II.  Geyserville Educational Park’s Analysis of Student Performance Data

Geyserville Education Park under the direction of the administration has spent the last three years analyzing student performance and identifying student needs in the areas of English Language Arts, mathematics, and intervention.  Due to concern about low student performance, especially in the Hispanic and English Learner (EL) subgroups, the district enrolled the school in the Program Improvement Prevention Program offered through the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act.  Through the Program Improvement Prevention Program, the Geyserville Education Park participated in a comprehensive analysis of school and district programs, which resulted in the development of three linked plans to increase the academic performance of all students:  the Local Educational Agency Plan Addendum, the Geyserville Education Park School Single Plan for Student Achievement, and the Geyserville Unified School District Master Plan for English Learners.  

Working with a multidisciplinary team from the Sonoma County Office of Education, the district began a collaborative process for analyzing current district and school practices.  The San Diego County Office of Education’s enhanced version of the state Academic Program Survey and the state District Assistance Survey was completed by all staff and the District School Liaison Team (DSLT); the latter is comprised of parent representatives from each school’s site council, a union leader, members of DELAC, two teachers from each site, the district administrative team, and a consultant from our external support provider.   In fall 2005, the team completed the survey and identified program and student needs in the areas of English Language Arts, mathematics, and intervention, then developed the Local Educational Agency Plan Addendum.  The Addendum was approved by the Geyserville Unified School District Board of Trustees in December 2005.

From January to May 2006, a comprehensive planning process was initiated to develop a single plan for increasing student achievement.  This process involved numerous meetings with the GEP staff, the district administrative team, the School Site Council, and a subgroup of staff members.  External assistance was provided by the Sonoma County Regional Director of English Learner Services, the Regional Directors for Mathematics and California Reading and Literature Projects, and the Sonoma County Program Improvement Program Director.  

The DSLT continues to play an active role in the ongoing monitoring of the Single School Plan at the district level.  The DSLT members meet quarterly to monitor the Single School Plan.  In addition, GEP staff implement and revise the Focus on Learning school-wide action plans that connect directly to the needs identified by the DSLT. 

It is important to note that this chapter was very eye opening for the leadership team.  Although as a staff we have been spending more time analyzing testing data and annually discussing the testing situations, a clear picture of how this information is gathered and reported by the state was not realized.  It became very clear that due to our limited size, the state’s requirement of ninety-five percent participation detrimentally impacts our school if in a class of twenty, two students are absent, or one has an exemption letter and another has utilized modifications.  These impacts are reflected in some of the data below.

ASSESSMENT DATA:  API

Academic Performance Indicator (API) Scores 2004-2006

	School
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Geyserville Middle (GMS) 
	551
	691
	696

	Geyserville High (GHS)
	611
	623
	652


The API performance at both GMS and GHS has increased significantly since our enrollment in the Program Improvement Prevention Program and continuous monitoring through the District School Liaison Team (DSLT). Our API has increased one hundred and forty-five points at the middle school and forty-one points at the high school level over three years.

ASSESSMENT DATA:  SIMILAR SCHOOL RANKING (API)

After researching the Similar Schools list on the School Profiler site, both GMS and GHS received not applicable across the board.  This is because both schools have fewer than one hundred students who are tested; thus they are not ranked.

 

 

ASSESSMENT DATA:  CST’s
California Standards Test Percent Proficient or Above by Grade Level and Subject

	Grade
	English Language Arts
	Mathematics

	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2004
	2005
	2006

	6
	32
	27
	30
	41
	67 (Gr. 6)
	37

	7
	6
	29
	38
	0
	28
	57

	8
	12
	39
	42
	NA
	0 (Alg. 1)
	45

	9
	50
	27
	32
	0
	0 (Alg. 1)
	0 (Alg. 1)

	10
	33
	45
	24
	NA
	0 (Alg. 1)
	0 (Alg. 1)

