ EACS curriculum EACS appendices/rubrics
poetry and share on the announcements. resources
EACS performance tasks

Staff will model what writers do, through well- Guided Reader’s and
planned mini lessons. Writers Walkthroughs
Staff will model and reflect on Literature through Daily 5 Inter-rater reliability

written response.

) Data Room
Students will produce research papers/

nonfictional writing, independently or in groups
based off of science or social studies concepts.

Students will learn how to respond to literature in
all subject areas.




School Improvement Action Plan
Cedarville Elementary

Goal 3: All students will demonstrate improved fluency skills across the LA curriculum.

Benchmark:

e 93% of Cedarville third graders will achieve PASS in ELA on grade 3 ISTEP+, and that percentage will increase by 1 percentage points for the

2018-19 school year.

e The percent of third grade students passing the IREAD-3 reading assessment will be 98% or above.

e EL students’ overall English Proficiency score will go up by one level in the WIDA Access Test.

¢ 90 percent of kindergarten students will achieve a score of 40 or higher on the end of year PSF test.

¢ 90 percent of first grade students will achieve a score of 13 or higher on the end of year NWF test.

¢ 90 percent of second grade students will achieve a score of 87+ WC and 97% ACC on the end of year DORF test.

Support Data (from the Profile)
1. District curriculum implementations
2. Staff, student, and former student surveys

Standardized Assessments
1. ISTEP+ (3) 6. LLI
2. Scantron (2-3)

3. IREAD-3 (3)

4., NWEA

5. DIBELS (K-2)

Local Assessments

1. Spelling tests

2. Writing Prompt (Conventions)
3. My Virtual Reading Coach

4. Waterford

5.DLR

Intervention 3: Students will receive differentiated instruction in reading

Research/Best Practice for Intervention:

fluency. 1. EACS Curriculum 3. Waterford
2. My Virtual Reading Coach
Activities to Implement the Intervention Person(s) Timeline
Accountable | Begin End Resources Monitoring Activities
Students will have word work lessons built into their Staff 2017 2020 Word Matters Lesson plan books,
guided/ small group reading instruction based on the Storia,
needs at their reading level and will practice Teacher resources, Observations/walkthroughs
vocabulary skills to improve comprehension with MyON,
emphasis of using WIDA strategies to support EL Guiding Readers and | Amplify (progress monitoring)
students Writers
. . , ReadWorks, Data Room

Special area staff will provide small group lessons and Teacher created
opportunities for students to work on phonetic eac 'el create
(accuracy) skills. materla S

Amplify,
Staff will model word study/accuracy skills through Daily 5/Cafe,

Read Alouds and Shared Reading (Thinking Aloud).

Staff will immerse students in morphemes as a way to
identify, analyze, and describe words for
understanding. The variance of word meaning through
given morphemes will stretch student understanding
and vocabulary in both reading and writing. The root
words/simple words/free morphemes will be

Internet teacher
resources such as
Read, Write, Think
BrainPop Jr.




expounded upon using affixes, prefixes, suffixes, etc.

The school will use WIDA standards to help support
EL. Staff will provide explicit instruction to develop
comprehension skills with focus on inferencing, close
reading and QAR in all content areas. Teachers will
emphasize the use of WIDA strategies to support EL
students. Staff will continue focus with Webb’s Depth
of Knowledge to add rigor to instruction at all DOK
levels.




School Improvement Action Plan
Cedarville Elementary

Goal 4: All students will demonstrate improved math problem solving skills.

Benchmark:
e Cedarville third grade students will maintain a PASS+ in Math of 50% and 88% of Cedarville third graders will achieve PASS in Math on
ISTEP+.

e 90 percent of kindergarten students will achieve score of at least 39 in Number ID and a score of at least 15 in Missing Number on the EOY
mClass Math assessment.

e 90 percent of first grade students will achieve a score of at least 21 in Missing Number and a score of at least 11 in Number Facts on the EOY
mClass Math assessment.

e 75 percent of second grade students will achieve a score of at least 12 in Missing Number and a score of at least 24 in Computation on the
EOY mClass Math assessment.

Support Data (from the Profile) Standardized Assessments Local Assessments
1. District curriculum implementations 1. Scantron (2-3) 1. Math Timed Tests
2. Staff, student, and former student surveys 2. ISTEP+ (3) 2. Weekly DMR assessments
3. NWEA (3) 3. Firstin Math
4. mClass Math (K-2) 4. Compass Odyssey
Intervention 1. Students will receive differentiated instruction in math. Research/Best Practice for Intervention:

1. EACS Curriculum

Activities to Implement the Intervention Person(s) Timeline
Accountable | Begin End Resources Monitoring Activities
Staff will provide opportunities for students to Staff 2017 2020 Teacher resources, Progress monitoring,
participate in problem solving activities as directed Rocket Math,
by district curriculum guidelines. Balanced Math Teacher plan books
EACS Curriculum
Teachers will teach math facts daily. Resources, Walkthroughs,
DMR,
Teachers will use Balanced Math practices, The Problem Solver, Discussion/observation,
including Poster Math, Daily Math Review, Math Timed Test (app),
Facts, and the 10 Problem Solving Strategies. Math Fact Master Amplify,
(app),
Teachers will teach and practice the 10 solution Other math apps, EACS appendices rubrics,
strategies on a weekly basis. First in Math
First in Math,
Data Room




Results-Based Staff Development Plan
Cedarville Elementary

Goal 1, Intervention 1: Students will receive differentiated instruction in reading.

