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Root Elementary School, a community of learners comprised of dedicated staff, parents, and
students, will maintain high levels of achievement by challenging all students to attain their
maximum learning potential in a safe, nurturing environment throcugh innovative teaching strategies,
open lines of communication, and community support.

Grade Span: K-5 Title I: Not Applicable School Improvement: MS
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Priority 1: Improving Literacy

Goal: All students will improve in reading comprehension and written expression with additional attention to
literary, content, and practical reading passages, and style and content writing domains. 100% of all students will
meet or exceed their expected growth in Literacy
Priority 2: Improving Mathematics

Goal: All students will improve in mathematic skills and respond to constructed response questions with
additicnal attention to 'data analysis and probability' and 'measurement’ mathematic strands. 100% of All Students
population and the Targeted Achievement Gap Group will meet or exceed their AMO growth target.
Priority 3: Wellness Priority

Goal: Provide support for students in making healthy lifestyle choices by implementing systems to aid in
decreasing the average BMI on routine annual student screening and increasing collaboration between all
segments of the school community in support of positive lifestyle choices.
Priority 4: Titde III/ELL

Goal: All ELL students will improve in reading comprehension, written expression, and mathematic skills and
respond to constructed response questions with proficiency.
Priority 5: Prevent Disproportionate Representation (Over-identification) of African American Students

Goal: : Reduce the relative proportion of African American students to students of other ethnicity identified as
Intellectually Disabled.
Priority 6: Parental Involvement

Goal: Root Elementary acknowledges that parents play an integral role in assisting student learning, and will
therefore seek to increase parental involvement in a variety of ways.

Priority 1: We will work to improve in the area of Literacy

1. Grade 3 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 98 students were tested and 87% scored proficient or
advanced. The trend analysis of the open response and multiple-choice questions, in the three
types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas are: content passage
(multiple choice) and practical passages (open-response). The trend analysis of the open
response questions in the five writing domains revealed that the lowest identified areas are:
writing multiple choice and content and style domains. Grade 3 Benchmark Exam: In 2012, 96
students were tested and 92% scored proficient or advanced. The trend analysis of the open
response and multiple-choice questions, in the three types of reading passages, revealed that
the lowest identified areas are: practical passage (multiple choice) and content passages



(open-respanse). The trend analysis of the open response guestions in the five writing
domains revealed that the lowest identified areas are: content and style domains. Grade 3
Benchmark Exam: In 2013, 90 students were tested and 87% scored proficient or advanced.
The trend analysis of the open response and multiple-choice questians, in the three types of
reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas are: practical passage (multiple
choice) and practical passages {open-response). The trend analysis of the gpen response
questions in the five writing domains revealed that the lowest identified areas are: content and
style domains.

. Grade 4 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 83 students were tested and 95% scored proficient or
advanced. The trend analysis of the open response and multiple-choice questions, in the three
types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas are: practical passage
(multiple choice) and content passages (open-response)}. The trend analysis of the open
response questions in the five writing domains revealed that the lowest identified areas are:
content and style domains. Grade 4 Benchmark Exam: In 2012, 74 students were tested and
97% scored proficient or advanced. The trend analysis of the open response and multiple-
choice questions, in the three types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified
areas are: practical passage (multiple choice} and content passages (open-response). The
trend analysis of the apen response questions in the five writing domains revealed that the
lowest identified areas are: cantent and style domains. Grade 4 Benchmark Exam: In 2013,
90 students were tested and 94% scored proficient or advanced. The trend analysis of the
open response and multiple-choice questicns, in the three types of reading passages,
revealed that the lowest identified areas are: literary and practical passage {(multiple choice)
and practical passages (open-response). The trend analysis of the open response questions in
the five writing domains revealed that the lowest identified areas are: content and style
domains.

. Grade 5 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 81 students were tested and 92% scored proficient or
advanced. The trend analysis of the gpen response and multiple-choice questions, in the three
types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas are: content passage
(multiple choice) and literary passages (open-response)}. The trend analysis of the open
response questions in the five writing domains revealed that the lowest identified areas are:
content and style domains. Grade 5 Benchmark Exam: In 2012, 84 students were tested and
92% scored proficient or advanced. The trend analysis of the open response and multiple-
choice questions, in the three types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified
areas are: practical passage {multiple choice} and content passages (open-response). The
trend analysis of the apen response questions in the five writing domains revealed that the
lowest identified areas are: content and style domains. Grade 5 Benchmark Exam: In 2013,
81 students were tested and 94% scored proficient ar advanced. The trend analysis of the
open response and multiple-choice guesticns, in the three types of reading passages,
revealed that the lowest identified areas are: practical passage (multiple chaoice) and practical
passages (opan-response). Tha trend analysis of the open response questions in the five
writing domains revealed that the lowest identified areas are: content and style domains.

. Students with Disahilities (IEP): Grade 3 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 11 students were tested
and 72% scored proficient or advanced. In 2012, 11 students were tested and 82% scored
proficient or advanced. In 2013, 18 students were tested and 50% scored proficient or
advanced. The trend analysis of the open response and multiple-choice questions, in the three
types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas are: practical passage
{multiple choice) and content passages (apen-response)}. The trend analysis of the open
respense questions in the five writing domains revealed that the lowest identified areas are:
content domains. Grade 4 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, fewer than 10 students were tested. In
2012, fewer than 10 students were tested. In 2013, fewer than 10 students were tested.
Grade 5 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, fewer than 10 students were test. In 2012, fewer than 10
students were tested. In 2013, fewer than 10 students were tested.

. English Language Learners (LEP): Grade 3 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 2012 and 2013, fewer
than 10 students were tested. Grade 4 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 2012 and 2013, fewer than
10 students were tested. Grade 5 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 2012 and 2013, fewer than 10
students were tested.

. FRLP: Grade 3 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 23 students were tested and 73% scored proficient
or advanced. In 2012, 23 students were tested and 82% scored proficient or advanced. In
2013, 24 students were tested and 75% scored proficient or advanced. The trend analysis of
the open response and multiple-choice questions, in the three types of reading passages,
revealed that the lowest identified areas are: practical passage (multiple choice) and content
passages (open-response), The trend analysis of the open response questions in the five
writing domains revealed that the lowest identified areas are: content domains. Grade 4
Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 11 students were tested and 91% scored proficient or advanced.
In 2012, 11 students were tested and 82% scored proficient or advanced. In 2013, fewer than
10 students were tested. Grade 5 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 13 students were tested and
69% scored proficient or advanced. In 2012, 11 students were tested and 82% scored
proficient or advanced. In 2013, 17 students were tested and 94% scored proficient or
advanced. The trend analysis of the open response and multiple-choice questions, in the three
types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas are: practical passage



(multiple choice) and content passages (open-response). The trend analysis of the open
response questions in the five writing domains revealed that the lowest identified areas are:
content and style domains.

Caucasian: Grade 3 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 80} students were tested and 93% scored
proficient or advanced. In 2012, 11 students were tested and 82% scored proficient or
advanced. In 2013, 72 students were tested and 88% scored proficient or advanced. The
trend analysis of the open response and multiple-cheoice questions, in the three types of
reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas are: practical passage (multiple
choice) and content passages (open-response). The trend analysis of the open response
questions in the five writing domains revealed that the lowest identified areas are: content
domains. Grade 4 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 70 students were tested and 95% scored
proficient or advanced. In 2012, 11 students were tested and 82% scored proficient or
advanced. In 2013, 81 students were tested and 96% scored proficient or advanced. The
trend analysis of the open response and multiple-cheice questions, in the three types of
reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas are: practical passage (multiple
choice) and content passages (open-response). The trend analysis of the open response
questions in the five writing domains revealed that the lowest identified areas are: content
domains. Grade 5 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 66 students were tested and ©2% scored
proficient or advanced. In 2012, 11 students were tested and 82% scored proficient or
advanced. In 2013, 70 students were tested and 95% scored proficient or advanced. The
trend analysis of the apen response and multiple-cheice questions, in the three types of
reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas are: practical passage (multiple
choice) and content passages (open-response}. The trend analysis of the open response
questions in the five writing domains revealed that the lowest identified areas are: content
domains, African Americans: In 2011, 2012, and 2012 fewer than "10" students were tested in
Grades 3, 4 and 5.

Hispanics, Native American and Asian/Pacific Islander: 1In 2011, 2012, and
2012 fewer than "18" students were tested in Grades 3, 4, and 5.

Attendance Rate:

In 2811, the attendance rate was 96%. In 212, the attendance rate was 96%. In
2613, the attendance rate was 96%.

ITBS 2811

Grade K-:

Combined Population: 86 Students were tested and 86% scored above the 56th
percentile.

Caucasian: 75 students were tested and 80% scored above the 5@th percentile.
SES: 17 students were tested and 77% scored above the 58th percentile.
Grade 1:

Combined Populaticn: 99 Students were tested and 71% scored above the 5@th
percentile.

Caucasian: 85 students were tested and 74% scored above the 58th percentile.

IEP Students: 16 students were tested and 19% scored above the 58th percentile.

SES: 18 students were tested and 28% scored above the 58th percentile.

Grade 2:

Combined Populaticn: 91 Students were tested and 53% scored above the 58th
percentile.

Caucasian: 78 students were tested and 56% scored above the 58th percentile.
SES: 2@ students were tested and 25% scored above the 58th percentile.

IEP Students: 13 students were tested and B% scored above the 58th percentile.
Grade 3:

Combined Population: 9@ Students were tested and 60% in Reading scored above

the 568th percentile.

Caucasian: 74 students were tested and 61% in reading scored ahaove the 5@th
percentile.



Suppeorting
Data:

SES: 16 students were tested and 44% in reading and 28% scored above the 58th
percentile.

Grade 4:
Combined Populaticn: 82 Students were tested and 92% in reading scored above
the 58th percentile.

Caucasian: 68 students were tested and 93% in reading scored above the 58th
percentile.

SES: 15 students were tested and 73% in reading scored above the 58th
percentile.

Grade 5:
Combined Populatien: 83 Students were tested and 84% in reading scored above
the 5@th percentile.

Caucasian: 88 students were tested and 86% in reading scored above the 5éth
percentile.

SES: 16 students were tested and 63% in reading scored above the 58th
percentile.

TEP: 13 students were tested and 69% in reading scored above the 58th
percentile.

ITBS 2@12

Grade K-:

Combined Population: 86 Students were tested and 88% scored above the 56th
percentile.

Caucasian: 75 students were tested and 80% scored above the 58th percentile.
SES: 17 students were tested and 77% scored above the 5@th percentile.

Grade 1:

Combined Population: 99 Students were tested and 71% scored above the 56th
percentile.

Caucasian: 85 students were tested and 74% scored above the 58th percentile.

IEP Students: 16 students were tested and 19% scored above the 58th percentile.

SES: 18 students were tested and 28% scored above the 58th percentile.

Grade 2:

Combined Population: 91 Students were tested and 53% scored above the 58th
percentile.

Caucasian: 78 students were tested and 56% scored above the 58th percentile.
SES: 2@ students were tested and 25% scored above the 58th percentile.

IEP Students: 13 students were tested and B% scored above the 58th percentile.
Grade 3:

Combined Population: 9@ Students were tested and 66% in Reading scored above

the 5@th percentile.

Caucasian: 74 students were tested and 61% in reading scored above the 5@th
percentile.

SES: 16 students were tested and 44% in reading and 28% scored above the 56th
percentile.

Grade 4:
Combined Population: 82 Students were tested and 92% in reading scored above
the 5@th percentile.



Caucasian: 68 students were tested and 23% in reading scored above the 5eth
percentile.

SES: 15 students were tested and 73% in reading scored above the 58th
percentile.

Grade 5:
Combined Populaticn: 83 Students were tested and 84% in reading scored above
the 50th percentile.

Caucasian: 8@ students were tested and 86% in reading scored above the 5@th
percentile.

SES: 16 students were tested and 63% in reading scored above the 58th
percentile.

IEP: 13 students were tested and 69% in reading scored above the 58th
percentile.

ITBS 2813

Grade K-:

Combined Population: 86 Students were tested and 89% scored above the 58th
percentile.

Caucasian: 75 students were tested and 80% scored above the 58th percentile.
SES: 17 students were tested and 77% scored above the 58th percentile.

Grade 1:

Conbined Populaticn: 99 Students were tested and 71% scored above the 58th
percentile.

Caucasian: 85 students were tested and 74% scored above the 58th percentile.

IEP Students: 16 students were tested and 19% scered above the 58th percentile.

SES: 18 students were tested and 28% scored above the 5@th percentile.

Grade 2:

Combined Populatien: 91 Students were tested and 53% scored above the 58th
percentile.

Caucasian: 78 students were tested and 56% scored above the 58th percentile.
SES: 2@ students were tested and 25% scored above the 5@th percentile.

IEP Students: 13 students were tested and 8% scored above the 58th percentile.
Grade 3:

Conbined Populatien: 9@ Students were tested and 68% in Reading scored above

the 50th percentile.

Caucasian: 74 students were tested and 61% in reading scored above the 5@th
percentile.

SES: 16 students were tested and 44% in reading and 28% scored above the 58th
percentile.

Grade 4.
Combined Population: 82 Students were tested and 92% in reading scored above
the 50th percentile.

Caucasian: 68 students were tested and 23% in reading scored above the 5eth
percentile.

SES: 15 students were tested and 73% in reading scored above the 58th
percentile.



Grade 5:

Combined Population: 83 Students were tested and 84% in reading scored above
the 58th percentile.

Caucasian: 8@ students were tested and 86% in reading scored above the 5@th
percentile.

SES: 16 students were tested and 63% in reading scored above the 58th
percentile.

IEP: 13 students were tested and 69% in reading scored above the 58th
percentile.

19.

11.

12, COMPREHENSIVE NEEDS ASSESSMENT: Root Elementary conducted a three year data
trend analysis of literacy achievement using the results from formative
assessments, local common assessments, ACTAAP, and ITBS. Results for both the
All Student population and the Targeted Achievement Gap Group were examined,
along with NCLB subpopulations, to identify specific areas of weakness in
learning strands. Our data analysis identified the following fTocus areas for
improvement: reading comprehension; reading and interpreting a variety of text
including practical, infermational and technical texts; writing with
understanding of purpose, speaker, audience, and form; and writing conventions
with attention given to sentence structure, type and length, and rules of
capitalization and punctuation. We examined our instructional strategies,
classroom structure/grouping, and classroom walkthrough data and are modifying
our curriculum, instruction, common assessments, and professional development
practices to better meet the needs of all of our students. In addition,
literacy teachers meet weekly with an instructional facilitator to review and
discuss data and instructional practices that will improve student achievement.
We will use available funds to implement appropriate interventions and programs
that will best address the needs of our students.