	11
	36
	37
	43
	---
	----
	--


Three-Year Comparison by Percentage in Language Arts of Students in Each Performance Band

	Grade
	Far Below Basic
	Below Basic
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	
	04
	05
	06
	04
	05
	06
	04
	05
	06
	04
	05
	06
	04
	05
	06

	6
	9
	7
	18
	5
	20
	24
	55
	47
	29
	18
	7
	12
	14
	20
	18

	7
	33
	21
	6
	11
	4
	25
	50
	46
	31
	6
	25
	19
	0
	4
	19

	8
	45
	15
	17
	15
	8
	4
	27
	38
	38
	12
	31
	25
	0
	8
	17

	9
	13
	14
	16
	13
	28
	21
	23
	31
	32
	37
	17
	11
	13
	10
	21

	10
	13
	11
	24
	21
	11
	12
	33
	33
	40
	25
	30
	12
	8
	15
	12

	11
	29
	17
	9
	21
	0
	22
	14
	46
	26
	36
	29
	30
	0
	8
	13


Three-Year Comparison by Percentage in Mathematics of Students in Each Performance Band

	Grade
	Far Below Basic
	Below Basic
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	
	04
	05
	06
	04
	05
	06
	04
	05
	06
	04
	05
	06
	04
	05
	06

	6
	0
	7
	19
	14
	13
	19
	45
	13
	25
	36
	60
	31
	5
	7
	6

	7
	47
	8
	19
	29
	28
	13
	24
	36
	13
	0
	20
	44
	0
	8
	13

	8
	35
	--
	5
	41
	--
	18
	24
	--
	32
	--
	--
	36
	--
	--
	9

	General Math
	--
	--
	0
	--
	--
	0
	--
	--
	0
	--
	--
	0
	--
	--
	0

	Algebra I
	9
	--
	0
	73
	--
	0
	18
	--
	0
	--
	--
	0
	--
	---
	0


Note: Groups range from 2 to 11 students. 
Over the past three years, most of our students at each grade level have performed at the basic level. The math proficiency of students within each grade level seems to vary widely.  With small group sizes, subgroup analysis by program participation is not provided in our state reports.  We anticipate the implementation of the Edusoft system disaggregated reports of student CST performance by grade level, subgroup, and cohorts to better assist us in interpreting state data.

ASSESSMENT DATA:  CAT 6

STAR/CAT 6 Survey Test Scores for 2004-2005

Grade 7  -  Reported Enrollment: 25

	
	Students Tested
	NPR for Average score
	% scoring above 75% NPR
	% scoring at or above 50% NPR
	% scoring above 25% NPR
	Mean Scale Score

	Reading
	24
	48
	17
	46
	71
	662.9

	Language
	24
	39
	8
	38
	83
	645.8

	Math
	24
	45
	13
	38
	79
	667.4

	Spelling
	23
	38
	9
	35
	78
	650.9


STAR/CAT 6 Survey Test Scores for 2005-2006

Grade 7  -  Reported Enrollment: 16

	
	Students Tested
	NPR for Average score
	% scoring above 75% NPR
	% scoring at or above 50% NPR
	% scoring above 25% NPR
	Mean Scale Score

	Reading
	16
	41
	13
	38
	56
	649.7

	Language
	16
	51
	25
	50
	63
	661.6

	Math
	16
	61
	25
	50
	75
	683.9

	Spelling
	16
	69
	31
	75
	94
	686.4


STAR/CAT 6 Survey Test Scores for 2006-2007

Grade 7  -  Reported Enrollment: 25

	
	Students Tested
	NPR for Average score
	% scoring above 75% NPR
	% scoring at or above 50% NPR
	% scoring above 25% NPR
	Mean Scale Score

	Reading
	17
	51
	24
	41
	82
	666.7

	Language
	17
	48
	18
	29
	76
	660.4

	Math
	17
	60
	24
	53
	71
	683.2

	Spelling
	17
	46
	12
	47
	82
	661.9


Over the past three years, the CAT 6 data shows no consistent trend. The Mean Scale scores are useful for reporting changes over time. The CAT 6 Survey provides results in terms of scale scores for individual students and mean or average scale scores for groups of students and should not be used to compare two different subject areas, such as reading and mathematics, within the CAT 6 Survey.

