Local Literacy Plan

LocAL LiTerAcY PLAN: BIRTH THROUGH GRADE 12

The Ohio Department of Education requires all nonprofit early childhood education programs
and LEAs applying for the Comprehensive Literacy State Development Subgrant complete
a local literacy plan, as dictated by the age/grade ranges the organization serves. The plan
must be submitted as part of the application process for the Comprehensive Literacy State
Development Subgrant.

e Birth-Kindergarten Entry: A focus on emergent literacy based on Ohio’s Early Learning
and Development Standards (Birth to Kindergarten Entry) aligned to Ohio’s Learning
Standards in English Language Arts for Kindergarten-grade 12.

o K-12: A focus on achievement and alignment to Ohio’s Learning Standards for English
Language Arts grades K-12.

EARLY CHiLDHOOD EpucATioN PRoGRAM/LEA: NorTH UNION LocAL ScHooLs

IRN: 050336

ODE/ODJFS LICENSE NUMBER (IF APPLICABLE):

STEP UP TO QUALITY RATING (IF APPLICABLE):

ADDRESSs: 12920 State RouTe 739 RicHwoob, OHio 43344

Leap ConTacT: DR. ERIKA BowER, CHIEF AcADEMIC OFFICER

CEO/SuPERINTENDENT: RICHARD BAIRD

Date: June 8, 2020 (Uppatep OcToBER 2020; JANUARY 2021; MarcH 2021, June 2021, SEPTEMBER
2021)
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Local Literacy Plan

SUMMARY AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Insert a short narrative summarizing the components of the plan and acknowledging all sources
that were utilized to develop the plan (funding, guidelines, leadership, stakeholders). This is to
be written when the plan is completed.

The North Union Local Schools administration and staff spent numerous hours analyzing data
from various sources, learning about Ohio’s Plan to Improve Literacy, and researching
evidence-based strategies to create a well-rounded, collaborative literacy plan. The team
reached out to surrounding districts to brainstorm and share ideas as well. The data used
included Ohio State Testing, NWEA MAP, KRA, RIMPs, Lexia, and ACT.

The team followed ESSA guidelines to design a local literacy plan that includes strong,
evidence-based supports, instructional strategies, and resources. A communication
infrastructure will be created to provide collaboration opportunities and support through DLT,
BLTs, and TBTs.

The team looked at the district’s recent CCIP and One Plan goals and strategies and utilized the
district’s vision and mission to create a literacy vision. Our plan is founded on our literacy vision,
which is based on the defined view of literacy shared by the International Literacy Association,
is to prepare all students with the skills and knowledge necessary “to identify, understand,
interpret, create, compute, and communicate using visual, audible, and digital materials across
disciplines and in any context” (ILA) so they are empowered to make a difference in the world.
We realize this can be a challenge; however, we believe our focus on a balanced literacy
framework will support this vision.
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CONTENT OF THE PLAN

Section 1: Leadership Team Membership. Development Process and Plan for Monitoring
Implementation

Section 2: Alignment Between the Local Literacy Plan and Other Improvement Efforts

Section 3: Comprehensive Needs Assessment

Section 4: Literacy Mission and Vision Statement(s)

Section 5: Measurable Learner Performance Goals

Section 6: Action Plan Map(s)

Section 7: Plan for Monitoring Progress Toward the learner Performance Goal

Section 8: Expectations and Supports for learners and Professionals

Appendices
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Local Literacy Plan

SEcTioN 1: LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERSHIP, DEVELOPMENT PROCESS AND PLAN FOR MONITORING

IMPLEMENTATION

SEcTIoN 1, PART A: LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERSHIP

Insert a list of all leadership team members, roles and contact information. If you are an early
childhood education program, the Department encourages you to include team members from
the district(s) that children in your program feed into for kindergarten through grade 12. If you
are a district, the Department encourages you to include team members of the early childhood
program(s) and community that feed into your district. Additionally, your team membership
should line up with the data needs outlined in Section 3 of this plan. Insert additional rows as
needed.

*Please note that this team never met all together at any given time. Instead, these are
people who attended and participated in ELA professional development sessions
throughout our after-school sessions. Their input over time was used initially. Since then,
information is shared through the DLT-BLT-TBT process.