All students will improve in reading comprehensicn and written expression with additional attention to
Goal literary, content, and practical reading passages, and style and content writing domains. 100% of all
students will meet or exceed their expected growth in Literacy

During the 2013-2014 school year, Root Elementary will meet or exceed the Annual Measurable
Outcomes (AMO) for Performance {2014 AMO 94.51% for All Students and 84.75% for Targeted
Achievement Gap Group) and for Growth for bhoth All Students pepulation and Targeted Achievement

Benchmark Gap Group. Root Elementary School will also meet or exceed the AMO's for all NCLB subpopulations.
For the 2012-2013 school year, Root Elementary school met the AMQ's for Performance, but not
Growth for the All Students population. The Targeted Achievement Gap Group did not meet the AMO
for parformance but did meet the AMO for growth,

éIntervention: Standards-based Writing: ELLA, Effective Literacy, and Step Up to Writing

EScientiﬁc Based Research: Mann, D., et. al, A Research Study, West Virginia Story: Achievement Gains from a
iiStatewide Comprehensive Instructional Technology Praogram, 1995, Cooper, H., & Hedges, L. v. (1954) The
ithandbook of research synthesis, New York: Russell Sage Foundation

Hoa dPerson N Source of
|Actions iResponsible : Funds

{ISummative evaluations include developing student Holly Smith :iStart: : o
{|AIP's or IRI's for any student scoring below : 07/01/2013: + District Staff ACTION
{proficient on state mandated criterion referenced | HENd: ; e Teachers : $:

ilexams, Other students exhibiting at-risk §06/30/2014; BUDGET:




performance will also have an AIP or an [RI
gdeveloped by parents and teachers.

dImplement research-based writing strategies
ilaccording to the district curriculum and the
identified needs of all students, including but not
illimited to the step-up-to-writing program. This
ilprogram will require professional development

ilacross grade levels to ensure implementation W|th

Hfidelity.
{{Action Type: Equity

Start;
07/01/2013
End:

06/30/20 14

District Staff
Teachers

ACTION $
BUDGET:

Formative performance assessments and writing

prompts with rubrics enable all students to assess

iland revise their own work and demonstrate
{iproficiency in writing and responding in writing to
§Iiterary, practical and content passages.

{lAction Type: Equity

Start:

07/01/2013

End:

06/30/2014:

District Staff
Performance
Assessments
Teachers

ACTION $
BUDGET:

Mindy Duell

i{iProvide access to a rich collection of diverse Start: :

Hdwriting and reading resources through the school 07/01/2013 School Library

ilibrary. HENd: : Teachers : ACTION g
J|Action Type: Equity : ;06/30/2014 BUDGET: *
ilProvide opportunities for independent and group  :jMelinda Start: |
dlibrary/research/real world application projects  ilJorn 07/01/2013 Computers

‘lusing various media resources and utilizing : End: ; School Libraryi{ ACTION %
iitechnology which supports and are/is integrated 05/30/2014 Teachers BUDGET:

Hwith classroom instruction and demonstrate an

Hlability to communicate content knowledge thraugh'

dwriting skills, as well as reading comprehension
Hskills.

{lAction Type: Alignment

ilAction Type: Collaboration

HAction Type: Equity

ilUse technology to access reference information,

5 Shannon Start: £
collect research data, and publish student work.  iiNickell 07/01/2013 Computers ACTION
ilAction Type: Parental Engagement : End: Teachers RUDGET: $
Action Type: Technology Inclusion : 06/30/2014 _________ '
{Participate in ongoing professional development in jAli Start: | e
Hliteracy skills, including training in programs such {Mangrum 07/01/2013 Administrative
ilas: Effective Literacy, Step Up to Writing, : End: : Staff ACTION %
I DibelsNEXT and Early Literacy Learning in 06/30/2014 District Staff | BUDGET:
iIArkansas. Teachers
ilAction Type: Cellaboration
i|Action Type: Professional Development : .
{ICollaborate with all certified and classified staff to :{Cheri Start: | | PO
dimplement differentiated writing strategies for all {Murphy 07/01/2013 Teachers ACTION
{Istudents - particularly those with Academic 5 End: - BUDGET %
iiImprovement Plans and/or special needs to 06/30/2014 )

{limprove writing skills.
{iAction Type: AIP/IRI
HAction Type: Collaboration
§Action Type Equity

{PROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusion of the
i12012-2013 school Year, we evaluated this
ilIntervention/Program through ACTAAP and the
Hwriting continuum in K-1 and determined that it
ilwas effective in support of our Curriculum,
{lInstruction, Assessment and Professional
iIDevelopment. We believe the evidence shows that
ilit is valuable in terms of supporting our efforts to
ilincrease student achievement. During the 2013-
112014 school year, we plan to follow the same
protocol in evaluating and adjusting the programs,
iiprocess, and activities that make up the action j
sidescriptions within this intervention/program while |
iiseeking a percentage gain across all populations.

dGorder

Start:

07/01/2013

End:

06/30/2014

Administrative
Staff
Teachers

ACTION
BUDGET:




We will use this data/information to determine
fiwhether the objectives of this

it has been successful in attaining the anticipated
ilparticipant outcome objectives. We will report
ilthese results in our 2014-2015 ACSIP plan, and
Hwill use those evaluation results in making
decisions that impact our future instructional

ilall populations did not meet their AMO growth
goal, the greatest majority of students in these

intervention/program with more intensive
Hinterventions targeted toward the 5 students who
ildid not meet AMO growth.

ilAction Type: Alignment

ilAction Type: Ccllaboraticn

i|Action Type: Program Evaluation

HIntervention/Program were achieved and Whether

{iprogram. PROGRAM EVALUATION RESULTS: Whl|e:

{ipopulations did. As such, we will continue with thIS

ETotaI Budget:

50!

§Scientlf|c Based Research: Calkins, L., The Art of Teaching Writing;
§Wr|t|ng to Learn Across the D|SC|pI|nes Martin, N. (ed ), Writing Across the Curriculum, 1986,

Gere, A R. (ed.), Roots in the Sawdust:

{|Actions Person  incline  |Resources Source of
iResponsible R Funds
dIncorporate writing skills and strategies from the :iMindy Duell iiStart: | e
{iCommon Core Standards into the curriculum of all 07/01/2013 Computers

ilcontent areas and implement vertically aligned ‘ End: : District Staff | ACTION %
Fayetteville's curriculum K-5. 06/30/2014 Teachers BUDGET:
ilAction Type: Alignment

ilAction Type: Collaberation N I T

ilIntegrate writing instruction into all content areas :jDearna Start: I
Hwith the help of technology. {IMartin 07/01/2013 Computers

§Acticn Type: Ccllaboration 5 End: : Teachers QS-II:;IGOEIEII" $
{iAction Type: Equity 06/30/2014 -

‘(Action Type: Technology INCIUSION | i b s b ks
{A formative evaluation will require all students to :iMelinda sare i
Hwrite to demonstrate their learning in all content  ijJorn 07/01/2013 Computers ACTION
ilareas, using the Arkansas Writing Rubric for End: : District Staff BCD T $
éscormg, and emphasizing content in non- Ianguage 06/30/2014 Performance UDGET:
ilarts curriculum. Assessments

‘ Teachers

Action Type_ Equ|ty
{{Action Type: Technology Inclusion

iiStart:

:IAssessment and Professional Development. We
iibelieve the evidence shows that it is valuable in

achievement. During the 2013-2014 school year,
{iwe plan to follow the same protocol in evaluating
and adjusting the programs, process, and
ilactivities that make up the action descriptions
Hwithin this intervention/program while seeking a
iipercentage gain across all papulations. We will

Heffective in support of our Curriculum, Instruction,

{terms of supporting our efforts to increase student§

HA summative evaluation for each student includes {Shannon :
ilthe 4 writing assessments. dNickell 07/01/2013 Administrative
{Action Type: Collaboration { End: Staff ACTION s
06/30/2014 Performance i BUDGET:
Assessments
Teachers
PROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusion of the :lDelia Start: U e
:12012-2013 school Year, we evaluated this dGorder 07/01/2013 Administrative
{lIntervention/Program through examination of : End: : Staff ACTION %
Hlesson plans, math open ended response items on : 06/30/2014 Computers BUDGET:
unit tests, science and social studies apen ended Performance
§writing prompts, and learning notebooks used in Assessments
iall subject areas and determined that it was Teachers




iluse this data/information to determine whether
iithe objectives of this Intervention/Program were
ilachieved and whether it has been successful in
ilattaining the anticipated participant outcome
ilobjectives. We will report these results in our
i12014-2015 ACSIP plan, and will use those

§0ur future instructional program. PROGRAM
HEVALUATION RESULTS: While all populations did
not meet their AMO growth goal, the greatest
ilmajority of students in these populations did. As
disuch, we will continue with this
Hintervention/program with more intensive
Hinterventions targeted toward the students who
iidid not meet AMO growth.

flevaluation results in making decisions that impact

ilto literature and determined that it was effective
ilin support of our Curriculum, Instruction,
{iAssessment and Professional Development. We
iibelieve the evidence shows that it is valuable in

ilachievement. During the 2013-2014 school year,
we plan to follow the same protocol in evaluating
and adjusting the programs, process, and
{|activities that make up the action descriptions
within this intervention/program while seeking a
iipercentage gain across all populations. We will
use this data/information to determine whether
iithe objectives of this Intervention/Program were
ilachieved and whether it has been successful in

ilstudents to demonstrate proficiency in responding

iiterms of supporting our efforts to increase student§

ilAction Type: Alignment
ilAction Type: Ccllaboraticn
{iAction Type: Program Evaluation
{|Action Type: Technology Inclusion 4 & 4
§Tota| Budget: 50
§|Intervention: Reading Fluency and Comprehension Strategies
Scientific Based Research: Scott Foresman, Soar to Success; Center for Improvement of Early Reading
i|Achievement, Put Reading First: The Research Bqulng Blocks for Teaching Ch||dren tc Read, 1999,
{|Actions [Person  Unicline  |Resources Source of
:{IResponsible . Funds
iIMap reading instruction and collaborate to dMallory Start: B H e
Hevaluate alignment with district curriculum and  ijAlderson 07/01/2013 « District Staff
dArkansas Content Frameworks. Set training as ‘ End: : « Teachers QS-IE;IGOEI}II" $
ilneeded for staff using this formative evaluation. 06/30/2014 )
ilAction Type: Alignment
{iAction Type: Ccllaberation
{|Action Type: Professional Development I .
Implement research-based reading strategies iSarah Start: 1
flaccording to the district curriculum and the dsullivan 07/01/2013 » Administrative ACTION
Hidentified needs of students using student ‘ End: - Staff CTIO %
lassessment folders. 06/30/2014 « District Staff | BUDGET:
ilAction Type: Equity » Performance
Assessments

= Teachers
dIdentify areas of weakness and gaps in the iiRhonda liStart: 1 | e
Haligned reading curriculum by analyzing formatlve Moare §07/01/2013 « District Staff | :
lassessments, such as NWEA MAPs, and HENd: : + Teachers : QSBIGOENI' &
summative evaluations of literacy scores on the 06/30/2014; )
{CRT and NRT scores. i
ilAction Type: Alignment N . T
{PROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusion of the ijAnne Start: Hooo e
i12012-2013 school Year, we evaluated this HGarrett 07/01/2013 « Computers ACTION
{Intervention/Program through performance : End: : + Performance %
lassessments (i.e. NWEA MAPs)and open-ended 06/30/2014 Assessments i BUDGET:
il(constructed) responses with rubrics to enable i « Teachers




{lattaining the anticipated participant outcome
Hlobjectives. We will report these results in our
$12014-2015 ACSIP plan, and will use those ‘
ilevaluation results in making decisions that |mpact
ilour future instructional pregram. PROGRAM
{IEVALUATION RESULTS: While all populations did
{inot meet their AMO growth goal, the greatest
{imajority of students in these populations did. As
iisuch, we will continue with this
intervention/program with more intensive
ilinterventions targeted toward the students who
iidid not meet AMO growth.

§Acti0n Type Equity

{Participate in grade-level learning teams, share
ileffective teaching and assessment strategies, and |
ilalign instruction to assist students in achieving ‘
ilreading proficiency in all content areas.
{iAction Type: Alignment

Action Type: Collaboration

§Acti0n Type: Professional Development

Start:

End:

07/01/2013'

06/30/2014

Administrative
Staff
Teachers

ACTION
BUDGET:

{ICollaborate with all certified and classified staff to
dlimplement differentiated reading strategies for
ilstudents with Academic Improvement Plans
iland/or special needs to improve reading skills.
{iClosing the Achievement Gap (Literacy): Regular
iIbiannual meetings of our (Literacy) ACSIP
Leadership Committee will continue to be held.
{iThese meetings will focus on building capacity
ilwithin our school. Each meeting agenda will
dinclude the following Core Principles: A, The
{Iselection, and continuous evaluation, of research- |
iibased, smentlﬂcally validated, Interventions
iidesigned to improve our al:nhty to improve student
ilperformance on the Literacy portion of all
ilAssessments. B. The ongoing monitoring of
iistudent progress in order to influence classroom
Hinstruction. C. The utilization of Formative and
{ISummative Assessment Data to make decisions
ithat impact: Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment :
iland Professional Development. D. Coordination of |
ilresources in order to better meet the needs of all :
{istudents. Written minutes of each meeting, along
Hlwith a sign-in sheet, will be kept and made
iavailable upon request. The intent is that each
iIntervention and Action, is carefully monitored
ilthrough the collection of Formative and
iISummative Data so that those strategies that
{iprove ineffective can be revised or abandoned.
Hour ACSIP Plan will be revised each spring and
§fa|l in order to keep it timely and valid in our
ilefforts to improve teaching and learning.

ilaction Type: AIP/IRI

ilAction Type: Collaboraticn

{iAction Type: Equity

Action Type: Special Education

(iDiane
dCarpenter

07/01/2013
End:

06/30/2014

District Staff
Teachers

ACTION $
BUDGET:

{HUse a variety of media to motivate students to JAdriane

iiread. Integrate technology, software, and visits to iilHapgood
ilthe school media center to give students access to
ilvaried selections of materials. Use flexible ‘
fischeduling to allow children multiple weekly visits :
§t0 the library and for library skills instruction. ‘
§Action Type: Technology Inclusion

Start:

End:

07/01/2013

06/30/2014:

Computers
School Library
Teachers

ACTION 5
BUDGET:

{ICommunicate literacy and content area ‘iDeanna
{lexpectations and student progress to parents iMartin
ilthrough classroom curriculum nights, assignment
iisheets, graded work with accompanying rubric,
parent-teacher conferences, report cards,

Start:

End:

106/30/2014

07/01/2013

Administrative
Staff

Computers
Teachers

ACTION

| BUDGET: * |




{Inewsletters, Web access to the curriculum,
Hiclassroom websites.