Mean Scale scores within each subject area should increase each year on the CAT 6 Survey because the tests use a continuous scale from the lowest to the highest-grade levels.   Our scores have managed to stay in the upper 600-range with no definitive growth.  Lower numbers of students tested result in less meaningful data. 

The High Priority School Grant (HPSC) developed in 2006-2007 was implemented in the 2007-2008 school year.  The HPSC goal is to improve the educational process in coordinating curriculum in K-12th grades.  It is hoped that articulation across grade levels, along with EduSoft data will improve our CAT 6 scores.

ASSESSMENT DATA:  CAHSEE

CAHSEE 3 Year Summary of Percent (%) Passing by Program Participation

	Student Population
	2004
	2005
	2006

	ALL 
	70
	75
	78

	SPED
	NA
	NA
	0

	EL
	NA
	NA
	0

	RFEP
	NA
	NA
	0

	SED
	NA
	50
	67

	Non SED
	63
	100
	0


Note:  This chart only reflects the 10th grade students’ first attempt in February.

Our school-wide subgroup continues to achieve the CAHSEE AYP target for both ELA and math; however, our Hispanic and EL students failed to meet the ELA target in 2005 and our White and EL students failed to meet the ELA target in 2006.  In mathematics, our Hispanic and EL students failed to make proficiency for the past two years.  In 2006, our Hispanic, White, and EL subgroups did not achieve the CAHSEE math target.  The small groups of students taking the CAHSEE make interpretation of data trends challenging.  Our concern remains that our Hispanic and EL students’ performance lags behind our school-wide average performance.   It is also important to note that after analysis of data kept by administration, most tenth grade students pass by the second time taking the exam.  In addition, RSP students take the exam without modifications a minimum of three times before the IEP team discusses appropriate modifications that may be needed.  Analysis of their success has found that nervousness, their personal time constraints, and low self-esteem are roadblocks that have to be overcome.  In the past three years, only two students, one junior and one senior have required these modifications in the area of English Language Arts.  More RSP students used a calculator as a modification as written in their IEP to pass with Board approval and are; therefore, not recorded in the chart above. 

ASSESSMENT DATA:  AYP

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Scores 2004 -2006:  Geyserville Middle School

	English Language Arts Performance
	Mathematics Performance

	Year
	2004

Target:
13.6%
	2005 Target:
24.4%
	2006

Target:
24.4%
	2004 Target:

16.0%
	2005 Target:
26.5%
	2006 Target:

26.5%

	Met

proficiency criteria ?
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y

	ALL 
	14.9
	34.1
	38.8
	13.4
	30.2
	51.1

	Hispanic
	7.1
	11.5
	25.9
	9.5
	18.2
	38.5

	White
	31.5
	64.7
	55
	15.7
	47.4
	68.4

	SED
	11.3
	21.1
	27.6
	9.0
	23.1
	39.3

	EL
	7.8
	8.3
	20
	7.8
	19.4
	33.3


Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Scores 2004 -2006:  Geyserville High School
	English Language Arts Performance
	Mathematics Performance

	Year
	2004 Target:

11.2%
	2005 Target:

22.3%
	2006

Target:

22.3%
	2004 Target:

9.4%
	2005 Target:
20.9%
	2006 Target:

20.9%

	Met proficiency criteria ?
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	ALL 
	68.4
	56
	53.8
	42.1
	29.2
	37.5

	Hispanic
	NA
	18.2
	25
	NA
	9.1
	13.3

	White
	NA
	85.7
	0
	NA
	50
	0

	SED
	NA
	28.6
	33.3
	NA
	7.7
	23.1

	EL
	NA
	18.2
	18.2
	NA
	0
	0


In 2006, all significant subgroups met their AYP targets in both English Language Arts and mathematics.  In addition, the percent of students in each subgroup who are proficient in ELA has increased two and three-fold since 2004.  In mathematics, the percent proficient for our subgroups has tripled and quadrupled.  The one area of concern for our middle school is the ELA performance of English Learners because in 2006 only twenty percent of this subgroup was proficient.

