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2009 School Improvement Plan Evaluation
(All questions * must be shared with parents)
	*Is your school on improvement for reading?
	No
	*for math?
	No




If yes to either one, you must send a letter to all parents and a signed copy to Federal Programs.
	Team Involved in this Evaluation:
You must include multiple representatives from all groups.
	Administrators:
	Dr. Freda Ogburn, Amy Marin-Carlson, Deborah Toomey

	
	Teachers:
	Jerri Sitek, Holly Draper, Poonam Sharma, Michelle Loeffler, Toni Terrell, Aimee DeSotel, Paula Phelan, Molly Stricklin, Nancy Skelton, Stephanie Budt, Sharry Briggs, Nanette Harrop, Jay Miller, Mike Blair, Angie Cakin, Laurie Sellmeyer, Matthew Mortensen, Cindi Thomas,  Joseph  Berger, Alan Gilmore, Carolyn Engel, Tyler Watts, Toni McGee, Lori Tawney-Fike, Linda Marion

	
	Parents:
	Lori Gregory, Tammy Brimmer, Dinisha Carter, Linda Sullivan

	
	Community:
	Marlene Stuart, Lloyonda Johnson, Rebecca Powell, Jill Hershberger, Gail Quaites, JoAnnnette Saunders, Andrea Brashears, Julie Gaunce, Rosemary Duggan, Laura Butner, Mary Mikijanis, Sharon Clopton


	Did you complete a needs assessment before writing your SIP?
	Yes


	In your needs assessment, how many sources of data did you consider?
	3


	Describe your needs assessment process.
	Content area teams were presented with a breakdown of performance by indicator from the Kansas assessment which they then analyzed to identify areas of concern based on that data. The SIP committee, which consists of all staff members, some of whom are also community members, reviewed the 2008-2009 goals, targeted strategies, staff development and 2008 Kansas Assessment and local scores in grade level, Math/Reading groups. Data from the Kansas assessment was analyzed to determine proficiency in each subgroup. Subgroups scoring lowest were identified. This group also conducted an analysis to determine the indicators in which the lowest percentages of students were proficient. Classroom observations and current research-based strategies were reviewed to then determine the strategies to best address our weak areas and subgroups to support student growth. Results of this study were collated and these findings were then presented to the PTA at their initial 2008-2009 school year meeting for additional input and feedback. Results of this study were collated and these findings were then presented to parents on Family Advocacy Day not only as our school’s plan for improvement, but also as part of supporting Eisenhower Middle School’s Mission Statement: REACH – Realizing Expectations through Accountability, Communications, and Higher Lever thinking.



*STATE ASSESSMENTS – GIVE THE PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS WHO SCORED AT STANDARD OR HIGHER IN READING, groups of 30 or higher
	ALL
	WHITE
	BLACK
	HISPANIC
	ASIAN
	AMERICAN

INDIAN
	MALE
	FEMALE
	F/R
	PAID
	SPED
	ALL
	MIGRANT

	57.5%
	66.7%
	53.8%
	65.7%
	
	
	
	
	53.3%
	
	25.3%
	57.5%
	


	*Reading Goal Improvement
	The percentage of students scoring at the meets standard or higher will increase from 50.64% to 56% by the end of the 2009 school year as measured by the Kansas Reading Assessment in Spring 2009. 

The percentage of  targeted students scoring at the meets standard or higher will increase: 

· Free/Reduced lunch from 48.46% to 54%

· Students with Disabilities from 17.89% to 27%

· ELL from 17.65% to 26%

· African-American from 46.77% to 53%

· Hispanic from 56.6% to 61%

· White from 64.94% to 69% 

by the end of the 2009 school year as measured by the Kansas Reading Assessment in Spring 2009.

The percentage of students scoring at exemplary will increase from 11.93% to 20.7% by the end of the 2009 school year as measured by the Kansas Reading Assessment in Spring 2009. 




	*Did you meet your reading goal?
	Yes
	*Did you make AYP in reading
	Yes


	*Reading Strategies Chosen
	1.
	Active Engagement
	

	
	2.
	Metacognitive and self-monitoring strategies
	


	*What was the short term impact of implementing each of the reading strategies?
	Using active engagement strategies in the reading classroom increased students’ attention to the learning task and retention of the concepts taught. Monitoring progress with grade level benchmarks helped student accountability for their learning.