{iAction Type: Ceollaboration

ilAction Type: Parental Engagement
i|Action Type: Technology Inclusion

Designated certified and classified personnel will
ilbe trained annually at both in district and out of

idifferentiated and intervention strategies.
HTrainings will include literacy lab, ELLA, effective
Hliteracy, and response to intervention (RTI).
i|Action Type: Professional Development

ﬁRhonda
iMoore
ildistrict sites with the intended outcome of gaining :

Start:

07/01/2013'

End:

06/30/20145

+ Administrative
Staff
+ Central Office

ACTION $
BUDGET:

é[TotaI Budget:

§Scient'|f|'c Based Research: Adams, M., Beginning to Read; Clay, M., Reading Recovery: A Guidebook for
{ITeachers in Training; Dorn, L., French, C. and Jones, T., Apprenticeship in Literacy: Transitions in Reading and
{Writing, 1994, Cunningham, P. and Allington, R., Classroams That Work: They Can All Read and Write; Fountas,

I and Pinnell, G.S., Guided Readers and Writers for Grades 3-6, 1999,

{iActions jberson - Hfimeline  ||Resources | Source of
: RESDOI’ISIbIe; N Funds
{Implement balanced-literacy skills and strategies :iIrene Start:
ilaceording to the district curriculum and the dpdams 07/01/2013 « District Staff
ilidentified needs of students. i End: : + Performance i| ACTION %
JlAction Type: Equity 06/30/2014 Assessments | BUDGET:
« Teachers
| « Teaching Aids
dInstruct students in their zone of proximal iMallory Start: | D
ildevelopment utilizing formative evaluation tools iAIderson 07/01/2013 « Central Office A
Hincluding Developmental Spelling Analysis {DSA), : End: : + Computers CTION %
{IDibelsNEXT, and Phoenetic Connections. 06/30/2014 « Perfarmance i BUDGET:
HlAction Type: Equity i Assessments
« School Library

« Teachers

« Teaching Aids

{IPROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusion of the
:12012-2013 school Year, we evaluated this
illntervention/Program through summative
dlevaluations such as performance assessments,

iidevelopmental reading assessments are used to
Hevaluate student progress in literacy learning

iimonitoring in DIBELS and determined that it was
ileffective in support of our Curriculum, Instructian,
{iAssessment and Professional Development We
iibelieve the evidence shows that it is valuable in

ilachievement. During the 2013-2014 school year,
ilwe plan to follow the same protocol in evaluating
fland adjusting the programs, process, and
Hactivities that make up the action descriptions
within this intervention/program while seeking a
iipercentage gain across all populations. We will
iluse this data/information to determine whether
ilthe objectives of this Intervention/Program were
flachieved and whether it has been successful in
Hattaining the anticipated participant outcome
ilobjectives. We will report these results in our
$12014-2015 ACSIP plan, and will use those :
ilevaluation results in making decisians that |mpact
ilour future instructional pregram. PROGRAM
HEVALUATION RESULTS: While all populations did
iInot meet their AMO growth goal, the greatest
{imajority of students in these populations did. As
Hsuch, we will continue with this

HITBS standardized tests, observation surveys, and’

i|skills and formative assessments such as progress:

iiterms of supporting our efforts to increase student§

4Sarah
dsullivan

Start:

07/01/2013'

End:

06/30/2014

+ Computers
+ District Staff
+ Performance

Assessments
« Teachers

ACTION
BUDGET:




Hintervention/program with more intensive
Hinterventions targeted toward the students who
iidid not meet AMO growth.

ilAction Type: Equity

ilAction Type: Program Evaluation

iIAction Type: Equity
§Acti0n Type: Parental Engagement
HiAction Type: Technology Inclusion

06/30/2014

iIParticipate in grade-level learning teams to share ijAnne Start: | D
ileffective teaching and assessment strategies, and iGarrett 07/01/2013 + Administrative
align instructional objectives to assist all students i End: Staff ACTION %
ilin achieving literacy learning skills and 5 06/30/2014 + Computers BUDGET:
| proficiency. + District Staff
ilAction Type: Alignment e Performance
ilAction Type: Professional Development Assessments
+ Teachers

+« Teaching Aids
:ICollaborate with all certified and classified staff to :|Diane Start: | B
iIsupport balanced literacy strategies, and ‘iCarpenter 07/01/2013 + District Staff ACTION
Himplement differentiated strategies for students End: +« Performance BUDGET $
with Academic Improvement Plans and/or special 06/30/2014 Assessments :
iineeds to improve literacy learning skills, : « Teachers
{iAction Type: AIP/IRI
:Action Type: Equity
i|Action Type: Special Education . .
{iUse the district selection policy to purchase guided:iHolly Smith iiStart: I | B
{Ireading books, and other materials, to support 07/01/2013 ¢ Central Office
Hliteracy skills and strategies. End: ; + District Staff {j ACTION %
HAction Type: Alignment 05/30/2014 « Teachers BUDGET:
« Teaching Aids
Use the district selection policy to purchase well- iiDiane Start: 1 1 (O
{reviewed trade books, and other materials, for the;|Carpenter 07/01/2013 « Central Office ACTION
illibrary to support Ilteracy skills and strategies. End: : « Computers 4
HAction Type: Alignment 05/30/2014 « District Staff BUDGET:
« School Library

+ Teachers

« Teaching Aids
{iUse technolegy such as cloud-computing IMarjo Burk iiStart: |
(websites, Wikis, blogs), MS Office, etc. to support 07/01/2013 Central Office
iliteracy skills and strategies, and to publish End: Computers ACTION %
ilstudent wark. District Staff i| BUDGET:

School Library
Teachers

Teaching Aids :

Kindergarten students, who score delayed in bath
dGarrett

ilwritten and oral communication on the Qualls
{iEarly Learning Inventory (QELI), and first and

second grade students, who score "below basic” m
:ireading on the SAT 10, will be considered to have :

ila substantial reading deficiency. These children
{iwill be provided intensive reading instruction

ilutilizing Phonetic Connection, a scientifically- based

word study program. The Dynamic Indicators of
:\Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) will be
sradministered to all K-5 students and those who

{lare shown to have a substantial reading deficiency§

ilwill be progressed monitored. The DIBELS will be
ilused as: A) The evaluation instrument to
{idetermine which areas of reading the child is
iideficient, B) The progress-monitoring instrument
iito document progress toward grade level
iiproficiency, and C) The assessment instrument

ilused for discontinuing services. Intensive reading :
ilinterventions will be comprehensive in nature and |

Hwill be targeted to remediate the area of
ideficiency. For those affected students, school
iipersonnel will develop an Intensive Reading
dImprovement Plan (IRI) that will describe our

Anne

Start: :
07/01/2013

End:

06/30/2014,

Administrative
Staff

District Staff
Performance
Assessments
Teachers

ACTION
BUDGET:




Hintervention program. Intervention will be
iiprovided in the form of additional teacher
Hinstruction time. These intervention strategies and
iimethods will continue until each student has
ilreached grade level proficiency in all essential
{lareas of reading. Student achievement in each of !
{|the essential elements shall be monitored bi-
Hweekly until proficiency occurs. Students who are
iinot meeting current expectations shall be ‘
ilprovided additional interventions. Each parent or
ilguardian will be notified in writing when their child :
ilhas been identified with a substantial reading
ildeficiency.

Action Type: AIP/IRI

{lAction Type: Cellaboration

ilAction Type: Equity

i|Action Type: Program Evaluation

iInstruct students in their zone of pro)ﬂmal ‘IDeanna Start: | D
idevelopment through formative evaluations of dMartin 07/01/2013 Performance

iiguided reading groups. 5 End: : Assessments i| ACTION %
JlAction Type: Collaboration 506/30/2014; Tidle Teachersi| BUDGET: ™
HCollaborate with all certified and classified staff to i{Adriane Start: . D
ilsupport comprehensive literacy strategies and ‘iHapgood 07/01/2013 Administrative

dlimplement differentiated strategies for students End: ; Staff ACTION %
Hlwith Academic Improvement Plans and/or special : 06/30/2014; performance | BUDGET:
iineeds to improve literacy skills 5 i Assessments

{lAction Type: Alignment Teachers

Action Type: Cellaboration

{|Action Type: Equity

Scientific Based Research: Clyde, L. A. (ed.). Sustaining the Vision: A Collection of Articles and Papers on
{Research in Schoal Librarianship; McQuillan, . and Au, J., The Effect of Print Access on Reading Frequency;
iiLance, K., The Impact of School Library Media Centers on Academic Achlevement 1981.

ilActions Person . Timeline  {Resources Source of
{{Responsible gy Funds
i{iTeach the ethical use of information to all studentsi{Sarah Start: - D
{ithrough technology instruction and library media :{Sullivan 07/01/2013 Computers

Hskills. : End: Performance | ACTION %
{|Action Type: Equity .06/30/2014 Assessments || BUDGET: ™
EAction Type: Parental Engagement : School Libraryi :
i{iAction Type: Technology Inclusion Teachers :

Teaching Aids

iiDevelop lessons that integrate classroom learning i{Mallary Start: i H.
ilwith information so that students can access, §Alderson 07/01/2013 Computers

{levaluate and use information in any subject area. End: . School Libraryj| ACTION o
{iAction Type: Equity 06/30/2014 Teachers BUDGET:
{|Action Type: Technology Inclusion .

Collaborate with special and classroom teachers to:iMelinda Start: i H e
ildevelop lessons that integrate classroom §J0rn 07/01/2013 School Library
ilinstructional units with research-basad |nformat|or| End: ; Teachers QSEI(;OENI_ $
§§I|teracy strategies according to the district : 06/30/2014 :
ilcurriculum and the identified needs of students.

Acticn Type: Collaboration

Action Type: Equity S N

Collaborate with teachers to analyze summative {{Rhonda Start: B s
ilassessments of student performance an the iMoore 07/01/2013 Administrative

iIBenchmark Exam and ITBS in terms of 5 End: Staff ACTION s
dinformation skills performance. 05/30/2014 School Libraryi| BUDGET:
ilAction Type: Collaboraticn Teachers

iiCollaborate with teachers to use performance {iShannon §Start: : : :
§assessments and open-ended (constructed) iNickell 407/01/2013, Performance ACTION $§




{Iresponses with rubrics to enable students to End: : Assessments i BUDGET:
§dem0n5trate proficiency in responding to practlcal 06/30/2014 School Library

{icontent, and literary passages. : Teachers

HiAction Type: Collaboration

ilAction Type: Equity

i|Action Type: Program Evaluation T T N

{IFormative evaluations include: conferrmg W|th Al Start: 1 | O —
ilgrade level teachers to share effective teaching  {{Mangrum 07/01/2013 Administrative

iland assessment strategies, and alignment of : End: Staff ACTION %
linstructional objectives to assist all students in 06/30/2014 School Library}| BUDGET:
ilachieving informational literacy proficiency. : Teachers

ilAction Type: Alignment

ilAction Type: Cellaboraticn

i|Action Type: Professional Development I .
{ICollaborate with all certified and classified staff to :iDelia Start: i e
dimplement differentiated reading strategies for  {{Gorder 07/01/2013 School Library

iistudents with Academic Improvement Plans ‘ End: : Teachers QCEIGOENI__ $
iland/or special needs to improve infarmation 06/30/2014 u )

illiteracy skills.

:Action Type: AIP/IRI

iAction Type: Cellaboration
HAction Type: Equity

ilAction Type: Special Education

dlrene

Provide all students the opportunity for a variety Start: :
ilof reading experiences like library instructional dAdams 07/01/2013 School Library
ilunits, story times, shared reading experiences, End: Teachers QSEIGOENI_ 5
reading motivation programs, reading contests, 06/30/2014 :
i{land sustained silent reading.
{iAction Type: Collaboration
oA i s AT VTN VTS [ T——
iUse the district selection policy to purchase and  (iDiane Start: I | D
ilmaintain audio visual equipment that supparts dCarpenter 07/01/2013 Computers
ilreading instruction. : End: : School Library QSEIGOENF "
i|Action Type: Technology Inclusion : 06/30/2014 ......... '
{IMaintain open times in the library schedule so to {Lindsay Start: L E——
{iprovide opportunities for independent and group  ({Dees 07/01/2013 School Library ACTION
§Iibrary research projects that are integrated with End: : BUDGET: %
siclassreom instruction and that result in student 06/30/2014 )
Hwork that shows skill and knowledge in reading :
ilcomprehension, written expression, content
ilknowledge, and information literacy.
HAction Type: Equity
Participate in ongoing professional development iniRhonda iStart: ISR
dlinformation skills and library services. iMoore :07/01/2013 School Library: ACTION
§Action Type Collaboration 5 End: : RUDGET: $
9@[39[391& ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, -
Provide professmnal development and assistance : Start: g
ilto teachers in information access and use. 07/01/2013 Computers
iIAction Type: Professional Development End: . School Library QS-lE—)IGOENI' $
iiAction Type: Technology Inclusion : 06/30/2014: __________________ :
{ICommunicate information literacy expectatlons to {Mindy Duell iStart: ] e
iiparents through special programs, newsletters, | 07/01/2013 Community
and Web access to the curriculum. End: : Leaders ACTION %
EAction Type: Collaboraticn 06/30/2014 Computers BUDGET:
ilAction Type: Parental Engagement District Staff
HAction Type: Technology Inclusion Outside
Consultants

Perfarmance

Assessments

School Library

Teachers

PROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusion of the
$2012-2013 scheol Year, we evaluated this
iiIntervention/Program thraugh the integration of

§Iibrary skills taught collaboratively with classrgom

d4Anne
dGarrett

Start:

07/01/2013'
HEnd: -
06/30/2014

Administrative
Staff
School lerary

{ ACTION

| BUDGET: ¥/




{iteachers and determined that it was effective in
{isupport of our Curriculum, Instruction,

{|Assessment and Professional Development. We
iibelieve the evidence shows that it is valuable in

ilachievement. During the 2013-2014 school year,
{iwe plan to follow the same protocol in evaluating
iland adjusting the programs, process, and
{lactivities that make up the action descriptions
fiwithin this intervention/program while seeking a
ilpercentage gain across all populations. We will
use this data/information to determine whether
i{ithe objectives of this Intervention/Program were
ilachieved and whether it has been successful in
{lattaining the anticipated participant outcome
iiobjectives. We will report these results in our
i12014-2015 ACSIP plan, and will use those

Hour future instructional program. PROGRAM
HEVALUATION RESULTS: While all populations did
ilnot meel their AMO growth goal, the greatest
iimajoerity of students in these populations did. As
ilsuch, we will continue with this
Hintervention/program with more intensive
Hlinterventions targeted toward the students who
iidid not meet AMO growth,

{iterms of supporting our efforts to increase student:

ilevaluation results in making decisions that impact

« Teachers

{iAction Type: Alignment

i{lAction Type: Collaboration

ilAction Type: Equity

ijAction Type: Program Evaluation

{Total Budget: 50!
é[lntervention: Professional Development

Scientific Based Research: National Staff Development Council, Standards for Staff Development; NSDC,
ilLearning Teams; Nave, B., National School Reform Faculty Program Evaluation, 1990.