ASSESSMENT DATA:  CELDT

Please note that CELDT results administered in 2006-2007 are reported using a new common scale.  Beginning with these results the common scale will allow year-to-year comparisons to be made in the future.  Summary Results for 2006-2007 are not to be compared with any other CELDT results from previous years.  As a result we are only reporting the 2006-2007 results.

English Language Learners – Overall 2006-2007 CELDT Scores

and Proficiency Levels by Grade Number of ELLs and Percentage

	Grades
	6
	
	7
	
	8
	
	9
	
	10
	
	11
	
	12
	
	Total
	

	
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%

	Advanced
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	*
	***
	1
	13%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	*
	***
	1
	1%

	Early 

Advanced
	3
	38%
	4
	50%
	*
	***
	1
	13%
	1
	20%
	1
	10%
	*
	***
	18
	20%

	Intermediate
	2
	25%
	2
	25%
	*
	***
	3
	38%
	3
	60%
	7
	70%
	*
	***
	43
	48%

	Early 

Intermediate
	1
	13%
	0
	0%
	*
	***
	1
	13%
	1
	20%
	1
	10%
	*
	***
	16
	18%

	Beginning
	2
	25%
	2
	25%
	*
	***
	2
	25%
	1
	1%
	1
	10%
	*
	***
	12
	13%

	Total 
	8
	100%
	8
	100%
	3
	100%
	8
	100%
	5
	100%
	10
	100%
	3
	100%
	90
	100%


Note:  The state does not report on three or less ELLs in a grade.

The data in the table above are a combination of school level CELDT data which display the number of students at each proficiency level by grade.  In grades 2 through 5, nine percent function at the Beginning level, eighteen percent function at the Early Intermediate level, sixty-seven percent at the Intermediate level, six percent at the Early Advanced and zero percent at the Advanced level.

The Geyserville Unified School District developed its master Plan for English Language Learners during 2005-2006.  It is anticipated that the Catch-Up Plan and reclassification criteria described in this plan will allow increased and more effective monitoring and acceleration of the performance of English Language Learners

ASSESSMENT DATA:  School-Wide Writing Sample (SWWS)

2004-2005
	# of Seniors taking test
	# who passed
	% who passed 

	13
	13
	100%


It is important to note that two students transferred out before the end of their senior year.  One of the two was a foreign exchange student who received an honorary diploma and the other left the school before the end of his senior year to attend another school.

2005-2006
	# of Seniors taking test
	# who passed
	% who passed 

	18
	16
	89%


During the 2005-2006 school year, two native, Spanish-speaking students did not graduate with a diploma.

2006-2007
	# of Seniors taking test
	# who passed
	% who passed 

	19
	19
	100%


During the 2006-2007 school year, two of our seniors had active Individualized Education Plans that allowed them to pass the SWWS with a score of six instead of the required seven.  This was a board-approved modification.

Over the past six years the SWWS has been a graduation requirement and in the past three years only two seniors have not met this requirement and therefore, did not graduate with a diploma.

ASSESSMENT DATA:  INTERVENTION PROGRAMS

The first step in developing a literacy intervention program at the Education Park was to administer the Test of Silent Word Reading Fluency (TOSWRF) to all students (6th – 12th) and complete placement tests for McDougal and Shining Star as TOSWRF and CST scores dictate.  Once assessments were completed, the District School Liaison Team (DSLT) made suggestion to the staff and district to adopt, purchase, and implement the Shining Star Literacy Program.  This program is a five-level, standards-based intensive intervention program designed (1) to accelerate English language acquisition for English learners who are at the beginning through intermediate levels of English proficiency, and (2) to accelerate access to the basic reading/language arts program for students who are significantly below grade level in reading achievement.  