(Initial) Leadership Team Membership

Dr. Erika Bower Chief Academic Officer District Office Ebower@nu-district.org
Dar Allison NUES Principal Elementary dallison@nu-district.org
Lou Ann Daum Kindergarten Teacher Elementary Idaum@nu-district.org
David Hatfield Kindergarten Teacher Elementary dhatfield@nu-district.org
Valorie Jolliff 1* Grade Teacher Elementary vjolliff @nu-district.org
Emily Levings 2" Grade Teacher Elementary elevings@nu-district.org
Nicole Stotz 3 Grade Teacher Elementary nstotz@nu-district.org
Kathy Schrader 4™ Grade Teacher Elementary kschrader@nu-district.org
Brittany Kuess 5" Grade Teacher Elementary bkuess@nu-district.org
Brooke Keever 5" Grade Teacher Elementary bkeever@nu-district.org
Megan McCalf Intervention Specialist Elementary mmccalf@nu-district.org
Halle Dumoulin Guidance Counselor Elementary hdumoulin@nu-district.org
Tammy Borders Guidance Counselor Elementary tborders@nu-district.org
Shelley Harrah 6™ Grade Teacher Middle School sharrah@nu-district.org
Melissa Nichols 7" Grade Teacher Middle School mnichols@nu-district.org
Taylor Lawrence 8" Grade Teacher Middle School tlawrence@nu-district.org
Josh Thompson ELA Teacher High School ithompson@nu-district.org
/Ashleigh Burleson ELA Teacher High School aburleson@nu-district.org
Amy Hundley ELA Teacher High School ahundley@nu-district.org
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SecTioN 1, PART B: DEVELOPING, MONITORING AND COMMUNICATING THE LOCAL LITERACY PLAN

Describe how the leadership team developed the plan, how the team will monitor the plan and
how the team will communicate the plan.

North Union administration and staff have spent numerous hours digging into Ohio’s Learning
Standards in order to create a shared, deep knowledge of the standards at each grade level.
We have started the process of analyzing the vertical alignment and organizing critical
conversations about how to ensure collaboration within and between grade levels and buildings,
especially in English Language Arts. Over the past two years, we have surveyed staff about the
programs and curriculum we have and their needs for literacy instruction. We have also
received feedback from quarterly K-12 English Language Arts professional development
opportunities. Based on the feedback of our staff, we spent time providing professional
development on Lexia as a tiered support system which has been in the district for multiple
years, but has not been used with fidelity until this year. Additionally, we heard from staff the
need for job embedded literacy professional development and coaching, so we enlisted the
support of a consultant from the North Central Ohio Educational Service Center (NCOESC) to
provide this support for about 20 days. Data from a variety of sources has been shared with
teachers and analyzed to look at strengths and weaknesses. All of this data will be shared in
Section 3: Why a Reading Achievement Plan Is Needed in Our District; however, taking a quick
look at our district report card will show a need for a formal literacy plan. According to our 2018
Local Report Card, our Index Met rating was a rating of F. We earned seven out of the
twenty-four indicators. Of those seven indicators, only one was earned in English Language
Arts. That one indicator was earned in 5th grade. English Language Arts in 3rd (75.8%) and 4th
(76.3%) are within 5% of earning the indicator. The other grade levels are as much as 21.6%
away from earning the indicator as 6th grade earned 58.4%, 7th grade earned 70.2%, 8th
earned 64.3%, ELA | earned 62.0%, and ELA Il earned 70.9%. Our K-3 Literacy Grade
improved from a D in 2017 to a C in 2018. This data shows we have created a strong literacy
foundation on which we need to continue to build in order to increase the capacity of our
teachers. After reflecting on all of our work thus far, it was decided a formal literacy plan needed
to be developed by a team of stakeholders. This plan was created through a shared endeavor
with a team of staff members and the feedback of all ELA staff members via surveys and
vertical ELA meetings. During this process, the elementary principal and the Chief Academic
Officer (CAQ) served as co-facilitators with the CAO serving as the lead writer. The work was
completed through a Google doc which will continue to be shared through the Curriculum and
Instruction website for staff viewing and comment. This plan is fluid, flexible. It is meant to be
used to drive literacy instruction; therefore, adjustments will be made based on progress
monitoring that will be used. The dates on the initial page show the updates along the way.
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SEcTION 2: ALIGNMENT BETWEEN THE LocAL LiTERACY PLAN AND OTHER IMPROVEMENT EFFORTS

Describe how the local literacy plan aligns to other local or community improvement plans
focused on literacy outcomes. If the early childhood program or LEA engages in the Ohio
Improvement Process (OIP) or another improvement model comparable to OIP, the program or
LEA should describe the use of the process and team structures in this section.