EActions Person . Timeline Resources Source of
:iResponsible o Funds
{[PROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusion of the :{Cheri Start: ; TR
112012-2013 school Year, we evaluated this dMurphy 07/01/2013; District Staff ACTION
{iIntervention/Program through Conducting an End: : Performance BUDGET: %
individualized needs assessment with certified 06/30/2014: Assessments :
iIstaff to enable them to identify classroom : Teachers

sicurriculum needs in relation to student :
Hachievement and determined that it was effective |
in support of our Curriculum, Instruction, i
:IAssessment and Professional Development. We
iibelieve the evidence shows that it is valuable in
ilterms of supporting our efforts to increase student:
ilachievement. During the 2013-2014 school year, :
{iwe plan to follow the same protocol in evaluating
and adjusting the programs, process, and
ilactivities that make up the action descriptions
within this intervention/program while seeking a
ilpercentage gain across all populations. We will
{luse this data/information to determine whether
Hthe objectives of this Intervention/Program were
ilachieved and whether it has been successful in
ilattaining the anticipated participant outcome
ilobjectives. We will report these results in our
i12014-2015 ACSIP plan, and will use those 5
flevaluation results in making decisions that impact :
Hlour future instructional program. PROGRAM :
{EVALUATION RESULTS: While all populations did
iinot meet their AMO growth goal, the greatest
ilmajority of students in these populations did. As
{lsuch, we will continue with this
intervention/program with more intensive
Hinterventions targeted toward the students who




ildid not meet AMO growth.

{iAction Type: Equity

Action Type: Professional Development
{lAction Type: Program Evaluation

Staff

{iDevelop faculty-wide consensus on areas of focus HRhanda Start: :

iifor building-level professional development. iiMoore 07/01/2013 » Computers

iISummative evaluations would designing and ‘ End: + District Staff {f ACTION %
{loffering courses based on data. 06/30/2014 » Performance (| BUDGET:
HAction Type: Equity Assessments

{lAction Type: Professional Development + School Library

ilAction Type: Program Evaluation + Teachers

Maintain a professional development committee  iiAdriane Start: 3 |
ilthat offers broad representation of teachers iHapgood 07/01/2013 + School Library
Hithroughout the school. § End: : « Teachers /I'-‘B\SEIGOEI\_‘II_. $
EAction Type: Equity 06/30/2014 '
:/Action Type: Professional Development . .

:|Use student Academic Improvement Plans, and  :[Ali Start: |
‘lidentified special needs of students, to assess dMangrum 07/01/2013 « District Staff

professional development needs of certified and {End: « Performance | ACTION K3
‘Iclassified staff. : 06/30/2014 Assessments | BUDGET: ™
ilAction Type: AIP/IRI , « School Library

ilAction Type: Equity « Teachers

§Acti0n Type: Professional Development

i|Action Type: Special Educatian . .

{Isupport the formation and ongoing work of ISarah Start, T T
lLearning Teams as they collaborate share d4sullivan 07/01/2013 « Computers

ileffective teaching and assessment strategies, and : End: : « District Staff if ACTION s
Halign instructional objectives to assist students in | 06/30/2014 + Performance | BUDGET:
ilachieving reading proficiency. Assessments

ilAction Type: Alignment ¢« Teachers

{iAction Type: Professional Development

HAction Type: Program Evaluation S T

Coordinate building-level professional dDeanna Start: 1 |
iidevelopment with the district professional dMartin 07/01/2013 « Computers ACTION
ildevelopment steering committee (PDSC), and End: : « District Staff BSDGOET- $
Ecollaborate to build connections amang schools. 06/30/2014 « Performance :
Action Type: AIP/IRI Assessments

ilAction Type: Professional Development « Teachers

ilUse community resources and outside consultants iMallary Start: d
ilto provide additional expertise in meeting the iiAlderson 07/01/2013 » Administrative
iIprofessional development needs of certified staff. | H{ENd: Staff : ACTION 3
{Training will take place throughout the school year! §06/30/2014 + Community BUDGET:
{lat Root Elementary. The grade levels involved are ' Leaders

{{K=5. The approximate number of teachers will be = Computers

140 with 2 administrators attending as well. All « District Staff

iigrade levels will engage in peer observation and + Outside

fitraining with the literacy coach, within-school, and : Consultants
Hwithin-district. School teams will attend trainings « Public Library

§t0 refine and enhance the positive behavior + Teachers

iisupport plan which supports academic instruction

idand other trainings as necessary. All teachers and :

iladministrators will participate in additional training :

{|focused on closing the achievement gap. Specific

dtraining will be conducted on utilizing technology

iito both support and enhance the curriculum. This

iltechnology focus centers on the improvement of

ilinstructional metheds and applications to allow for

i{ithe demonstration of higher order :

thinking/performance tasks.

HAction Type: Collaboraticon

{lAction Type: Professional Development

ilAction Type: Special Educatian

i|Action Type: Technolegy Inclusion T T

{All teachers will have the opportunity to iIRhonda listart: ; o
{iparticipate in the schoal and district professional  iMoore 107/01/2013! « Administrative:

| ACTION




develoepment plan. Teachers will use an
dinstrument developed by the district professional
iidevelopment committee to evaluate the
ileffectiveness of the professional development

iplan, the course offerings and the effectiveness of§

ilthe knowledge gained. Annually, upon review of
iithe test data, the professional development
committee, working under the guidelines of the
idistrict professional development plan, will
iidevelop a professional development plan for the
ilschool and individual teachers based on
ilinformation obtained through data analysis. All
{inew teachers and teachers in need of assistance
Hwill be assigned a mentor to assist them in

reaching their professional development goals and‘

iineeds. All teachers will have the opportunity to
iihave input on the district and building level
ilprofessional development plan. The district will

iiprovide all teachers and administrators will no less:

iithan 60 hours of professional development
dincluding & hours of technology and 2 hours of
iiparental involvement development {3 hours of
ilParental Invelvement for Administrators) and far
iithose who teach Arkansas History, 2 hours of
Htraining in that subject. Teachers will have the
oppoertunity to evaluate the benefit of the
iiprofessional development activities and provide
iIformative feedback on needed changes.
ilAction Type: Alignment

{iAction Type: Cellaberation

§Action Type: Professional Development

{lAction Type: Program Evaluation

End:

06/30/2014:

= District Staff
« Qutside

Consultants
« Teachers

BUDGET: %

§Teachers may have the opportunity to develop

ilknowledge on literacy and math initiatives through

ilthe use of outside consultants/conferences,
{ipending annual funding.

HAction Type: Collaboration

{lAction Type: Professional Development

§Rhonda

Moore

Start:

07/01/2013

End:

06/30/2014

ACTION s
BUDGET:

iAssessment and Professional Development. We

iIScientific Based Research: Caldwell, S. Staff Development: A Handbook of Effective Practices, National Staff
dDevelopment CounCll, 1080,

HActions iiPerson iTimeline  |Resources {{Source of
T — Responsibledt =~ 0 Funds
{|Assess professional development needs in the ACindy Start: | —
{targeted areas of pre-referral interventions, dRatcliff 07/01/2013 + Administrative ACTION
i\positive behavioral supports, integrating students End: - Staff BUDGET: %
Hwith disabilities into general education classrooms | 06/30/2014 » Teachers '
il(general curriculum content, modifications, :

didifferentiated instruction, multiple intelligences,

iland co-teaching), conflict resolution and

iinegotiation skills, assistive technology, and

illearning disabilities.

ilAction Type: Collaboraticn

ilAction Type: Equity

{iAction Type: Professional Development

§Acti0n Type: Special Education T e

{PROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusion of the iCindy Start: | o —
$12012-2013 school Year, we evaluated this HRatcliff 07/01/2013 « Administrative ACTION
ilIntervention/Program thraugh Conducting an i End: : Staff CTIO 5
Hdindividualized needs assessment with certified 06/30/2014 « Central Office ;| BUDGET:
ilstaff to enable them to identify classroom + Outside

dcurriculum needs in relation to student : Consultants

{lachievement and determined that it was effective | « Performance

ilin support of our Curriculum, Instruction, : Assessments |

; « Teachers




iibelieve the evidence shows that it is valuable in !
{iterms of supporting our efforts to increase student:
ilachievement. During the 2013-2014 school year,
we plan to follow the same protocol in evaluating
iland adjusting the programs, process, and
ilactivities that make up the action descriptions
within this intervention/program while seeking a
iipercentage gain across all populations. We will
iluse this data/information to determine whether
iithe objectives of this Intervention/Program were
ilachieved and whether it has been successful in
ilattaining the anticipated participant outcome
{iobjectives. We will report these results in our
:12014-2015 ACSIP plan, and will use those :
ilevaluation results in making decisions that impact :
{iour future instructional program. PROGRAM ‘
{IEVALUATION RESULTS: While all populations did
ilnot meet their AMO growth goal, the greatest
{imajority of students in these populations did. As
isuch, we will continue with this
dlintervention/program with more intensive
dinterventions targeted toward the students who
{|did not meet AMO growth.

§Action Type: Special Education

{{Action Type:

Action Type: AIP/IRI

Action Type: Cellaboration

Action Type: Equity

i{lAction Type: Professional Development

§Action Type: Program Evaluation

§Action Type: Special Education I T

i|Use professional development needs assessment {Cindy Start: T
dinformation and special education targeted areas :({Ratcliff 07/01/2013: Administrative ACTION
{Ito plan, design, and implement building-level : End: Staff CTION
ilprofessional development activitias, 06/30/2014 Central Office i| BUDGET:
ilAction Type: AIP/IRI : Computers

ilAction Type: Collaboration Outside

{Action Type: Equity Consultants

lAction Type: Professional Development Perfaormance

i{lAction Type: Special Educatian Assessments

Teachers

lUse varied instructional methodologies, dMindy Duell iiStart: 1 (O
Htechniques, and resources in the classroom to § 07/01/2013 Administrative

{laddress the needs of all students, including those End: Staff ACTION K
Hwith disabilities. : 06/30/2014; Computers BUDGET:
{Action Type: AIP/IRI g Teachers

iiAction Type: Collaboration

{iAction Type: Equity

§Acti0n Type: Professional Development

{IFormative evaluations include the delivery of

Start;

ilinstruction to meet the special learning needs of 07/01/2013 Central Office ACTION
ilstudents with disabilities based on weekly special End: Performance BSDGOET- $
{leducation staffing meetings. 06/30/2014: Assessments :
Action Type: AIP/IRI Teachers

HAction Type: Equity

{lAction Type: Program Evaluation

ilAction Type: Special Education

i|Action Type: Technology Inclusion I T T

{|Evaluate the implementation of the professional :iDeanna Start: - D
development plan by assessing its involvement of i|Martin 07/01/2013 Administrative

Hiteachers and its focus on teacher and student : End: : Staff ACTION %
{needs and outcomes. Central Office i| BUDGET:

ilAction Type:
dAction Type:
{Action Type:
HAction Type:
HAction Type:
{Action Type:

AIP/IRI

Collaboration

Equity

Professional Development
Program Evaluation
Special Education

06/30/2014

District Staff
Teachers




iISummative evaluations include the designing of
ilannual professional develepment far all faculty.
{iAction Type: Collaberation

HAction Type: Professional Development

§Acti0n Type: Program Evaluation

{lAction Type: Special Education

{iCindy
HRateliff

Start:

07/01/2013:
End:
06/30/2014,

Administrative
Staff

District Staff
Performance
Assessments
Teachers

ACTION
BUDGET:

E[Intervention: School Wide Positive Behavior Support Plan

EScientific Based Research: Irvin, L.K., Horner, R.H., Ingram, K., Todd, A.W., Sugai, G., Sampson, N., & Baland,
J {2006). Using office discipline referral data for decision-making about student behavior in elementary and

Develop and implement universal Schoal Wide

J|Elizabeth  iStart: -
ilPositive Behavior Support (SWPBS) expectations, :{Mitchell 07/01/2013; Administrative
iIprotocols, and interventions. i End: Staff ACTION 3
iiAction Type: Collaboration 106/30/2014 District Staff i BUDGET: ™
HAction Type: Equity : Outside
i{lAction Type: Parental Engagement Consultants
{|Action Type: Professional Development Teachers
{Provide professional development in the SWPBS  {Irene Start: | O
{iModel. dadams 07/01/2013 Administrative
{|Action Type: Collaboration : End: Staff ACTION o
{lAction Type: Equity 06/30/2014: Outside BUDGET:
HAction Type: Professional Development : Consultants
Teachers

Collaborate with all stakeholders to evaluate,

Start:

Administrativel|

ilsupport and provide interventions for social dMitchell 07/01/2013: ACTION
Hicompetency. : End: Staff BCD ET. %
§Acti0n Type: Alignment 06/30/2014! Community UDGET:
i{lAction Type: Cellaboration : Leaders

{lAction Type: Equity District Staff

EAction Type: Parental Engagement Qutside

{iAction Type: Professional Development Consultants

Teachers

iIDevelop ongoing instruction for program HAd listart: : - I
ilexpectations. iMangrum {07/01/2013 Administrative: :
HAction Type: Alignment : HENd: Staff | ACTION $i
HAction Type: Collaboration 06/30/2014 Computers BUDGET:
{|Action Type: Equity District Staff

ilAction Type: Professional Development Outside

ilAction Type: Technology Inclusion Consultants

Teachers

{IPROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusion of the
i12012-2013 school Year, we evaluated this
ilIntervention/Program through Conducting an
dindividualized needs assessment with certified
{istaff to enable them to identify classroom
deurriculum needs in relation to student ;
flachievement and determined that it was effective |
in support of our Curriculum, Instruction, :
§Assessment and Professional Development. We
iibelieve the evidence shows that it is valuable in
§terms of supporting our efforts to increase studenti
{lachievement. During the 2013-2014 school year, |
ilwe plan to follow the same protocol in evaluating
iland adjusting the programs, process, and
Hactivities that make up the action descriptions
within this intervention/program while seeking a
percentage gain across all populations. We will
{iuse this data/information to determine whether

HdMitchell

Elizabeth

Start: ;
07/01/2013:
End:
06/30/2014

ACTION
BUDGET:




§the cbjectives of this Intervention/Program were
flachieved and whether it has been successful in
Hlattaining the anticipated participant outcome
ilobjectives. We will report these results in our
i12014-2015 ACSIP plan, and will usa those :
ilevaluation results in making decisions that impact :
Hour future instructional program. PROGRAM :
{EVALUATION RESULTS: While all populations did
{inot meet their AMO growth goal, the greatest
iimajority of students in these populations did. As
ilsuch, we will continue with this
ilintervention/program with more intensive
ilinterventions targeted toward the students who

Priority 2: We will work to improve mathematics.