Staff and administration then developed a tiered intervention program for grades six through twelve.  Four literacy levels found a permanent home in the master schedule.  In addition, the McDougal Littell literature series was adopted, purchased, and implemented for all middle and high school English Language Arts students. 

Screening and diagnosis for participation in mathematics intervention and support were determined through assessments of Glencoe and other math tools (EEMAP, San Diego Assessment of Math Standards, and San Diego Algebra Readiness and CAHSEE preparation).  All students, sixth through twelfth grade students enrolled in a mathematical course were screened and assessed.  In addition, the Glencoe mathematics series was piloted, loaned to the district, and implemented for all middle and high school math students in fall 2006.  (Appendix:  Candidates for ELA Intervention, 2007-08 & 9th, 10th, 11th and 12th-grade Charts)
ASSESSMENT DATA:  SAT & A-G REQUIREMENTS

Grade 12 Performance on SAT Reasoning Test 

	
	School
	District
	State

	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Grade 12 Enrollment
	14
	17
	18
	16
	20
	18
	395,194
	409,576
	383,460

	Percent taking Test
	42.9
	11.8
	16
	37.5
	10.0
	16
	35.3
	35.9
	41.0

	Average Verbal Score
	545
	457
	553
	545
	446
	553
	496
	499
	495

	Average Math Score
	535
	479
	497
	435
	455
	497
	519
	521
	516


Not all students who complete UC required courses attend a four-year college.  In 2005, out of a class of seventeen, six of them (35%) who took the SAT tests actually attended a four-year college.

ASSESSMENT DATA:  ADVANCED PLACEMENT

2004-2005

	
	Calculus1
	Biology1
	ELA/comp
	Eng. Lit/comp
	Spanish Language

	Enrolled
	0
	3
	92
	92
	3

	Took exam
	0
	3
	2
	1
	2

	Passed
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2

	% passed who took exam
	0
	0
	0
	100%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Seniors who took exam
	
	
	1
	1
	

	% passed who took exam
	
	
	0%
	100%
	


2005-2006

	
	Calculus1
	Biology1
	ELA/comp
	Eng. Lit/comp
	Spanish Language

	Enrolled
	3
	0
	172
	172
	6

	Took exam
	2
	0
	7
	10
	6

	Passed
	0
	0
	2
	1
	5

	% passed who took exam
	0
	0
	29%
	10%
	83%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Seniors who took exam
	
	
	5
	6
	

	% passed who took exam
	
	
	40%
	16%
	


2006-2007

	
	Calculus1
	Biology1
	ELA/comp
	Eng. Lit/comp
	Spanish Language

	Enrolled
	2
	0
	142
	92
	3

	Took exam
	0
	0
	6
	1
	1

	Passed
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1

	% passed who took exam
	0
	0
	33%
	100%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Seniors who took exam
	
	
	2
	6
	

	% passed who took exam
	
	
	50%
	16%
	


Please note the following:

1 Calculus and AP Biology have been taught to a small group of students in the same classroom with trigonometry or regular biology students.  We believed that offering the higher-level course, even though it was impossible for the teacher to give the students his/her full attention, was still beneficial to the students.

2 The AP English classes are taught as a two-year combination course.  Students take the class their junior and senior years, but they are not encouraged to take the exam until their senior year because this allows them more time to experience the full-range of literature.  The District considers premature AP test taking expensive practice.  

At one time, Education Park received a grant through the AVID program to encourage participation in Advanced Placement classes.  To comply with the grant and in the spirit of opening higher level classes to more students, we enrolled almost any student who requested an advanced class, including many for whom an AP class would be very challenging but a beneficial learning experience.