Districts and community schools that are required under state law or policy to develop
improvement plans or implement improvement strategies must ensure that the local literacy plan
is aligned with other improvement efforts.

- This can be done by describing how the district or community school continuous
improvement plan incorporates the components required of the local literacy plan.
Districts and community schools should describe the collaborative efforts that
combine multiple strategies of their improvement plans to collectively impact
improvement of system structure supports and leadership supports.

North Union Local Schools is a small, rural district located in Union County, Ohio, which covers
a 162 square mile boundary line. It is made up of multiple townships, including Claibourne,
Dover, Jackson, Leesburg, Liberty, Taylor, Washington, and York in Union County along with
Scioto and Thompson in Delaware County. Within these townships, there are several villages
such as Magnetic Springs, Essex, Byhalia, and Richwood. The hub of the district, and the
largest of these villages where the school buildings are located, is the village of Richwood. The
current enrollment of North Union Local Schools in PK-12 is about 1,550 students across three
buildings, including one elementary school, one middle school, and one high school. The district
currently has 37.1% of the population identified as economically disadvantaged, which is slightly
lower than the state average. The average adjusted gross income for the district is $54,797.
This ranks the district 275th out of 612 districts. The students with disabilities population is
15.5%. This number is the same as the state’s average.

Through the Decision Framework on our District's Needs Assessment, there were concerns in
English Language Arts. Specifically, the concerns include 3rd and 6th grade all students who
are below proficient with an added focus on students with disabilities. In order to address these
needs, the district has implemented the Comprehensive Continuous Improvement Plan (CCIP)
which has focused on the following influences:
1. The curriculum is aligned to Ohio’s learning standards.
2. Schools/districts/teachers understand and use data/evidence from summative
assessment (including end of course/unit summative).
3. Evidence demonstrates that classroom environments are supportive of the learning for
all students, especially students with disabilities.

Although we have moved to the One Plan since the initial writing of our literacy plan, our goals
have remained the same. In conjunction with the CCIP and One Plan, North Union Local
Schools created a new strategic plan to drive the work of the district. The core design team
comprised 44 stakeholders, including board of education members, district and building
administrators, teachers, students, parents, local business owners, and community members.
Not only did this team meet for 15 hours over the course of four days in March-May 2019, they
engaged the entire community by surveying families, students, community members, and local
businesses to gather feedback on building and district communication and perceptions about
the school facilities, academics, extracurricular opportunities, reputation, administrators, board
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of education, staff, budgeting, and overall quality of education for all students. The National
School Boards Association (2015) emphasizes the importance of a shared vision and core
values stating, “This shared vision is the kernel of the mission and goals that direct board and
staff actions and gains the entire community’s commitment to improving achievement for all
students” (p. 5). Our design team agreed on a vision that consists of three powerful words,
which we later realized is very similar to Ohio’s vision. Our vision is
Prepare-Challenge-Empower. The team wanted the vision to be easy to remember even
though it packed a powerful message. The vision clearly connects to the mission as each of the
three words from the vision are embedded into the mission. Our mission is as follows: Together
with our community, preparing students for a changing world; challenging students to grow;
empowering students to achieve with purpose. The words of the vision and mission were
carefully and strategically chosen to flow from one phase to another. The discussion revolved
around the fact that if the district prepared and challenged the students throughout their K-12
education, they would be empowered in order to be successful beyond K-12 education.

We created four cornerstones based on our vision and mission. They are as follows:

District Comerstones

Student Morth Union Local Schools priortizes the education of the whole child by supporting rigorous, relevant, and
Programming diverse learning opportunities for all students.

Student Wellness | Morth Union Local Schools promotes an environment of safety and wellness across our district because
success depends upon all students’ ability to come to school physically, mentally, and emotionally prepared.

Community Marth Union Local Schools welcomes the active parficipation of parents, businesses, community members,
Engagement and students across all areas of governance, curricular, and extra-curricular programming.
Marketing Marth Union Local Schools is known for who we are, what we are, and what we do through consistent,

continuous, and diverse communications.