1.

Grade 3 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 98 students were tested and 90% scored proficient or
advanced. The trend analysis of the open response and multiple-choice questions, in the three
tvypes of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas are: measurement
{multiple choice) and data analysis(open-respense). Grade 3 Benchmark Exam: In 2012, 96
students were tested and 93% scored proficient or advanced. The trend analysis of the open
response and multiple-choice questions, in the three types of reading passages, revealed that
the lowest identified areas are: measurement {multiple choice) and data analysis (open-
response). Grade 3 Benchmark Exam: In 2013, 90 students were tested and 91% scored
proficient or advanced. The trend analysis of the open response and multiple-choice
questions, in the three types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas
are: measurement (multiple choice) and geometry (open-response).

Grade 4 Banchmark Exam: In 2011, 83 students were tested and 94% scared proficient or
advanced. The trend analysis of the open response and multiple-choice questions, in the three
types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas are: data analysis
(multiple choice) and number and operaticns {open-response). Grade 4 Benchmark Exam: In
2012, 74 students were tested and 98% scored proficient or advanced. The trend analysis of
the open response and multiple-choice questions, in the three types of reading passages,
revealed that the lowest identified areas are: measurement (multiple choice) and data
ahalysis (open-response). Grade 4 Benchmark Exam: In 2013, 90 students were tested and
94% scored proficient or advanced. The trend analysis of the open respanse and multiple-
choice questions, in the three types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified
areas are: geometry {multiple choice) and data analysis and probability (apen-response).
Grade 5 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 81 students were tested and 92% scored proficient or
advanced. The trend analysis of the open response and multiple-choice questions, in the three
types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas are: algebra (multiple
choice) and measurement{open-response). Grade 5 Benchmark Exam: In 2012, 84 students
were tested and 89% scored proficient or advanced. The trend analysis of the open response
and multiple-choice questions, in the three types of reading passages, revealed that the
lowest identified areas are: measurement (multiple choice) and data analysis (open-
response). Grade 5 Benchmark Exam: In 2013, 81 students were tested and 89% scored
proficient or advanced. The trend analysis of the open response and multiple-choice
questions, in the three types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas
are: data analysis and prabahility {multiple choice} and number and operations and algebra
(open-response).

Students with Disabilities {IEP): Grade 3 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 11 students were tested
and 82% scored proficient or advanced. In 2012, fewer than 10 students were tested. In
2013, 18 students were tested and 67% scored proficient or advanced. The trend analysis of
the open response and multiple-choice questions, in the three types of reading passages,
revealed that the lowest identified areas are: measurement {(multiple choice) and geometry
(open-response). Grade 4 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, fewer than 10 students were tested. In
2012, fewer than 10 students were tested. In 2013, fewer than 10 students were tested.
Grade 3 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, fewer than 10 students were tested. In 2012, fewer than
10 students were tested. In 2013, fewer than 10 students were tested.

Limited English Proficient (LEP): Grade 3 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, fewer than 10 students
were tested. In 2012, fewer than 10 students were tested. In 2013, fewer than 10 students
were tested. Grade 4 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, fewer than 10 students were tested. In
2012, fewer than 10 students were tested. In 2013, fewer than 10 students were tested.
Grade 5 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, fewer than 10 students were tested. In 2012, fewer than
10 students were tested. In 2013, fewer than 10 students were tested.

FRLP: Grade 3 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 23 students were tested and 83% scored proficient
or advanced. In 2012, fewer than 10 students were tested. In 2013, 24 students were tested
and 84% scored proficient or advanced. The trend analysis cf the open response and multiple-



Suppeorting
Data:

choice questions, in the three types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified
areas are: measurement (multiple choice) and geometry (open-response). Grade 4
Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 11 students were tested and 72% scored proficient or advanced.
In 2012, fewer than 10 students were tested. In 2013, fewer than 10 students were tested.
Grade 5 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 13 students were tested and 85% scored proficient or
advanced. In 2012, fewer than 10 students were tested. In 2013, 17 students were tested and
71% scored proficient or advanced. The trend analysis of the open response and multiple-
choice questions, in the three types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified
areas are:data analysis and probability {multiple choice) and number and operations and
algebra {open-response).

. Caucasian: Grade 3 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 80} students were tested and 94% scored

proficient or advanced. In 2012, 11 students were tested and 82% scored proficient or
advanced. In 2013, 72 students were tested and 93% scored proficient or advanced. The
trend analysis of the open response and multiple-cheoice questions, in the three types of
reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas are: measurement (multiple
choice) and geometry (open-response). Grade 4 Benchmark Exam: In 2011, 70 students were
tested and 96% scored proficient or advanced. In 2012, 11 students were tested and 82%
scored proficient or advanced. In 2013, 81 students were tested and 97% scored proficient or
advanced. The trend analysis of the open response and multiple-choice questions, in the three
types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified areas are: geometry {multiple
choice) and data analysis and probability (open-response). Grade 5 Benchmark Exam: In
2011, 66 students were tested and 94% scored proficient or advanced. In 2012, 11 students
were tested and 82% scored proficient or advanced. In 2013, 70 students were tested and
89% scored proficient or advanced. The trend analysis of the open response and multiple-
choice questions, in the three types of reading passages, revealed that the lowest identified
areas are: data analysis and probability {multiple choice} and number and operations and
algebra {open-response). African Americans: In 2011, 2012, and 2013 fewer than "10"
students were tested in Grades 3, 4 and 5.

Hispanics, Native American and Asian/Pacific Islander: 1In 2811, 2812, and
2813 fewer than "18" students were tested in Grades 3, 4, and 5.

Attendance Rate:

In 2811, the attendance rate was 96%. In 2812, the attendance rate was 96%. In
2012, the attendance rate was 96%.

Grade K-Iowa MAT -8 201@:

Combined Populaticn: 86 Students were tested and 886% scored above the 58th
percentile.

Caucasian: 75 students were tested and 88% scored ahove the 58th percentile.
SES: 17 students were tested and 77% scored above the 5Bth percentile.

Grade 1-SAT 18:

Combined Populatien: 99 Students were tested and 71% scored above the 58th
percentile.

Caucasian: 85 students were tested and 74% scored above the 58th percentile.

TEP Students: 16 students were tested and 19% scored above the 58th percentile.

SES: 18 students were tested and 28% scored above the 58th percentile.

Grade 2-SAT 10 2010:

Combined Populatien: 91 Students were tested and 53% scored above the 58th
percentile.

Caucasian: 78 students were tested and 56% scored above the 58th percentile.
SES: 2@ students were tested and 25% scored above the 58th percentile,

TEP Students: 13 students were tested and 8% scored above the 58th percentile,
Grade 3-SAT 1@ 2014:

Combined Populaticn: 9@ Students were tested and 68% in Reading scored above

the 58th percentile.

Caucasian: 74 students were tested and 61% in reading scored above the 5eth
percentile.



SES: 16 students were tested and 44% in reading and 28% scored above the 5@th
percentile.

Grade 4-5AT 10 2910:
Combined Populaticon: 82 Students were tested and 92% in reading scored above
the 5@th percentile.

Caucasian: 68 students were tested and 93% in reading scored above the 5@th
percentile.

SES: 15 students were tested and 73% in reading scored above the 58th
percentile.

Grade 5-SAT 19 29109:
Combined Populaticn: 83 Students were tested and 84% in reading scored above
the 5@th percentile.

Caucasian: 89 students were tested and 86% in reading scored above the 5@th
percentile,

SES: 16 students were tested and 63% in reading scored above the 58th
percentile.

IEP: 13 students were tested and 69% in reading scored above the 58th
percentile.

18, COMPREHENSIVE NEEDS ASSESSMENT: Root Elementary conducted a three year data
trend analysis of mathematical achievement using the results from faormative
assessments, local common assessments, ACTAAP, and ITBS. Results for both the
All Student population and the Targeted Achievement Gap Group were examined,
along with NCLB subpopulations, to identify specific areas of weakness in
learning strands. Our data analysis identified the following focus areas for
improvement: make sense of problems and persevere in solving them, reason
abstractly and quantitatively, construct viable arguments and critique the
reasoning of others, model with mathematics, use appropriate tools
strategically, attend to precision, look for and make use of structure, look
for and express regularity in repeated reasoning. We examined our
instructional strategies, classroom structure/grouping, and classroom
walkthrough data and are modifying our curriculum, instruction, common
assessments, and professional development practices to better meet the needs of
all of our students. In addition, math teachers meet weekly with an
instructional facilitator to review and discuss data and instructional
practices that will improve student achievement. We will use available funds to
implement appropriate interventions and programs that will best address the
needs of our students.

All students will improve in mathematic skills and respond to constructed response questions with
additional attention to 'data analysis and probability' and ‘measurement' mathematic strands. 100%
of All Students population and the Targeted Achievement Gap Group will meet or exceed their AMO
growth target.

Goal

During the 2013-2014 school year, Raot Elementary will meet or exceed the Annual Measurable
Outcomes (AMO) for Performance (2014 AMO 05.14% for All Students and 87.5% for Targeted
Achievement Gap Group) and Growth for All Students and Targeted Achievement Gap Group. Root

Benchmark Elementary School will aslo meet or exceed the AMO's for all NCLB subpopulations. For the 2012-
2013 school year, Root Elementary school met the AMO's for Performance for the All Students
population, but they did not meet the AMO for growth. The Targeted Achievement Gap Group did not
meet the AMO for performance or growth,

EScientific Based Research: Standards in Classroom Practice - USDE, McRel, OERT 2201, 2001.
: ‘Person

iISource of
Funds

EActions




iiIntegrate supplemental computational strategies
iland materials into the daily math program.
ilAction Type: Equity

gAction Type Parental Engagement

{{Elizabeth
dwilliams

Start:

07/01/2013

End:

06/30/2014

+« Teachers

ACTION $
BUDGET:

IPROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusion of the
$2012-2013 school Year, we evaluated this
ilIntervention/Program through Conducting an
ilindividualized needs assessment with certified
iIstaff to enable them to identify classroom
ficurriculum needs in relation to student :
lachievement and determined that it was effective :
Hin support of our Curriculum, Instruction, :
ilAssessment and Professional Development. We
ilbelieve the evidence shows that it is valuable in
ilterms of supporting our efforts to increase student:
flachievement. During the 2013-2014 school year,
ilwe plan to follow the same protocol in evaluating
iland adjusting the programs, process, and
ilactivities that make up the action descriptions
iiwithin this intervention/program while seeking a
ilpercentage gain across all populations. We will
use this data/information to determine whether
iithe objectives of this Intervention/Program were
ilachieved and whether it has been successful in
ilattaining the anticipated participant outcome
ilobjectives. We will report these results in our
$12014-2015 ACSIP plan, and will use those
ilevaluation results in making decisions that |mpact
{iour future instructional program. PROGRAM
{EVALUATION RESULTS: While all populations did
ilnot meet their AMO growth goal, the greatest
{imajority of students in these populations did. As
idsuch, we will continue with this
Hintervention/program with more intensive
ilinterventions targeted toward the students who
ildid not meet AMO growth.

ilAction Type: AIP/IRI

ilAction Type: Program Evaluation

i|Action Type: Technology Inclusion

Start:

End:
06/30/2014

07/01/2013

+ Administrative
Staff

« Computers

+ Performance
Assessments

+ Teachers

ACTION
BUDGET:

IDesignated certified personnel will be trained
dannually at both in district and out of district sites
ilwith the intended outcome of gaining differiented
siand intervention strategies.

{iJohn
;Griesse

§Action Type: Professional Development

Start;

07/01/2013

End:

506/30/2014

+ Administrative
Staff
« Central Office

ACTION s
BUDGET: ™!