ASSESSMENT DATA:  NUMBER OF STUDENTS TAKING ALBEBRA I

Enrollment in Algebra I by Grade Level
	Year
	2004-2005
	2005-2006
	2006-2007
	2007-2008

	8th 
	6
	2
	14
	11

	9th
	11
	6
	24
	11

	10th
	3
	4
	7
	7

	11th
	
	2
	5
	1

	12th
	
	0
	1
	0

	Total
	20
	14
	51
	30


In the 2004-2005 and 2005-2006 school years, the Algebra I class was a combination of eighth, ninth, and tenth-grade students.  Eighth-grade students enrolled in this course during these two years were allowed to take the class based on an entrance exam.  The remaining eighth-grade students were enrolled in a Pre-Algebra course.  

In the 2006-2007 school year, the Algebra I enrollment reflected thirteen students from grades ten, eleven, and twelve who were in the Pre-Algebra course the previous year.  This enrollment also represents the decision by our district to have all eighth-grade students enrolled in Algebra I.

In the 2007–2008 school year, students enrolled in Algebra I are some eighth, ninth, and eleventh grade students who have not taken an Algebra I course.  The seven tenth-grade students are repeating Algebra I.  Five eighth-grade students from the 2006-2007 school year who did not pass Algebra I are retaking the course as ninth-graders.  In addition, there are six ninth-graders who transferred in on interdistrict agreements and who are now enrolled in Algebra I.
ASSESSMENT DATA:  REPORT CARDS (% OF D’s & F’s) in Core Classes

Fall 2006





Spring 2007

	Math Classes
	D’s earned
	F’s earned
	
	Math Classes
	D’s earned
	F’s earned

	Algebra I
	4
	1
	
	Algebra I
	5
	6

	Algebra II
	0
	2
	
	Algebra II
	0
	4

	Geometry
	3
	0
	
	Geometry
	2
	0

	AP Calculus
	1
	1
	
	AP Calculus
	2
	2

	Trigonometry
	0
	0
	
	Trigonometry
	1
	0

	Total earned
	8
	4
	
	Total earned
	10
	12

	Total students enrolled
	61
	61
	
	Total students enrolled
	61
	61

	% students w/D’s or F’s
	13%
	6%
	
	% students w/D’s or F’s
	16%
	20%

	English Classes
	
	
	
	English Classes
	
	

	English 9
	6
	1
	
	English 9
	4
	4

	English 10
	1
	3
	
	English 10
	2
	3

	English 11
	3
	4
	
	English 11
	5
	2

	English 12
	3
	2
	
	English 12
	2
	0

	AP English
	3
	0
	
	AP English
	2
	0

	Total earned
	16
	10
	
	Total earned
	15
	9

	Total students enrolled
	76
	76
	
	Total students enrolled
	76
	76

	% students w/D’s or F’s
	21%
	13%
	
	% students w/D’s or F’s
	20%
	12%

	Science Classes
	
	
	
	Science Classes
	
	

	Science I
	5
	2
	
	Science I
	0
	1

	Biology
	4
	3
	
	Biology
	1
	4

	Chemistry
	2
	1
	
	Chemistry
	0
	1

	Total earned
	11
	6
	
	Total earned
	1
	6

	Total students enrolled
	50
	50
	
	Total students enrolled
	50
	50

	% students w/D’s or F’s
	22%
	12%
	
	% students w/D’s or F’s
	2%
	12%

	History Classes
	
	
	
	History Classes
	
	

	World History
	2
	0
	
	World History
	1
	0

	US History
	3
	0
	
	US History
	1
	0

	Civics/Econ
	0
	0
	
	Civics/Econ
	0
	0

	Total earned
	5
	0
	
	Total earned
	2
	0

	Total students enrolled
	56
	56
	
	Total students enrolled
	56
	56

	% students w/D’s or F’s
	9%
	0%
	
	% students w/D’s or F’s
	4%
	0%

	Total earned
	40
	20
	
	Total earned
	28
	27

	Total Students Enrolled
	243
	243
	
	Total Students Enrolled
	243
	243

	Total % of 

D’s and F’s
	17%
	8%
	
	Total % of 

D’s and F’s
	17%
	11%


Fall 2007
	Math Classes
	D’s earned
	F’s earned

	Algebra I
	3
	1

	Algebra II
	0
	1

	Geometry
	5
	1

	AP Calculus
	1
	1

	Trigonometry
	0
	0

	Total earned
	9
	4

	Total students enrolled
	60
	60

	% students w/D’s or F’s
	15%
	7%

	English Classes
	
	