	*What are the long term impacts of implementing each of the reading strategies?
	Students show retention and better comprehension from implementation of the targeted strategies. The ultimate goal of implementing these strategies is for students to enter High School reading on grade level and exit High School college-ready. Using active engagement strategies that involved physical movements to remember prefixes and suffixes as well as activities involving cooperative learning and self-monitoring of progress helped to increase scores in these areas.  Students self-monitored by tracking benchmarks.




	*Describe the professional development around these strategies.
	Building inservices covered many things including: reviewing classroom discussion strategies such as restating and wait time, analyzing student work, presenting the essential elements of a lesson plan, focusing on BIST implementation, and meetings within content groups and SLCs. Instruction, modeling and practice of techniques including Kagan strategies, graphic organizers, higher level questioning, benchmark accountability, and manipulative models were also part of the professional development around these strategies. Family Advocates were trained on accessing student MAP data to discuss with students and set goals. Math and Reading staff had further training to look at dynamic reports to assist in identifying students who needed Tier 2 and Tier 3 instructional support. Peer observations, looking at student work and technology integration to increase student engagement were also part of this building level staff development. Through District inservices in the Reading/Writing content area Read 180 training was administered along with mini-workshops on strategies and resources to teach low-performing indicators.




	*How did the training affect subsequent instructional decisions?
	As evidenced in lesson plans, these strategies were put into place. Strategies were applied in daily instruction. Teachers used these new ideas and adapted models as observed in walk-throughs by administration, the Instructional Coach, and peer observations. Skills were focused upon and practiced in the classroom more conscientiously.


	How did your students perform on the local assessments?
	31.0 % percentage of ALL students met MAP growth and were proficient in the spring state assessment. 20.4% of ALL students met growth; however, they were not proficient on the spring state assessment. In addition, 10.4% of ALL students did not meet MAP growth, but they were proficient on the spring state assessment.  Finally, 37.3% of ALL students did not meet MAP growth nor were they proficient on the spring state assessment.
Individual grade levels performed as follows:

6th Grade

37.2 % percentage of students met MAP growth and were proficient in the spring state assessment. 17.2% of students met growth; however, they were not proficient on the spring state assessment. In addition, 14.4% of students did not meet MAP growth, but they were proficient on the spring state assessment.  Finally, 30.0% of students did not meet MAP growth nor were they proficient on the spring state assessment.

7th Grade
32.2 % percentage of students met MAP growth and were proficient in the spring state assessment. 18.6% of students met growth; however, they were not proficient on the spring state assessment. In addition, 7.9% of students did not meet MAP growth, but they were proficient on the spring state assessment.  Finally, 40.1% of students did not meet MAP growth nor were they proficient on the spring state assessment.

8th Grade

22.2 % percentage of students met MAP growth and were proficient in the spring state assessment. 26.1% of students met growth; however, they were not proficient on the spring state assessment. In addition, 8.5% of students did not meet MAP growth, but they were proficient on the spring state assessment.  Finally, 42.5% of students did not meet MAP growth nor were they proficient on the spring state assessment.




	How do your Title I / Alternative personnel funding support reading improvement?
	Our school did not receive Title I funds. However, the General Fund Replacement provided for 4 additional staff members to lower teacher to student ratio within Reading classes. The Instructional Coach is also provided for with these monies. The Instructional Coach collects data, works with teachers to analyze this data and the specific areas/subgroups needing improvement. Active engagement is modeled and encouraged as are higher-level questioning and a focus on teaching and assessing objectives directly related to the state standards. Technology training including how to access and interpret student data was provided. Student Growth reports were obtained for advocates to share this data with students and parents. 




	How do your Title I / Alternative non-personnel funding support reading improvement?
	After-school tutoring programs were put into place. In the months before testing to review and strengthen concepts taught in class, Saturday tutoring and all day pull-out sessions were held during the school day. Title I funding provided substitute teachers, teachers for after school tutoring and materials for these programs.


	*What additional support did you give students struggling in reading?
	Tier II tutoring was implemented as a semester-long encore class for students based on MAP scores.  Tier II tutoring in lieu of an encore class was given once per week based on present need within the classroom. Full day pull-outs shortly before testing to review and strengthen previous concepts taught. Outside reading was encouraged via reading achiever programs and District reading benchmarks. Read 180 classes were dynamic to meet the needs of students. Peer tutoring was encouraged. Tier II support in the form of pull-outs during class for individual tutoring was also in place for students with special needs. For very low students, Achieve 3000 was used as a resource for these Tier II pull-out sessions. Tier III after-school tutoring was provided one afternoon each week throughout the year from 3:00-5:00 p.m. as well as by individual teachers four days per week 3:00-3:30 p.m. on an as needed basis. 