élTotaI Budget:

iAction Type: Collaboration
iAction Type: Professional Development

{Actions Person Timeline  {{Resources Source of
#Responsible o Funds
iITrain certified staff on the use of formative and  i[Jake Beers iStart: I D
ilsummative performance assessments, scoring 07/01/2013 + Administrative

‘lguides (rubrics), and Benchmark open-respanse End: Staff ACTION %
{|scoring. 06/30/2014 « District Staff || BUDGET:
EAction Type: Alignment « QOutside

Consultants
¢ Performance

Assessments
¢ Teachers

Rewew student performance 0N open-response
ilproblems as part of curriculum mapping and
implementation of existing programs.

diAction Type: Alignment

Action Type: Professional Development

:iMaggie
dKelley

07/01/2013
End:

§06/30/2014

+« Performance
Assessments
¢ Teachers

ACTION
| BUDGET: ™|




|Action Type: Program Evaluation |

ilEvaluate teacher and student achievement gains :jRhonda Start: o ] e
ilin improving cpen-response performance, and ‘iMoore 07/01/2013 * Administrative

ildetermine effectiveness in reducing achievement : End: Staif ACTION %
ilgaps. 06/30/2014 + Performance | BUDGET:
ilAction Type: Program Evaluation : Assessments

ilAction Type: Technology Inclusion : » Teachers

{IPROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusion of the {Shania Start: :

il2012-2013 school Year, we evaluated this iiMosely 07/01/2013 + Administrative
Intervention/Program through Conducting an End: : Staff ACTION %
ilindividualized needs assessment with certified 06/30/2014 » Teachers BUDGET:

iIstaff to enable them to identify classroom
Heurriculum needs in relation to student :
lachievement and determined that it was effective :
ilin support of our Curriculum, Instruction, :
{iAssessment and Professional Development. We
ilbelieve the evidence shows that it is valuable in
{iterms of supporting our efforts to increase student:
lachievement. During the 2013-2014 school year,
we plan to follow the same protocol in evaluating
iland adjusting the programs, process, and
ilactivities that make up the action descriptions
Hwithin this intervention/program while seeking a
percentage gain across all populations. We will
iluse this data/information to determine whether
iithe objectives of this Intervention/Program were
ilachieved and whether it has been successful in
ilattaining the anticipated participant outcome
Hiobjectives. We will report these results in our
:12014-2015 ACSIP plan, and will use those
evaluation results in making decisions that |mpact
flour future instructional program. PROGRAM
{EVALUATION RESULTS: While all populations did
{inot meet their AMO growth goal, the greatest
imajority of students in these populations did. As
iisuch, we will continue with this
ilintervention/program with more intensive
ilinterventions targeted toward the students who
ildid not meet AMO growth.

ilAction Type: Alignment

gAction Type Professional Development

ol Butget, 50,
gllntervention' Math Curriculum Mapping and Alignment
é]Suentlflc Based Research: Heide Hayes Jacobs- “Mappmg the Big Picture” NSCI isgy.
EActlons Person . Timeline Resources Source of
:iResponsible R Funds
|Participate in weekly grade level meetings to {iPatty Poore i{Start: 5 o N —
ilcompare current curriculum map to students’ 07/01/2013 » Administrative ACTION
;|areas of strengths and weaknesses. Formative End: : Staff BUDGET: $
ilevaluations include adjusting pacing and changing : 06/30/2014 + Computers )
iiffocus as a result of this collaboration. ; : + Teachers
ilAction Type: Alignment : ;
ilAction Type: Equity
i|jAction Type: Professional Development & & ]
Do professional development, curriculum iJohn Start: : o R | EE R
Halignment, and test data analysis. dGriesse 07/01/2013 « Administrative ACTION
iAction Type: Alignment End: : Staff AUDGET: S
i{lAction Type: Professional Development 06/30/2014 « Computers )
5 . « District Staff

« Performance

Assessments

¢« Teachers

PROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusion of the :iShania istart: H e




112012-2013 school Year, we evaluated this
{Intervention/Program through Conducting an
individualized needs assessment with certified
iistaff to enable them to identify classroom
ileurriculum needs in relation to student

Hlachievement and determined that it was effective

in support of our Curriculum, Instruction,
ilAssessment and Professional Development. We
iibelieve the evidence shows that it is valuable in

§terms of supporting our efforts to increase student§

ilachievement. During the 2013-2014 school year,
we plan to follow the same protocol in evaluating
iland adjusting the programs, process, and
Hactivities that make up the action descriptions
within this intervention/program while seeking a
iipercentage gain across all populations. We will
use this data/information to determine whether
ilthe objectives cf this Intervention/Program were
flachieved and whether it has been successful in
Hattaining the anticipated participant outcome
:lobjectives. We will report these results in our
12014-2015 ACSIP plan, and will use those

ilevaluation results in making decisions that |mpact

iiour future instructional program. PROGRAM
HEVALUATION RESULTS: While all populations did
not meet their AMO growth goal, the greatest
iimajority of students in these populations did. As
ilsuch, we will continue with this
ilintervention/program with more intensive
Hinterventions targeted toward the students who
idid not meet AMO growth.

{lAction Type: Alignment

ilAction Type: Professional Development

§Action Type: Program Evaluation

‘IMosely

07/01/2013
End:

06/30/2014

« Teachers

ACTION $
BUDGET:

iIRequest professional development opportunities  :{John Start: : .

iithat address areas of concern determined in the iGriesse 07/01/2013 Administrative

{leurriculum mapping process. 5 End: : Staff ACTION_ $
|Action Type: Professional Development 06/30/2014; District Staff | BUDGET:

: Teachers

{ICollaborate with all certified and classified staff to ijPatty Poore {{Start: | O
Himplement differentiated strategies for students 07/01/2013 Administrative

ilwith Academic Improvement Plans and/or special : End: : Staff ACTION %
iineeds to improve mathematics skills. Closing the Teachers _ BUDGET: i

§Achievement Gap (Math): Regular biannual
iimeetings of our (Math) ACSIP Leadership
{|Committee will continue to be held. These

{imeetings will focus on building capacity within our

iischool, Each meeting agenda will include the
ilfollowing Core Principles: A. The selection, and
ilcontinuous evaluation, of research-based,
ilscientifically validated, Interventions designed to
dimprove our ability to improve student
iperformance on the Math portion of all
{lAssessments. B. The ongoing monitoring of
ilstudent progress in order to influence classroom
ilinstruction. C. The utilization of Formative and
iISummative Assessment Data to make decisions
f{ithat impact: Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment

§and Professional Development. D. Coordination of
Hresources in order to better meet the needs of all |

ilstudents. Written minutes of each meeting, alang
ilwith a sign-in sheet, will be kept and made
Hlavailable upon request. The intent is that each
Intervention, and Action, is carefully monitored
iithrough the collection of Formative and
iiSummative Data.so that those strategies, which
prove ineffective, can be revised, or abandoned.
#our ACSIP Plan will be revised each spring, and

i 06/30/2014




§fa|l, in crder to keep it timely and valid in our
ilefforts to improve teaching and learning.
i|Action Type: Ccollaboraticn

ETotaI Budget:

50

é]lntervention: School Wide Positive Behavior Support Plan

§Scientiﬁc Based Research: Irvin, L.K., Horner, R.H., Ingram, K., Todd, A.W., Sugai, G., Sampson, N., & Boland,
ilJ. (2006). Using office discipline referral data for decisian-making about student behavior in elementary and

:imiddle schools: An empirical investigation of validity. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 8(1), 10-23.

{Actions JPerson  Hrineline  |Resources Source of
1 — {Responsibledt © - Funds
iiDevelop and implement universal School Wide dBrady Start: P
iiPositive Behavior Support (SWPBS) expectations, {{Carman 07/01/2013 Administrative

ilprotocols, and intarventions. 5 End: Staff ACTION %
{Action Type: Collaboration 06/30/2014 District Staff if BUDGET:
HAction Type: Equity Outside

Action Type: Parental Engagement Consultants

Action Type: Professional Development Teachers

{IProvide professional development in the SWPBS  iMindy Duell {{Start: : - I
{IModel. : 07/01/2013! Administrative

{|Action Type: Collaboration End: Staff ACTION
{|Action Type: Equity 06/30/2014; Outside BUDGET:
§Action Type: Professional Development : Censultants

Teachers

Collaborate with all stakeholders to evaluate,

dlcurriculum needs in relation to student :
lachievement and determined that it was effective :
iin support of our Curriculum, Instruction, 5
ilAssessment and Professional Development. We
ilbelieve the evidence shows that it is valuable in
{iterms of supporting our efforts to increase student:
lachievement. During the 2013-2014 school year,
we plan to follow the same protocol in evaluating
iland adjusting the programs, process, and
ilactivities that make up the action descriptians
ilwithin this intervention/program while seeking a
{ipercentage gain across all populations. We will
iluse this data/information to determine whether
ilithe objectives of this Intervention/Program were
ilachieved and whether it has bean successful in
ilattaining the anticipated participant outcame
Hobjectives. We will report these results in our
12014-2015 ACSIP plan, and will use those

Start: :
ilsupport and provide interventions for social 07/01/2013: Administrative
ilcompetency. End: Staff ACTION g
{|Action Type: Alignment 06/30/2014: Community i BUDGET:
iiAction Type: Collaboration : Leaders
{|Action Type: Equity District Staff
EActicn Type: Parental Engagement Outside
ilAction Type: Professional Development Consultants
Teachers
{IDevelop ongoing instruction for program {Elizabeth  iStart: I DOU——
{lexpectations. Hwilliams ~ {07/01/2013; Administrative
dAction Type: Alignment : End: g Staff ACTION ¢
{Action Type: Collaboration 06/30/2014 Computers BUDGET:
HiAction Type: Equity District Staff
i{Action Type: Professional Development Outside
{iAction Type: Technolegy Inclusion Consultants
Teachers
{IPROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusion of the iElizabeth Start: | DO —
12012-2013 school Year, we evaluated this dMitchell 07/01/2013 Administrative
Intervention/Program through Conducting an : End: Staff ACTION %
{lindividualized needs assessment with certified 06/30/2014; Computers BUDGET:
ilstaff to enable them to identify classroom 5 Teachers




idevaluation results in making decisions that impact :
Hour future instructional program. PROGRAM :
HEVALUATION RESULTS: While all populations did
not meet their AMO growth goal, the greatest
iimajority of students in these populations did. As
ilsuch, we will continue with this
intervention/program with more intensive
Hinterventions targeted toward the students who
iidid not meet AMO growth.

§Action Type: Program Evaluation

Priority 3:

Supperting
Data:

Goal

To increase student awareness and knowledge of the effects of good nutrition and physical activity.

. 2010-2011: Combined population: 245 students were assessed and 54.2% were considered

overweight or obese. K: 34 males were assessed and 32.4% were considered overweight or
obese. 46 females were assessed and 21.7% were considered overweight or obese., Grade 2:
45 males were assessed and 24.4% were considered overweight or obese. 43 females were
assessed and 18.6% were considered overweight or obese. Grade 4: 39 males were assessed
and 38.5% were considered overweight or cbese. 38 females were assessed and 28.9% were
considered overweight or obese,

. 2011-2012: Combined population: 235 students were assessed and 55.6% were considered

overweight or obese, K: 42 males were assessed and 19% were considered overweight or
obese. 38 females were assessed and 31.6% were considered overweight or obese. Grade 2:
41 males were assessed and 24.4% were considered overweight or obese. 41 females were
assessed and 31.7% were considered overweight or obese. Grade 4: 38 males were assessed
and 23.7% were considered overweight or cbese. 35 females were assessed and 37.1% were
considered overweight or obese,

. 2012-2013: Combined population: 228 students were assessed and 45.7% were considered

overweight or obese. K: 40 males were assessed and 25% were considered overweight or
obese. 41 females were assessed and 19.5% were considered overweight or obese. Grade 2:
33 males were assessed and 33.3% were considered overweight ar obese. 35 females were
assessed and NA% were considered overweight or obese. Grade 4: 40 males were assessed
and 30% were considered overweight or cbese. 39 females were assessed and 20.5% were
considered overweight or obese,

. COMPREHENSIVE NEEDS ASSESSMENT: At Root Elementary, we analyzed 2012 BMI data and

health index surveys from families, students, faculty and staff. We examined the results fram
both the combined population for grades K, 2 and 4 (BMI data) and male/female
subpopulation. We conducted data analysis to determine our main areas of weakness. We
examined our routines, customs, and norms in crder to dig deeper for the root cause why
more of our students are not achieving to their full potential. Based on our Data Analysis we
came to the conclusion that the following areas reflect our greatest need within the Wellness
Priority: Module 7 {Health Promotion for staff} and Module 8 (Family and Community
Involvement). We will select Interventions and coordinate our various state and federal
funding sources to address these areas. The attendance rate for 2011-2012 school year was
96.02%.

Provide support for students in making healthy lifestyle choices by implementing systems to aid in
decreasing the average BMI on routine annual student screening and increasing collaboration
between all segments of the school community in support of positive lifestyle choices.

Intervention: Increase awareness and knowledge of the henefits of physical activity for lifelong health and

éScientific Based Research: George, MA.,and Sellers, W. (Eds). (1993) The Michigan model for comprehensive
iischool health education. Central Michigan Univeristy.

‘|Actions jPerson - iTimeline  |Resources source of
{lResponsible oo Funds
{IWithin a 6 day rotation cycle our students are Bright East i{Start: . |
participate in 3 60 minute Physical Education 07/01/2013: « Administrative

Hiclasses. Our teachers also will provide a 15 End: Staff ACTION s
iiminutes of physical activity per day. : 06/30/2014; + District Staff || BUDGET:
§Action Type: Wellness : « Teachers

Students BMI assessments will be analyzed
siannually to determine the percentage of students |
iidecreasing in the categories of at risk of 4End:

iBo Mabry iiStart: :
‘ 107/01/2013, « District Staff
: 5 + Outside

ACTION $




overweight or overweight. Interventions will be 06/30/2014: Consultants BUDGET:
ilevaluated for their effectiveness based on this : « Teachers

iidata.