As cited in Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy Achievement (2020), “Reading difficulties are
associated with higher risks of depression, higher rates of dropping out, decreased likelihoods
of earning college degrees and lower income levels” (p. 18). Literacy and language are critical
building blocks for success that permeate throughout all academic subject areas and extend
beyond formal education creating individuals who are prepared, challenged, and empowered. It
is clear that literacy is at the core of our vision as well as our cornerstones which are focused on
the whole child, including their physical, mental, and emotional well-being. Utilizing our CCIP
and strategic plan along with Ohio’s literacy plan, we will be able to strengthen the literacy and
language of all learners.

In order to support our vision and improve literacy and language, we will set goals based on the
following:
1. Vertically align instruction with a focus on depth of knowledge
2. Progress monitoring of all students on a regular basis to ensure the strategies we
utilize are effective and implemented with fidelity
3. Aligned, targeted intervention that is progress monitored to support readers who
are not at grade level
4. Embedded, on-going professional development to understand and implement the
Simple View of Reading along with the components of the language and literacy
development continuum, including emergent, early, conventional, and adolescent
literacy.
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Teacher Based Teams will analyze data and plan instruction. The District Leadership Team and
the Building Leadership Teams have been created (starting in the 2021-22 school year). They
will work with the Teacher Based Teams to monitor the implementation and progress of our
Local Literacy Plan as well.

Back to Main Menu

Page 8 of 8



Local Literacy Plan

SecTioN 3: CoMPREHENSIVE NEEDS ASSESSMENT

Describe why a local literacy plan is needed in your community.

SECTION 3, PART A: ANALYSIS OF LEARNER PERFORMANCE DATA

Insert an overall analysis of language and literacy performance data, based on the age/grade
ranges served by the organization and age/grade ranges impacted by the plan. Data sources
that the early childhood education program or LEA may include, but are not limited to include:

Infant Risk Factors;

Ohio’s Early Learning Assessment (or other comprehensive preschool assessment used
by the program);

Kindergarten Readiness Assessment;
Ohio’s State Tests in English language arts (grades 3-8);
Ohio’s State Tests in other content areas (grades 3-8);

Reading diagnostics (required for grades K-3 under the Third Grade Reading
Guarantee);

High School end-of-course tests;
Ohio English Language Proficiency Assessment (English Learners);
Ohio’s Alternate Assessment for Students with Significant Cognitive Disabilities; and

Any other assessments, as applicable (curriculum-based measures)
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Section 3, Part A: Analysis of Relevant Learner Performance Data

Insert an analysis of relevant student performance data from sources that must include, but are not limited
to, the English language arts assessment (grade 3-8), the Kindergarten Readiness Assessment, reading
diagnostics (required for grades K-3 under TGRG), and benchmark assessments, as applicable.

District-Wide Data

Data Map Tool

North Union Local Schools began using DataMap at the middle of the 2018-19 school year and continues
to use it now. This system is part of the ProgressBook Suite. DataMap puts various data right at the
teachers’ fingertips and creates a roadmap of this data for each student. Data for North Union includes
EVAAS, OST, DRA, KRA, NWEA MAP, RIMP, ACT/Pre-ACT, and attendance. Using this system, teachers
are able to look at timely data and trend data of each student. We have seen an increase in teacher use
and awareness of data by implementing the system. The data sources for each grade level are shown
below:
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Data Sources

ACT/Pre- ACT v v v
KRA v

RIMPs v v v v

Lexia v | Vv | VY |V | VY | V

Leveled Reading System v v v v v v v v v

NWEA v v v v v v v v v

OST/EOC v v v v v v v v

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 | 11 | 12

The Leveled System refers to the systems we use for reading levels. At this time, we use the DRAZ2 kit in
grades K-2 and primarily for students in grade 3. A leveled reading system from Scholastic is used with
some students in 3rd grade and all students in 4th and 5th grade. The middle school uses a combination
of the two systems depending on the students. Neither system is used with all students at the middle
school. Currently, only students with disabilities are progress monitored with a formal leveling system. This
will be discussed further under the analysis of factors in Section 3, Part B.