*STATE ASSESSMENTS – GIVE THE PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS WHO SCORED AT STANDARD OR HIGHER IN MATH, groups of 30 or higher.
	ALL
	WHITE
	BLACK
	HISPANIC
	ASIAN
	AMERICAN

INDIAN
	MALE
	FEMALE
	F/R
	PAID
	SPED
	ALL
	MIGRANT

	47.9%
	55.6%
	44.4%
	55.2%
	
	
	
	
	44.2%
	
	13.9%
	47.9%
	


	*Math Goal Improvement
	The percentage of students scoring at the meets standard or higher will increase from 48.34% to 54% by the end of the 2009 school year as measured by the Kansas Mathematics Assessment in Spring 2009. 

The percentage of  targeted students scoring at the meets standard or higher will increase: 

· Free/Reduced lunch from 46.15% to 52%

· Students with Disabilities from 34.38 to 41%

· ELL from 27.78% to 35%

· African-American from 43.07% to 49%

· Hispanic from 59.26% to 64%

· White from 63.16% to 67% 

by the end of the 2009 school year as measured by the Kansas Mathematics Assessment in Spring 2009.

The percentage of students scoring at exemplary will increase from 8.72% to 17.85% by the end of the 2009 school year as measured by the Kansas Mathematics Assessment in Spring 2009


	*Did you meet your math goal?
	No
	*Did you make AYP in math?
	No


	*Math Strategies Chosen
	1.
	Active Engagement Strategies
	

	
	2.
	Metacognitive and self-monitoring
	


	*What was the short term impact of implementing each of the math strategies?
	Active engagement assisted with classroom management and there were less discipline problems. Students received immediate feedback which allowed them to self-check and correct. Improved participation and on-task behavior was more evident.

Respectful discourse exposed students to other ideas and ways on how to problem solve. Students were able to explain the whole process of solving problems leading to more conceptualized understanding. Monitoring progress with math benchmarks and assessments helped students be accountable for their learning and compete against themselves to improve. Students think and process better with higher level questioning and expectations. Using active engagement strategies in the math classroom especially via the Connected Math Program rationale and prescribed lessons increased students’ attention to the learning task and retention of the concepts taught. 




	*What are the long term impacts of implementing each of the math strategies?
	Greater retention, broader-base of problem-solving strategies and transferal of knowledge were mainly due to higher level questioning and wait time. Scaffolding, modeling, connecting and applying to real world situations were some of the gains evidenced. Higher level questioning led to greater student thinking, transfer of knowledge, and improved capability to build on previous learning. Students were also able to develop real world skills of working within groups. With wait time, students improved their ability to think through problems. Everyone is much more focused and involved. Targeted strategies for all helped develop a sense of community.


	*Describe the professional development around these strategies.
	District content meetings held monthly had teachers looking at specific District-implemented benchmarks to develop quality lessons to actively engage students. Weekly staff development included grade level content time to collaboratively plan lessons, analyze and discuss data, and address the needs of students. Building inservices reviewed classroom discussion strategies including restating, rethinking, re-voicing and re-teaching as well as a strong emphasis on wait time.  Active engagement strategies and other activities to be implemented in class were modeled. The Tuning protocol was used to look at student work. The essential elements of a lesson plan were presented with an emphasis on active engagement and higher level questioning. A focus on BIST implementation to lessen the number of students removed from the room during instruction and also build relationships that lead to learning was in place the entire year. Instruction, modeling and practice of techniques including Kagan strategies, higher level questioning, benchmark accountability, and manipulative models were also part of the professional development around these strategies. Family Advocates were trained on accessing student MAP data to discuss with students and set goals. Math and Reading staff had further training to look at dynamic reports to assist in identifying students who needed Tier 2 and Tier 3 instructional support. Peer observations, looking at student work and technology integration to increase student engagement were also part of this building level staff development. 




	*How did the training affect subsequent instructional decisions?
	Teachers across the curriculum were to implement higher level questioning and active engagement. Practicing the new strategies regularly in the classroom helped each new strategy to take hold. Noting strategies on lesson plans assisted in this endeavor. Analyzing student data and growth was focused upon. Broadening the base of instructional strategies, learning from peers and reflecting upon own practices provided for more differentiation of instruction. Peer observations gave teachers new ideas and insight to improve student learning. Analyzing data helped target struggling students in their particular area of weakness and to develop a plan for intervention.