§Acti0n Type: Program Evaluation

daction Type: WellNess o s b s bttt bt
§Imp|ement and encourage participation in physn:al Ashley Start: ; o B | R
education program taught by a highly qualified dParrette 07/01/2013 + Administrative ACTION
diteacher that supports phsyical activity. 5 End: Staff BUDGET:
{iAction Type: Collaboration 06/30/2014 + Teachers )

iIAction Type: Parental Engagement
gAction Type Program Evaluation

Promote reduction of time children spend engaged:

in support of our Curriculum, Instruction,
iiAssessment and Professional Development. We
iibelieve the evidence shows that it is valuable in

Hachievement. During the 2013-2014 school year,
ilwe plan to follow the same protocol in evaluating
iland adjusting the programs, process, and
Hlactivities that make up the action descriptions
fiwithin this intervention/program while seeking a
ilpercentage gain across all populations. We will
use this data/information to determine whether
iithe objectives of this Intervention/Program were
lachieved and whether it has been successful in
attaining the anticipated participant outcome
iiobjectives. We will report these rasults in our
i12014-2015 ACSIP plan, and will use those

dlour future instructional program. PROGRAM
{EVALUATION RESULTS: A percentage gain was
ilmade across all populations.

ilAction Type: Collaboraticn

ilAction Type: Parental Engagement

§§Action Type: Program Evaluation

: : Wellness

{iparent survey and determined that it was effectwe

§§terms of supporting our efforts to increase student§

{levaluation results in making decisions that |mpact

Ashley Start: :
ilin sedentary activities such as watching television :iParette 07/01/2013 + Administrative
ijland playing video games by sending home : End: : Staff ACTION s
linformational packages that include tips for 06/30/2014 + Teachers BUDGET:
parents/caregivers.
Action Type: Collaboration
i{lAction Type: Parental Engagement
EAction Type: Program Evaluation
iAction Type: Wellness : .
:{iIEncourage participation in family oriented, iBo Mabry iStart: I
{icommunity-based physical activity program. : 07/01/2013 « Administrative
HAction Type: Collaboration End: : Staff ACTION s
{lAction Type: Program Evaluation 06/30/2014 « Teachers BUDGET:
JACtion TYpe: WElNESS st b b b
{PROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusion of the i{Tony Start; T T T
i12012-2013 school Year, we evaluated this Bishop 07/01/2013 « Administrative
{Intervention/Program through a student and End: Staff ACTION s
: 06/30/2014 « Teachers BUDGET:

E[Total Budget:

health and wellness.

Intervention: Increase awareness and knowledge of the benefits of sound nutritional practices for lifelong

§SC|entlf|c Based Research: George, MA, and Sellers, W. (Eds). (1993} The Michigan model for comprehensive

§schoo| health education. Central M|ch|gan______L_Jnlver|sty

§t0 parents and students.

06/30/2014

Outside

{iActions jperson  iTimeline  |Resources Source of

EE fiResponsibled ] Funds .
{Implement Kids for Health, Farm to Schoal, dcathy Start: -
iloffering nutritional choices to students daily on theiVonHatten 07/01/2013 « Administrative

dlunch line, and overall emphasis on good nutrition | HEnd: . Staff | ACTION
' : + District Staff | BUDGET: ™




Action Type: Wellness

Consultants
Teachers

{|Student BMI assessments will be analyzed

Hleanne Start: B H s
slannually to determine the percentage of students :King 07/01/2013 Administrative
iidecreasing in the categories of at risk of : End: Staff ACTION ¢
{loverweight or overweight. Interventions will be 06/30/2014 Community || BYDGET:
evaluated for their effectiveness based on this : Leaders
{idata. District Staff
§Acti0n Type: Program Evaluation Teachers
i|Action Type: Wellness . .
{PROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusmn of the i{Tony Start:  § H e
112012-2013 school Year, we evaluated this ‘Bishop 07/01/2013 Administrative
HIntervention/Program through a student and : End: : Staff ACTION %
ilparent survey and determined that it was effectwe 06/30/2014 Community BUDGET:
in support of our Curriculum, Instruction, : Leaders
ilAssessment and Professmnal Development. We District Staff
iibelieve the evidence shows that it is valuable in Outside
iiterms of supporting our efforts to increase student: Consultants
ilachievement, During the 2013-2014 school year, Teachers
iiwe plan to follow the same protocol in evaluating
dland adjusting the programs, process, and
Hactivities that make up the action descriptions
Hwithin this intervention/program while seeking a
iIpercentage gain across all populations. We will
iluse this data/information to determine whether
Ethe cbjectives of this Intervention/Program were
ilachieved and whether it has bean successful in
i{lattaining the anticipated participant outcome
objectives. We will report these results in our
{|2014-2015 ACSIP plan, and will use those ‘
flevaluation results in making decisions that |mpact
ilour future instructional program. PROGRAM
HEVALUATION RESULTS: A percentage gain was
imade acrass all populations.
HAction Type: Alignment
i{lAction Type: Ccllaboration
ilAction Type: Equity
ilAction Type: Parental Engagement
i|/Action Type: Program Evalyaton 4 & 4 ]
{|Total Budget: 50

1. COMPREHENSIVE NEEDS ASSESSMENT: Root Elementary conducted a three year data trend

analysis of literacy and mathematical achievement using the results from both ACTAAP and

ITBS. Results for both this particular Targeted Achievement Gap Group were examined to

following focus areas for improvement: In math, make sense of problems and parsevere in
solving them, reason abstractly and quantitatively, construct viable arguments and critique the

reasoning of others, model with mathematics, use appropriate tools strategically, attend to

precision, look for and make use of structure, look for and express regularity in repeated

reascning. In literacy, reading comprehension; reading and interpreting a variety of text
including practical, informational and technical texts; writing with understanding of purpose,

structure, type and length, and rules of capitalization and punctuation. We examined our
instructional strategies, classraom structure/grouping, and classroom walkthrough data and

development practices to better meet the needs cof all of our students. In addition, math
teachers and literacy teachers meet weekly with an instructional facilitater to review and
discuss data and instructional practices that will improve student achievement. We will use

available funds to implement appropriate interventions and programs that will best address

Priority 4: We will work to improve our scores within our ELL population.
identify specific areas of weakness in learning strands. Our data analysis identifiad the
Supporting
Data: speaker, audience, and form; and writing conventions with attention given to sentence
are modifying our curriculum, instruction, common assessments, and professional
the needs of our students., Qur 2011-2012 attendance rate is 96.02%
Goal All ELL students will improve in reading comprehension, written expression, and mathematic skills

and respond to constructed response questions with proficiency.

MATH: During the 2013-2014 school year, Root Elementary will meet ar exceed the Annual
Measurable Qutcomes {AMQ) for Performance (2014 AMO 05.14% for All Students and 87.5% for




Targeted Achievement Gap Group) and Growth for All Students and Targeted Achievement Gap
Group. Root Elementary School will aslo meet or exceed the AMO's for all NCLB subpopulations. For
the 2012-2013 school year, Root Elementary schoel met the AMO's fer Performance for the All
Students population, but they did not meet the AMO for growth. The Targeted Achievement Gap

Benchmark Group did not meet the AMO for performance ar growth. LITERACY: During the 2013-2014 school
vear, Root Elementary will meet or excead the Annual Measurable Qutcomes (AMO) for Performance
(2014 AMO 94.51% for All Students and 84.75% for Targeted Achievement Gap Group) and for
Growth for bath All Students population and Targeted Achievement Gap Group. Root Elementary
School will also meet or exceed the AMQ's for all NCLB subpopulations. For the 2012-2013 school
year, Root Elementary school met the AMQ's for Performance, but not Growth for the All Students
population. The Targeted Achievement Gap Group did not meet the AMO for performance but did
meet the AMO for growth.

Smentmc Based Research:

“|Actions {Person - itimeline  |Resources Source of
IResponsible | Funds

{we will employ a highly qualified ELL teacher (.50 :{Rhonda Start: | OV
{FTE) to provide instruction and intervention far dMoore 07/01/2013 ¢ Administrative

ilthose sudents identified by ELDA for service. HENd: Staff . ACTION 3
|Action Type: Alignment : 06/30/2014 + District Staff | BUDGET: ™
ilAction Type: Ccllaboraticn : ¢+ Teachers

#PROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusion of the ({Olivia Start: : T
i12012-2013 school Year, we evaluated this AMurphy 07/01/2013 ¢ Administrative
HIntervention/Program through Conducting an { End: : Staff ACTION %
{lindividualized needs assessment with certified 06/30/2014 « District Staff | BUDGET:
staff to enable them to identify classroom « Teachers

ficurriculum needs in relation to student ;
Hachievement and determined that it was effective |
ilin support of our Curriculum, Instruction, :
{iAssessment and Professional Development. We
iibelieve the evidence shows that it is valuable in
iterms of supporting our efforts to increase student:
flachievement. During the 2013-2014 school year,
ilwe plan to follow the same protocol in evaluating
and adjusting the programs, process, and
Hactivities that make up the action descriptions
within this intervention/pregram while seeking a
iIpercentage gain across all populations. We will
iluse this data/information to determine whether
Ethe cbjectives of this Intervention/Program were
ilachieved and whether it has been successful in
iattaining the anticipated participant outcome
Hlobjectives. We will report these results in our
:12014-2015 ACSIP plan, and will use those :
ilevaluation results in making decisions that |mpact
ilour future instructional pregram. PROGRAM
{IEVALUATION RESULTS: While all populations did
{inot meet their AMO growth goal, the greatest
majority of students in these populations did. As
iIsuch, we will continue with this
intervention/program with more intensive
dinterventions targeted toward the students who
{|did not meet AMO growth,

HAction Type: AIP/IRI

Action Type: Alignment

{lAction Type: Cellaboration

EAction Type: Parental Engagement

i|Action Type: Program Evaluation

é[TotaI Budget:

$0!

Priority 5:

1. An analysis of the 2009-2010 data for Fayetteville suggests that there is a possible
disproportionate representation of Black students (overrepresented) and White students
(underrepresented) within the category of mental retardation. A district identified for dis-
proportionality must under Federal regulations ensure that its current policies, procedures and



practices used to identify students for SPED are sound and free of bias with regard to a
student's race, ethnicity or linguistic diversity.

Supporting 2. O The comparison between risk rates of African American SPED students to Caucasian
Data: students who are labeled Mantally Retarded: African American:

2007-2008 5.21% 2008-2009 5.33% 2009-2010 5.21%

Caucasian:

2007-2008 .34% 2008-2009 .27% 2009-2010 .21%

3. African American Students Labeled MR: 20/50 or 40%. All other ethnicity: 30/50 or 60%.

4, Referrals 2009-2010: 15% of students referred are African American. 66% of students
referred are Caucasian. Placements 2009-2010: 16% of placed students are African American.
66% of placed students are Caucasian.

: Reduce the relative proportion of African American students to students of other ethnicity identified
as Intellectually Disabled.

Fayetteville Public Schoals will reduce the risk ratic of African American students labeled as
Intellectually Disabled to below the state target for the 2012-2013 school year

Goal

Benchmark

Intervention: Fayetteville Public Schools will monitor and maintain the number of African American students
ilreferred for special education services and identified as intellectually disabled by using early intervention
istrategies, school-based intervention teams and early Literacy strategies,

{iScientific Based Research: RESEARCH For MAPS testing: Kingsbury Center at NWEA, State Standards and
{iStudent Growth: Why State Standards Don't Matter as Much as We Thought, Cronin, Dahlin, Durant and Xiang,
iIFeb. 1, 2010. Linking MAP to State Tests: Proficency Cut Score Estimation Procedures, NWEA For Early
iiIntervening: Early Intervening An Administrators Guide, National Alliance of Black School Educators, IDEA
ilpartnerships, IDEAS that Work, US Office of Special Education Programs, Council for Exceptional Children, ADE,
iISped., Coordinated Early Intervening Services Workshap, Hardin, Watkins, Fields, and Smart. October 13,
{12008, RTI Guide: Development of Response to Intervention Model in Your School, John McCook, 2006.
§Coordinated Early Intervention Policy, National Association of State Directors of Special Education, P. Burdette,
112008, For Lit Coaches: The Literacy Coach, A Key to Improving Teaching and Learning in Secondary Schools,
{|E. Sturtevant, Alliance for Excellent Education Literacy Coaching Clearinghouse Program Evaluation - ALL levels
iIData will be collected on Early Intervening Services provided to all students K-7 .... Individual Progress
iIMonitoring by RTI teams and Literacy Coaches and analyzed. Instruction and Interventions will be assessed
sland modified based on analysis of data. Data on Referrals, Evaluations, Disability Categories, and Placements
including the race will be collected and analyzed. Curriculum department/Curriculum leaders will review district
iidata routinely regarding progress in core curriculum and Interventions to assess progress. Lit Coaches will
ilreview data routinely to assess progress. Modifications to Professional Development plans, Intervention Plans

;| Actions Person ‘Timeline  Resourcesi|>0Urce of
Responsibleif "™ U TR Funds
§ACti0n 3: The AYP targets for the 2012-2013 year in Literacy iiDebra §Start: _______________________________________________
ilin Mathematics will be met by all Special Education Student Wilsen 107/01/2013 ACTION
iISub Populations in the Fayetteville Schools. The AMO targets {End: BUDGET: $
ilare as follows: K-5: Literacy: 85.60% Math: 85.00% 6-8: i 106/30/2014: _ t
{iLiteracy: 83.80% Math: 82.28% 9-12: Literacy: 83.88% : ; :

{IMath: 82.30%

i|Action Type: Special Education : : i i
The Fayetteville School district will implement MAP Debra Start:  H e
ilassessments in order to pravide more targeted and explicit  {Wilson 107/01/2013 ACTION
instruction in Literacy and all content areas (Software and End: BUDGET: $
({Hardware). 106/30/2014 '
ilElementary, Middle School and Secondary teachers will Debra dStart:

receive training in core instruction to improve early- Wilson 107/01/2013 ACTION
ilintervening Literacy strategies across the district. Elementary {End: BUDGET: $
iiLiteracy coaches will be involved with the training and §06/30/2014 )
coaching and this will be coordinated with SPED cultural i

Hdiversity and learning environment awareness.

HInterventionists and Aides will also be involved. Kelly Brown,

ilour specialist involved with coordinated early intervening

Hiservices, will enhance and expand the problem solving teams

Hwork,

{|Action Type: Special Education i

{IThe percent of children with parental consent to evaluate whoiDebra dstart:  H H e
are evaluated for Special Education within the state Wilsen 307/01/2013 ACTION
{iestablished time line of 60 days {(CHILD FIND} will be 100% 4End: | BUDGET: $

Efor the overall district, the early childhocd ages 3-5 and §06/30/2014§
gschool age 5-21, : i !