Ohio State Testing ELA Trend Data

ELA Trend Data 2015-19
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NWEA MAP Fall 2019-20 Projections to OST in Spring

Grade Student Limited Basic Proficient Accelerated Advanced
Count  count Percent RO LR L B O Count Percent Count Percent

K 108 4 3.7% 27 25.0% 42 38.9% 22 20.4% 13 12.0%
1 109 B 7.3% 15 13.8% 30 27.5% 21 19.3% as 32.1%
2 112 72 19.6% 76 23.2% 79 25.9% B T.1% 27 24.1%
3 117 22 18.8% 20 17.1% 30 25.6% 22 18.8% 23 19.7%
4 125 17 13.6% 28 22.4% 34 27 2% k1| 24.8% 15 12.0%
5 121 14 11.6% 27 22.3% 29 24.0% 18 14.9% a3 27.3%
6 117 17 14.5% 35 29.9% 36 30.8% 21 17.9% B 6.8%
7 119 19 16.0% 39 32.8% ag 32.8% 18 15.1% 4 3.4%
8 115 30 26.1% 22 19.1% 37 32.2% 14 12.2% 12 10.4%

Total 1043 153 14.7% 239 22.9% 306 29.3% 175 16.8% 170 16.3%

When looking at the trend data for each grade, there is a significant drop from 2015 to 2016. We believe
the primary reason for this was due to the transition from PARCC to OST assessments. As a whole, all
grade levels tend to trend up; however, we are unable to consistently reach the indicator target set by the
state, which is currently 80%. The MAP fall 2019-20 projections to OST predicted a decrease as
compared to the previous year’'s OST scores. This was not a concern as our students historically
outperform the MAP projections. As we drilled down into the OST data by utilizing the Secure Data
Warehouse, the team found that Students with Disabilities are less likely to score proficient or above on
the English Language Arts tests as shown below. While looking at this data, we also noticed that all
students trended down in the accelerated and advanced performance levels.

Students with Disabilities Performance Levels

Limited Basic Proficient Accelerated Advanced

SWD Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No

ELA 29.3% | 44% | 30.3% | 19.4% | 23.2% |[28.6% |13.1% | 23.5% | 4% |24.1%
(Grades
3-8)

ELA I 62.5% | 13.6% | 21.9% | 23.7% | 15.6% |46.6% | 0% 7.6% 0% | 8.5%

(no longer
required)

ELA I 65% | 9.1% 15% | 18.2% 5% 418% | 5% |20.9% | 10% | 10%

Reading Year Over Year Comparison
We looked at the cohort data with all of our students. There is no clear, consistent pattern of trending
down or trending up rather there is fluctuation between grade levels in each cohort as shown below.

North Union Local Schools - Year over Year Comparison
Indicators: 200708 ) 2008-09 | 20059-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13] 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16| 2016-17 | 2017-18 | 2018-19 | 2019-20| 2020-21
3rd grade Reading 68.6 79.3 90.2 848 895 896 236 BD.7 63.0 785 £9.9 75.8 51 &0
4th grade Reading 83.7 85.6 929 991 951 96.2 96.4 711 61.2 75.2 83.8 76.3 63
5th grade Reading 819 679 813 85.2 847 B5.6 832 53.3 56.6 73.8 788 817 79
6th grade Reading 85.8 87.3 83.2 86.0 945 83.3 90.7 53.1 43.1 50.4 61.8 58.4 56
7th grade Reading 77.8 817 4.9 79.6 B4.5 927 839 64.2 56.5 49.1 65.5 70.2 &0
8th grade Reading 88.9 82.7 897 913 B3.7 895 S48 65.5 45.8 53.8 441 &4.3 60
English | 69.0 55.5 59.8 75.5 62 0
English 1l 44.5 62.2 65.1 709 &7
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Summary of Strengths and Needs

Data based on | Foundational Language & Literary and Vocabulary Info Text Literary Text
KRA, MAP, Skills Writing Info
OST, ACT

K

1

4

5

Data based on | Foundational Language & Literary and Vocabulary Info Text Literary Text
KRA, MAP, Skills Writing Info
OST, ACT

6

7

10

1"

Grade level data will be shared separately; however, it was compiled above for a quick view. There are
pockets of strengths and needs in each area at various grade levels. This data shows the need for
consistency and collaboration in the implementation of our literacy plan. For example, we have
strengths in writing in grades 4-5 and grades 7-8 with writing needs in grades K-1, 3, 6, and 9-10. These
same patterns can be found in informational text and literary text.