	How did your students perform on the local assessments?
	26.4 % percentage of ALL students met MAP growth and were proficient in the spring state assessment. 31.2% of ALL students met growth; however, they were not proficient on the spring state assessment. In addition, 7.8% of ALL students did not meet MAP growth, but they were proficient on the spring state assessment.  Finally, 33.4% of ALL students did not meet MAP growth nor were they proficient on the spring state assessment.

Individual grade levels performed as follows:

6th Grade

40.0 % percentage of students met MAP growth and were proficient in the spring state assessment. 35.6% of students met growth; however, they were not proficient on the spring state assessment. In addition, 7.8% of students did not meet MAP growth, but they were proficient on the spring state assessment.  Finally, 15.6% of students did not meet MAP growth nor were they proficient on the spring state assessment.

7th Grade

19.5 % percentage of students met MAP growth and were proficient in the spring state assessment. 31.0% of students met growth; however, they were not proficient on the spring state assessment. In addition, 9.2% of students did not meet MAP growth, but they were proficient on the spring state assessment.  Finally, 39.1% of students did not meet MAP growth nor were they proficient on the spring state assessment.

8th Grade

18.1 % percentage of students met MAP growth and were proficient in the spring state assessment. 26.2% of students met growth; however, they were not proficient on the spring state assessment. In addition, 6.0% of students did not meet MAP growth, but they were proficient on the spring state assessment.  Finally, 48.3% of students did not meet MAP growth nor were they proficient on the spring state assessment.




	How does your Title I / Alternative personnel funding support math improvement?
	Our school did not receive Title I funds. However, the General Fund Replacement provided for 5 additional staff members to lower teacher to student ratio within Math classes. The Instructional Coach is also provided for with these monies. The Instructional Coach collects data, works with teachers to analyze this data and the specific areas/subgroups needing improvement. Active engagement is modeled and encouraged as are higher-level questioning and a focus on teaching and assessing objectives directly related to the state standards. Technology training including how to access and interpret student data was provided. Cross-curricular training was provided for teachers to include within their plans a math link such as math terminology or real-world problems. Additional projector set-ups were purchased to integrate technology into the Math classrooms.




	How does your Title I / Alternative non-personnel funding support math improvement?
	In school and after-school tutoring programs were put into place. In the months before testing to review and strengthen concepts taught in class, Saturday tutoring and all day pull-out sessions were held. Title I funding provided substitute teachers, teachers for after school tutoring and materials for these programs. 




	*What additional support did you give students struggling in math?
	Math Achievers were identified based on Kansas Assessment scores and their progress was followed closely throughout the year. Full day pull-outs shortly before testing to review and strengthen previous concepts taught. In-school pullouts during encore classes were done by all math teachers. Extended year instruction was provided. Peer tutoring was encouraged. Tier I support in the form of pull-outs during class for individual tutoring was also in place for students with special needs. Tier III after-school tutoring was provided one afternoon each week throughout the year from 3:00-5:00 p.m. as well as by individual teachers four days per week 3:00-3:30 p.m. on an as needed basis.




	*Percent of Highly Qualified teaching staff in your building.
	98% of Eisenhower’s Middle School teachers were highly qualified for the 2008-2009 school year.


	*Were all paraprofessionals and aides highly qualified?
	Yes


	Were parents notified after four weeks if a classroom teacher or substitute was not Highly Qualified?  Has documentation been submitted to Federal Programs?
	Not applicable since we did not receive Title I funds and were not required to do so 2008-2009.


	*What kinds of activities were used to give parents the opportunities to be more involved?
	Family Advocacy System, PTA, building level Open House, District-wide open house, informational letters sent home, conferences, phone calls, grade updates, phone master messages, Math Relays, Benchmark meetings, school newsletter, field trips, student agenda messages, progress reports, School Loop, PTA carnival, concerts, sports, Reading Rally Night, parent appreciation lunch


	What percent of Parent Compacts were returned?
	64%


	Were all returned parent compacts signed by all parties?
	yes


How and what percentage did parents respond to the following questions:

	How did you feel about your child’s reading progress last year?
	42.9
	Very Satisfied
	49.6
	Satisfied
	7.5
	Disappointed


	How did you feel about your child’s math progress last year?
	36.3
	Very Satisfied
	46.9
	Satisfied
	16.8
	Disappointed


	How would you best describe your overall relationship with your child’s teachers last year?
	50.7
	Very Satisfied
	42.3
	Satisfied
	7.0
	Disappointed


	Describe how you shared this information with your staff, parents and community?  Has documentation been submitted to Federal Programs?
	Not applicable since we did not receive Title I funds and were not required to do so 2008-2009.


*All starred items must be shared with your parents.