éAction Type: Special Education

Fayetteville Schools will purchase early intervention materialsiiDebra

\Start:

ilthat will be proactive in meeting the needs of all learners in  iWilsen 307/01/2013 ACTION
ilhopes of preventing inappropriate SPED referrals. {End: BUDGET: $
{Action Type: Special Education  H _ 406/30/20144 4”77 -
{IFunding frem Title VI, Coordinating Early Intervening Debra dstart:  H e
iServices will be used for the following initiatives: English Wilson 107/01/2013 ACTION
{K/Primary Curriculum Oral Language Good Habits/Great {End: BUDGET: $
{iReaders Blend Charts/ABC Charts Word/Vocabulary Skills 106/30/2014 )
i{IMAP testing licenses Total CEIS budget for Root Elementary: :

11$17,338.88

‘|Action Type: Special Education ..o
{IProgram Evaluation — ALL levels Data will be collected on Debra dStart: 4 e
i{Early Intervening Services provided to all targeted students (iWilson 107/01/2013 ACTION
iIK-7 ... Individual Progress Monitoring by RTI teams and 4End: BUDGET: $
iInstructional Facilitators and analyzed. Instruction and 106/30/2014 '
ilInterventions will be assessed and modified based on 5

flanalysis of data. Data on Referrals, Evaluations, Disability

{ICategories, and Placements including the race will be

collected and analyzed. Curriculum department/Curriculum

Hleaders will review district data routinely regarding progress

ilin core curriculum and Interventions to assess progress.

{|Instructional Facilitators will review data routinely to assess

iprogress. Modifications to Professional Development plans,

{iIntervention Plans and Intervention Team process will be

ilidentified in relation to progress on data and Referral data.

§Action Type: Program Evaluation

i|/Action Type: Special Education & 4

|| Total Budget: | $0i

Priority 6: We will work to increase Parental Involvement.

1. COMPREHENSIVE NEEDS ASSESSMENT: Root Elementary examined and analyzed data from
various surveys and modes of feedback regarding parental invelvement. Results for both this
particular parent group were examined to identify specific areas of weakness in parental
involvement strands. Qur data analysis identified the following focus areas for improvement:

Suppeorting
Data:

parent communication, parent/volunteer training, and providing creative ways for all our
parents to volunteer during the school year. We examined current strategies, classroom

structure/grouping, and classroom walkthrough data and are modifying our parental
involvement plan to better meet the needs of all of our students. We will use available funds
to implement appropriate interventions and pregrams that will best address the needs of our

students.

Goal

Root Elementary acknowledges that parents play an integral role in assisting student learning, and
will therefore seek to increase parental invalvement in a variety of ways.

Benchmark Qur goal for the 2013-2014

Intervention: Root School will comply with the Parental Engagement requirements as outlined in ACT 397 of
12009. The Parental Involvement Plan will include the fallowing: parent involvement meetings,parent/volunteer

Scientific Based Research: Griffith, J. Relation of parental invelvement, empowerment, and school traits to
iIstudent academic performance. The Journal of Educational Research. vol, 90 (1)1996 (33-41).

HiActions {Person - irimeline  |Resources Source of
:{Responsible | Funds
HUtilize volunteers to support instruction. dElizabeth  iStart: | O
{isummative evaluation will show an increase of  iiMitchell 07/01/2013! « Administrative
Hvolunteers. 5 End: Staff ACTION. 5
ilAction Type: Collaboraticn 06/30/2014 Community BUDGET:
HAction Type: Parental Engagement : Leaders
Computers

Teachers
{iCollaborate with and support Root Parent AdvisoryiiKaren Start: |
iICouncil (first Monday of every Month)Parent iiRoss0 07/01/2013§ Teachers ACTION
iicontacts are: K.C. Pummill (president) and Liz HENd: | BUDGET: L
#Rusher (president-elect). H06/30/2014. o




Action Type: Collaboraticn
§Acti0n Type: Parental Engagement

iwe will continue to schedule two parent teacher

{iMolly Kuhl

Start: 1 P —
conferences per school year. These conferences 07/01/2013 Teachers
§wi|l be widely advertised and scheduled in such a End: : FB\SEIGDENI' $
iimanner that as many parents as possible may 06/30/2014 )
ilvisit our campus and interact with their student’s :
iifaculty.
ilAction Type: Cellaboration
{|Action Type: Parental Engagement 4 4 4
§The schooel will have a designated area to be used {Susie Start: 0 H e
ilas the Parent Information Center (in hallway near {{Parham 07/01/2013 Computers
{the office). Parenting books, magazines and other | End: : District Staff ACTION_ $
{linformative material regarding responsible 06/30/2014 Outside BUDGET:

iiparenting will be available for parents to baorrow
iIfor review in each building. Parent Center
{imaterial, which may include, but not limited to
brochures and pamphlets.

{lAction Type: Cellaboration

ilAction Type: Parental Engagement

Consultants

{ITeachers and administrators will receive training
ilto enhance understanding of effective parental
Hinvolvement strategies

{|Action Type: Parental Engagement

Action Type: Professional Development

Elizabeth

iMitchell

istart: -
07/01/2013

End:

06/30/2014:

Administrative '

Staff
District Staff
Teachers

ACTION 5
BUDGET:

In order to encourage communication with parents§

{lour school will prepare an INFORMATIONAL
HPACKET to be distributed annually to the parents
iof each child in the school. These packets will
ildescribe: The school’s parental involvement
ilprogram; The recommended role of the parent,
i{istudent, teacher and school; Ways for parents to
Ibecome involved in the school and their child's

ileducation; A survey for the parent regarding their

{linterests concerning volunteering at the school; A
iischedule of activities planned throughout the
iischaol year to encourage parental involvement;

iland Procedures to allow the parents and teachers

i{itoc communicate in a regular, two-way, and
{imeaningful manner with the child’s teacher and
iiprincipal.

ilAction Type: Ccllaboraticn

Staci Dellet

Start:

End:
06/30/2014

07/01/2013

Administrative
Staff

Central Office
District Staff
Teachers

ACTION $
BUDGET:

§Action Type: Parental Engagement

ETD help our parents in assisting their children our
{ischool shall: Schedule PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

iithe state of the school and an overview of: A.
{iWhat students will be learning. B. How students
ilare assessed. C. What parents should expect for
iltheir child's education and D. How a parent can
{lassist and make a difference in their child’s
ileducation. Curriculum Night, Family Math night,
i Testing Strategies Night, Literacy Night, and ELL
inight.

ilaction Type: Collaboraticn

ilAction Type: Parental Engagement

ijAction Type: Technology Inclusion

Karen
: iiRasso
{IMEETINGS at which parents are given a report on :

HiStart: :
07/01/2013

End:

06/30/20145

+ Administrative

Staff

« Teachers

ACTION
BUDGET:

In order to welcome parents our school shall
sicompile a VOLUNTEER RESOURCE BOOK listing

iithe interests and availability of volunteers sa that

school staff may determine how frequently a
iivolunteer would like to participate; including
{ioptions for those who are available to help at

{thome and help match school needs with volunteeri

Hlinterests. For easy access to this book, it is
icurrently stored in the lounge area.
HAction Type: Collaboration

{iMolly Kuhl

Start:

End:
06/30/2014

07/01/2013

+ Administrative

Staff

+ Teachers

ACTION s
BUDGET:




éAction Type: Parental Engagement

PROGRAM EVALUATION: At the conclusion of the
112012-2013 school year we evaluated this

Hinvolvement activities and determined that it was

ileffective in support of our Curriculum, Instruction,

ilAssessment and Professional Development The
{ifollowing EVALUATION RESULTS demonstrate that |
iithis Intervention is valid in support of the teachmg
iland learning that are part of this program:
iiparents and staff reported back through parental
ilsurvey, they feel informed about all curricular
{imatters in terms of frameworks/standards,

expectations, how to support student learning, and§

iihow to access information about school. During
{ithe 2013-2014 school year, we plan to use the

§f0|lowing protocal in evaluating, and adjusting, the§
iiprograms, processes, and activities that make up

ilthe action descriptions within this
dintervention/program: surveys (both oral and
dlwritten) and sign-in data from parental
lengagement events. We will use this
iidata/information to determine whether the
ilobjective (s) of this Intervention/Program was
il(were} achieved and whether it has been
disuccessful in attaining the anticipated participant
loutcome objectives. We will report the results, in
iiour 2014/2015 ACSIP Plan, and use those

evaluation results in making decisions that |mpact

ilour future instructional program.
{iAction Type: Ccellaberation

HAction Type: Parental Engagement
{iActiocn Type: Program Evaluation
ilAction Type: Technology Inclusion

HElizabeth
: iiMitchell

{iIntervention/Program through: surveys {both oral :
land written) as well as sign-in data from parental :

Start: :
07/01/2013
End: :
06/30/20145

+ Administrative
Staff

» Computers

« Teachers

ACTION $
BUDGET:

§The Assisstant Principal will serve as a PARENT

{IFACILITATOR in order to help organize meanlngful

iltraining for staff and parents; promote and
ilencourage a welcoming atmasphere to foster
{iparental involvement in the school and to
lundertake efforts to ensure that parental
participation is recognized as an asset to the
iischool.

ii{Action Type: Ceollaboration

i{Action Type: Parental Engagement

:iElizabeth

Mitchell

Start:

End:

07/01/2013

06/30/2014:

+ Administrative
Staff
+« Teachers

ACTION
BUDGET:

In oerder to encourage parents to part|C|pate as a
dfull partner in the decisions that affect their child
and family, our school will include in gur district’s
Hstudent handbook the SCHOOL'S PROCESS FOR

{IRESOLVING PARENTAL CONCERNS, including how

to define a problem, who to approach first and
ithow to develop solutions

HAction Type: Collaboration

iAction Type: Equity

EAction Type: Parental Engagement

iStaci Dellet

Start:

End:
06/30/2014

07/01/2013

« Administrative
Staff

» Central Office

+ District Staff

« Teachers

ACTION $
BUDGET:

iITeachers are provided with weekly instructional
ilmeeting time in order to plan for the
ilimplementation of best practices chosen to help
Himprove student achievement at each student's
ireadiness level. This planning time will be
iiprovided during the course of the day to allow
EAdministrators, teachers and parents of the
ilidentified students to participate in the
construction of an apporpriate plan for the child.
{iAction Type: Cellaberation

i{iAction Type: Parental Engagement

dSusie
dParham

Start:

07/01/2013

End:

06/30/2014,

¢ Administrative
Staff
« Teachers

ACTION
BUDGET:

EAn opportunity for giving formative feedback is

offered to all parents through the Parent Advisory |

Start: :
107/01/2013,

. Administrativeé




:{iCouncil and Parent Teacher Organization. Parent End:
ilcontacts are: K.C. Pummill (president) and Liz :
{iRusher (president-elect)

HAction Type: Collaboration

§Acti0n Type: Parental Engagement

Staff

06/30/2014{  « Teachers

ACTION

BUDGET:

{iContinue and develop the Watch D.O.G.S.
ilprogram (Dads Of Great Students). Parent :
ilcontact: Tom Hapgood. Formative assessments End:
{lare derived from the goal of having 1 Watch :
:{iD.0.G. Dad on their child's birthday.

{lAction Type: Collaboration

dMolly Kuhl

Start: :
07/01/2013:

Staff

06/30/2014 + Outside

Consultants

« Teachers

« Administrative

ACTION

BUDGET:

A PARENT TEACHER ORGANIZATION exists to

dStaci Dellet iiStart:

ifoster parental and community involvement within 07/01/2013; ¢ Administrative ACTION
{|the school. : End: Staff BUDGET: $
ilAction Type: Collaboration 06/30/2014; ¢« Teachers :
i|jAction Type: Parental Engagement e

{|Total Budget: 50

+ Planning Team

Classification

Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classrooem Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
Classroom Teacher
District-Level Professional
District-Level Professional
District- Level Professional
District-Level Professional
District-Level Professional

Name

Adriane Hapgood
Al Mangrum
Anne Garrett
Ashley Parette
Bo Mabry
Brady Carman
Bright East
Cathy VonHatten
Cheri Murphy
Crissa Mitchell
Deanna Martin
Delia Gorder
Irene Adams
Jake Beers
Jeanne King
John Griesse
Karen Rosso
Maggie Kelley
Mallory Alderson
Melinda Jorn
Molly Kuhl
Olivia Murphy
Patty Poore
Sarah Sullivan
Shania Moseley
Shannon Nickell
Spencer Pineda
Staci Dellet
Tony Bishop
Christie Jay
Debra Wilson
Ellen Johnston
Holly Smith
Kay lacoby

Positian
Music
Grade K
Grade K
Grade 3
PE
Grade 1
Grade 1
Art
Grade 2
Grade 4

Grade 3-5 Autism Resource

Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 4

Gifted and Talented
Grade 4

Grade 2

Gifted and Talented
Grade 1

Grade 3

Grade 5

ESL

Grade 5

Grade 4

Grade K

Grade 5

Grade 3

Grade 2

PE

Federal Programs Coordinator

Special Ed Coordinator
Mathermatics Specialist
Instructional Facilitator

Committee
Literacy - Reading
Literacy - Writing
Literacy - Reading
Wellness
Wellness
Mathematics
Wellness
Wellness

Literacy - Writing
ACSIP Chair
Literacy- Reading
Literacy - writing
Literacy - Reading
Mathematics
Wellness
Mathematics
Parental Involvement
Mathematics
Literacy - Reading
Literacy - Writing
Parental Involvement
ELL

Mathematics
Literacy - Reading
Mathematics
Literacy - Writing
Mathematics
Parental Involvement
Wellness-Chair
Literacy

Special Education
Mathematics
Literacy

Supt. Administrative Assistant Mathematics,Literacy



District-Level Professianal Marjo Burk
Nicky Anderson
Non-Classroom Professional Staff Cindy Ratcliff
Non-Classroem Professional Staff Diane Carpenter

Non-Classroom Professional Staff Elizabeth Mitchell

District-Level Professional

Non-Classroom Professional Staff Elizabeth Williams
Non-Classroom Professional Staff Mindy Duell
Non-Classroom Professional Staff Susie Parham

Parent Dena Kniesl
Parent KC Pummill
Parent Liz Rusher
Parent Michelle Kieklak
Parent Soner Senlikci

Principal Rhonda Moore

Technology Coach

Math Caoach

Resource

Librarian

ESL

Speech Patholagist

Special Education

Counselor

Parent Advisaory Committee
Parent Advisory Committee
Parent Advisory Committee
Parental Advisory Committee
Parental Advisory Committee
Principal

Literacy - Reading
Mathematics

Literacy - writing
Literacy - Reading
Parental Tnvolvement - Chair
Mathematics

Literacy - Writing
Parental Involvement
Parental Involvement
Parental Involvement
Parental Involvement
Parental Invalvement
Parental Involvement
ACSIP Leadership