	English 9
	3
	3

	English 10
	4
	0

	English 11
	6
	0

	English 12
	3
	0

	AP English
	1
	1

	Total earned
	17
	4

	Total students enrolled
	75
	75

	% students w/D’s or F’s
	23%
	5%

	Science Classes
	
	

	Science I
	6
	4

	Biology
	10
	2

	Physics
	1
	0

	Total earned
	17
	6

	Total students enrolled
	58
	58

	% students w/D’s or F’s
	29%
	10%

	History Classes
	
	

	World History
	1
	0

	US History
	0
	0

	Civics/Econ
	0
	0

	Total earned
	1
	0

	Total students enrolled
	60
	60

	% students w/D’s or F’s
	2%
	0%

	Total earned
	44
	14

	Total Students Enrolled
	245
	245

	Total % of D’s and F’s
	18%
	6%



When analyzing the data collected concerning the percentage of “D’s” and “F’s” in comparison to the total grades, there was one item that stood out. According to the staff survey, some expressed concerned about the seeming inconsistency between standardized test scores and academic grades. There was a consistent pattern over the previous three semesters, in the core curriculum, that about twenty-five percent of students received “D’s” or “F’s.” With this percentage weighted toward “D’s”, it appears that we have the lower quartile of a standard bell curve. Yet, our standardized scores, although they reach our AYP goal, fall short of the seventy-five percent proficiency that our academic grades have claimed. That is, any student receiving a “C” or better is proficient in the subject matter. 

ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS SHADOWING EXPERIENCE
Staff participated in shadowing a variety of students from grades six through eleven.  Students were chosen from categories such as: special needs (RSP, ELD); level of functioning in the classroom (low, average and high); gender (males and females).  Shadowing experiences were from September 25 to October 4, 2007.  The scheduling committee scheduled days that allowed the best integrity of the program, trying to have no substitutes in classes being shadowed.  The committee was successful in many situations but not all.

On October 10, 2005, the staff discussed the results of this experience by answering the question, “What were the strengths and weaknesses of our academic program that you observed?”  Staff was reminded that we are not reviewing the teaching staff, only the program.

Strengths:

· Rigorous curriculum with well-structured lessons

· Students engaged

· Social learning 

· Positive Learning Communities with respectful interactions from teacher to students and vise versa

· Clean, orderly physical plant with enhancements (such as:  lawns cut, trees trimmed, clean rooms, etc.)

· Opportunities for students to work at an individualized pace and participate in hands-on-learning 

· Efficient transitions with the use of manipulatives

· Multi-modal learning (head phones with listening devises, video, video projections of power-point presentations, etc.)

· High expectations for all students

· Well stocked classrooms

· Student-driven classroom management

· Students share responsibility for their learning environments

Weaknesses:

· Some students avoid the curriculum (We need a consistent process to address “at risk” students who don’t qualify for support services)

ADDRESSED IN ACTION PLAN III

· ELD support is lacking in core classes for lower functioning students (We need a system for monitoring of comprehension for lower functioning students)

ADDRESSED IN ACTION PLAN I
· Students out of class without pass who interrupt classes in session.  (We need a school wide system that is consistent among staff (i.e. specified number of passes per student for the semester)

ADDRESSED with 6- Pass System in HS & Earned pass system in MS
· Blatant cheating on a test