Staff Development Outcome

Measure of Effectiveness

Student Outcome

Staff will deepen their understanding of Staff will implement guided reading in their All students will show growth in guided
guided reading. classrooms with fidelity. reading.
Level Activity Person(s) Evidence of Resources Timeline
Responsible Attainment
Knowledge Instructional Coach will collaborate with and/or | Instructional Training Professional ongoing
train the staff in guided reading. Coach dates/notes resources, EACS
curriculum
guidelines
Model/ The staff will view videos of approved guided Staff, IC, Collaboration | Video list, IC, ongoing
Demonstration | reading lessons, peer demonstrations, and Administrator | notes, Lesson | Professional
Low-risk Instructional Coach modeling. plans resources
Practice Administrator will observe teachers during Administrator | Lesson plans, | Administrator, self- | ongoing
guided reading and provide appropriate Observation reflection
feedback. records, self-
reflection,
evidence of
teaching in the
classroom
On-the Job Staff will implement guided reading. Staff Lesson plans, | Professional ongoing
Practice Administrator | resources, IC, self-
observation reflection,
notes, self- Administrator,
reflection Peers
Follow Up Teachers will reflect on guided reading Staff, IC, Collaboration | Peers, IC, ongoing

practices, meet with the Administrator and IC,

Administrator

notes,

Administrator




and collaborate with colleagues. Principal will Curriculum
observe and/or evaluate guided reading meeting notes,
practices. Principal
evaluation/
notes
Knowledge The Instructional Coach will collaborate with Staff, IC, Training Professional ongoing
and/or train the staff in guided reading. Administrator | dates/notes resources, IC,
EACS curriculum
guidelines
Long Term Teachers will continue to collaborate and utilize | Staff, IC, Collaboration | Administrator, IC, | ongoing

Maintenance

colleague support. Ongoing training will be
provided as needed to current and new staff.
Principal will observe and/or evaluate guided
reading practices.

Administrator

notes,
improved test
scores, lesson
plans, Data,
Observation

Peers, Professional
resources




Staff Development Outcome

Results-Based Staff Development Plan

Cedarville Elementary
Goal 2, Intervention 2: Students will receive differentiated instruction in writing.

Measure of Effectiveness

Student Outcome

All teachers will implement Lucy Calkins
Units of Study and/or 6+1 Traits of Writing.

Staff will implement Lucy Calkins Units of
Study and/or 6+1 Traits of Writing in their
classrooms with fidelity.

Student writing prompt scores will increase.
Students will apply what has been learned in
their daily writing work.

Level Activity Person Evidence of Resources Timeline
Responsible Attainment
Knowledge Staff will be trained in the Lucy Calkins Units of | IC, Lesson plans, | Lucy Calkins Units | ongoing
Study and/or 6+1 Traits of Writing. Administrator, | EACS training | of Study, EACS
other trained schedule, curriculum, 6+1
staff members | Administrator | Traits of Writing
agenda
Model/ The staff will participate in peer demonstrations | IC, Staff, Collaboration | IC, Professional ongoing
Demonstration | and IC modeling. Administrators | notes, Lesson | resources
plans
Low-risk Administrator will observe teachers during Administrator | Lesson plans, | Administrator, IC, | ongoing
Practice writing workshop and provide appropriate Observation self-reflection
feedback. records, self-
reflection
On-the Job Staff will implement Lucy Calkins Units of Staff Lesson plans, | Professional ongoing
Practice Study and/or 6+1 Traits of Writing. Administrator | resources, self-
observation reflection,
notes, self- Administrator,
reflection, Peers
evidence of
learning in the
classroom
Follow Up Teachers will reflect on writing practices, meet | Staff, Collaboration | Peers, ongoing
with the Administrator or IC, and collaborate Administrator | notes, Administrator
with colleagues. Principal will observe and/or Curriculum

evaluate writing practices.

meeting notes,
Administrator/
notes




Long Term
Maintenance

Teachers will continue to collaborate and utilize
colleague support. Ongoing training will be
provided as needed to current and new staff.
Principal will observe and/or evaluate writing
practices.

Staff, IC,
Administrator

Collaboration
notes,
improved test
scores, lesson