RIMP Data

To determine “On/Off Track,” we have utilized NWEA MAP. By looking at historical RIMP data, we took
note that we identified fewer students in kindergarten as off track while our numbers increased in second
and third grade. We compared the number of students off track using KRA to those off track using NWEA
MAP. A significantly larger number of students would be considered off track with KRA. After analyzing the
specific data that both assessments provided to teachers, we felt the KRA more accurately depicted the
strengths and needs of our students, so beginning in 2018-19, we utilized KRA for our kindergarten
RIMPs. By doing this, we were able to establish focused plans to support more students who are at risk.
Through the analyzation of our historical data, we also discovered that students who were not at the norm
RIT score as determined by NWEA MAP were less likely to be proficient on the OST,; therefore, we
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decided to create RIMPs for any student who was not at the fall RIT norm. Again, this has allowed us to
focus on detecting and proactively supporting more students who could be at risk. This data demonstrates

our need to monitor progress all students, especially those on RIMPs, to ensure they are making
adequate growth from year to year.
RIMPs 2021-22: Will update

RIMPs 2020-21

2020-21, according to Cut Scores given by MAP
Kpaerganten Ut 1st Grade Cut | 2nd Grade Cut | 3rd Grade Cut
263 (262 and Score 149 (148 | score 164 (163 | Score 178 (177
t:-‘-"el-:)w and below) and below) and below)
) 103 Students 100 Students 110 Students
101 Students
# off track 61 25 39 22
60.30% 24.20% 39% 20%
# on RIMPs 61 {(Norm 155) (Norm 172) (Norm 186)
based on Fall RIT 25+18=43 39+10=49 20+23=43
Score Norms
(50th percentile)
60.30% 41.70% 49% 39%
*MNote: K/1 MAP is read to the students while 2-8 MAP requires students to read all parts.

RIMPs 2019-20

2019-20, according to Cut Scores given by MAP
Kindergarten Cut | 1st Grade Cut 2nd Grade Cut 3rd Grade Cut
Score 263 (262 | Score 151 (150 | score 170 (169 | Score 181 (180
and below) and below) and below) and below)
105 Students 109 Students 112 Students 117 Students
# off track 49 5 40 25
46.60% 4.50% 35.70% 21.30%
# on RIMPs 49 (Norm 161) (Norm 175) (Norm 189)
based on Fall RIT 5+19=24 40+8=48 25+17=42
Score Norms
(50th percentile)
46.60% 22% 42.80% 35.80%
*MNote: K/1 MAP is read to the students while 2-8 MAP requires students to read all parts.
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RIMPs 2018-19

2018-19, according to Cut Scores given by KRA/MAP
1st Grade Cut |2nd Grade Cut| 3rd Grade Cut
Kindergarten |Score 150 and | score 169 and | Score 180 and
Cut Score 261 | below (21st below (33rd below (30th
and below percentile) percentile) percentile)
# off track 40 29 50 o4
# on RIMPs 40 (Norm 161) (Norm 175) (Norm 189)
based on Fall 29+25=54 50+14=64 54+28=82
RIT Score
Norms (50th
percentile)
*Note: K/1 MAP is read to the students while 2-8 MAP requires students to read
all parts.

Kindergarten Data

Kindergarten KRA:

According to Ohio’s Plan to Raise to Raise Literacy Achievement (2020), 150,000 or 31.3% kindergarten
through third grade students were not on track to be reading at grade level. Over 40,000 of these students
were actually kindergarten students. This means students were “entering a foundational year of learning
already behind in language and literacy skills” (p. 12). Unfortunately, the kindergarten students at North
Union are no different. The Kindergarten Readiness Assessment measures the foundational skills and
behaviors that prepare students for instruction based on kindergarten standards. KRA categorizes
students’ overall scores as follows:

Emerging: Students demonstrated minimal foundational skills and behaviors that prepare them for
instruction based upon kindergarten standards.

Approaching: Students demonstrated some foundational skills and behaviors that prepare them for
instruction based upon kindergarten standards.

Demonstrating: Students demonstrated foundational skills and behaviors that prepare them for
instruction based upon kindergarten standards.