ADDRESSED IN ACTION PLAN V
ANALYSIS OF STUDENT, PARENT & STAFF SURVEYS
Staff participated in a discussion about each of the surveys given.  The process began with the staff surveys and it was realized that there were divergent answers about the House activities question, number fifteen and the WASC criterion questions beginning with number thirty-three.  Through an in-depth discussion it was found that even among our small staff there were varied understandings about the question and even some discussion about the quality of the questions asked. An example showing varied understanding of the question and variance of vocabulary usage was made clear on number fifty-six with the term, “individualized learning plan”.  Many of the staff thought this was referring to special education students and their IEPs, while others thought the question was asking about the Personal Learner Plans that we use for all high school students.  There were three questions about the amount of homework assigned each day and the number of writing assignments given per semester that the staff reread and answered because the team statistician was not clear about the results.  `The final analysis of the staff survey was that as a staff we truly agree with one another and feel that we have addressed the most relevant issues in our Action Plans.

The staff continued their discussion about the student and parent surveys, respectively.  This discussion focused mostly on written responses and making sure that we addressed major concerns in our Action Plans.  The staff went deeper into the discussion about the issues of copying homework and cheating on tests as this was a weakness made apparent during our shadowing experience.  Departments discussed the value placed on homework versus tests and concepts truly learned.  It was the consensus among the staff and departments that comparisons of homework completed and grades earned on tests do not add up and, therefore, less weight should be given to homework.  It is hoped that students will realize that they need to make sure that they truly understand the concepts covered in class, so that they can apply their knowledge to the concepts being covered on the tests.  It is hoped the Action Plan V – establishing an after-school program for high school students will give all students the support to earn passing grades on all exams and not feel the “need” to copy homework or blatantly cheat.
ANALYSIS OF EXPECTED SCHOOLWIDE LEARNER RESULTS

The process of revising the Expected Schoolwide Learning Results for Geyserville Education Park began with reviewing the 2002 ESLRs,  keeping in mind the state education standards, the mission statement of the school, and a well-rounded individual.  The staff began by reading and discussing the articles given to them from the Focus on Learning Process Guide.   Next, the staff reviewed the 2002 ESLRs and four samples from the Focus on Learning Process Guide.  After extensive discussion about the information to be included, formatting, and visual display, seven topics were agreed upon and groups of working pairs or trios were established.  Next, a second common planning day was scheduled and working groups completed a worksheet to develop new headings, objectives, and evidence to support completion and curricular implementation of ESLRs.  A rough draft was created, and in the fall the ESLRs were reviewed again.  The second draft was revised to include only six headings.  A third review brought a suggestion of a more personalized visual display to include the school’s mascot, Broncho; and the ESLRs were again revised. Finally, the ESLRs had a new look for the 21st century and technology was integrated into more than one Expected Schoolwide Learning Result.

Parent forums such as the DELAC group and the Site Council received the second draft of the ESLRs. The Site Council met on October 12, 2007 to review the ESLRs.  The group discussed the process for developing the ESLRs and were asked if they had any questions, concerns, or suggestions.  All appeared to be happy with them as they were.  The DELAC group met in November 2007, when the ESLRs were presented to them as an informational item.  The group determined that they would review them more in-depth at a later meeting. 
The board of trustees for the school district, along with the superintendent, Manager of Administrative Services, and district secretary looked over the ESLRs in November 2007.  They will participate in a review process at a meeting in spring 2008.  They will brainstorm answers to two questions “What should Geyserville students know and be able to do upon graduation? and What can this school do to support the students?”  They will list their responses and then discuss reactions from the staff and the parents’ forums.  Any major suggestions will be brought back to the staff, and revisions to the ESLRs will be made accordingly. 
The ESLRs were then presented to the students at an assembly in February 2008.  Students were allowed to have a question-and-answer session about what the ESLRs meant to them and their education.  Since that time, students have further been exposed to the ESLRs, in greater detail, through the bi-monthly KGEP broadcasts.  In addition, final ESLR posters can be found in every classroom and in the hallways.
1
15