KRA 2021-22: Will update

Our 2020-21 KRA scores show only 21.3% of our students in the demonstrating category while 60.2%
were in the approaching category and 18.5% fell in the emerging category. Looking at the trend data over
the past three years shows that, on average, 40% of our students entering kindergarten lack the
foundational skills and behaviors necessary for instruction based upon kindergarten standards and are
considered off-track based on the Third Grade Reading Guarantee requirements. This number is well
above the state average described above and demonstrates the need for improvement in literacy.
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KRA School Year 2020-21

Percentage of Students Average Scores
Overall Score Language &
Literacy
Demonstrati Approaching Emerging On-Track Not Overall Score Language & Math Physical Well Social
ng (270-298) (258-269) (202-257) (263-298) On-Track Literacy Being & Motor Foundations
(202-262) Dev.
221% | 53.8% | 24% | 41.3% | 58.7% 261.8 261.1 263.3 267.7 262.2

KRA School Year 2019-20

Percentage of Students Average Scores
Overall Score Language &
Literacy

Demonsirating | Approaching | Emerging | On-Track Mot On- Crwarall Language Math Physscal Social

(2T0-298) (256.268) | (202-257) | (263-296) Track Score & Literacy Well Being | Foundabons

(202-282) & Molor
Dherv.
21.3% 60.2% 18.5% 59% 41% 264.4 263 267.2 268.4 266.6

KRA School Year 2018-19

Percentage of Students Average Scores
Overall Score Language &
Literacy

Demonstrating | Approaching | Emerging | On-Track Mot O Owarall Language Math Physecal Social

(2T0-298) (258-269) (202-257) | (263-298) Track Score & Literacy Well Being | Foundabons

(202-282) & Modor
D
34.7% 45.5% 19.8% | 604% | 39.6% | 266.3 | 2659 | 267.7 | 268.3 271.4
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KRA School Year 2017-18
Percentage of Students AVE‘I’BQE‘ Scores
Overall Score Language &
Literacy

Dﬂl""l_ll‘"ﬂ‘d'_-l'-g Approaching F_ll‘\-urqlrl-g On-Track Mol Cne Cvarall Langusgs KMaln Prysical Social

(2TD-298) (258-289) 202-25T) 283-208) Track Soone & Lisracy Well Baing Foundalions

(202-262 & Molor
Dhea
27.2% 45.6% 27.2% 95.3% 44.7% | 264.3 264.3 265.2 266.3 265.9

Kindergarten NWEA MAP

As we looked at trend data from NWEA MAP, we realized that the cut score used for RIMPs did not give
us an accurate prediction of students’ future performance for the Third Grade Reading Guarantee.
Typically, we would have less than 10% of our students considered off-track based on kindergarten NWEA
MAP scores. In order to get a more accurate projection, we started looking at how our students compared
to the Norm Grade Level Mean RIT. When looking at 2019-20 in this manner, we found 34% of our
students scored below the grade level mean. This gives us a similar projection to what the KRA data
showed. We feel confident by using these two data points, we have a clear picture of each student’s
strengths and areas of need to guide our instruction and progress monitor along the way. Foundational
skills were shown as one of the biggest areas of need in the fall as well as the winter. With the 2020-21
school year, the same pattern appears as Foundational Skills continues to be the lowest overall area.
Fall 2021-22: Will update

Fall 2020-21

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 101
Mean RIT 139.8
Standard Deviation 9.4
District Grade Level Mean RIT 139.8
Studants At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT 46
Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 136.6
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 71
%II: :ﬁsn w;,ilr:;::%n [+E?5amnpR|E1;r,\ Std Dewr

Overall Performance % count Yo count Yo

Growth: Reading K-2 OH 2017 / OH Learning Standards
Language Arts: 2017 ¥ a I az 3% 14 14% 138-140-141 a4

Language and Writing 20% 2 9% 137-138-139 89

T e S L '
Literature and Informational
- 8 8% 12 L2 | 19t | a7 | oamw | 25 | 25w 141142-144 | 123

F oundational Skills

_ - 13 | 13% | 23 | zaw | 27 | 2w | 28
Hocndalery bae and FLrelicns 6% @ | 18% | 20 | 2o | 24 | 24% | 24 | 24m 140142143 | 135

28% 10 10%% 136-137-138 1.4
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Winter 2020-21
Total &tudenic WIth Valld @rowth Test Joores o
Mean RIT 1458
3fandand Deviation 101
Distriot Grade Level Mean RIT 1428
tudente At or Above Dictriot Grade Level Msan RIT 48
Normmn @rade Lewel Mean RIT 1453
hudente At or Abova Morm Grads Lavel Msam RIT &1
Avg
Sl 41-80
Overall Performanes count | ®
Language Arts: 2097 T 7 T% 19 1% 23 ] 26 5% 145-160-151 0.1
Eoal Area
Languags and Writin
10 10% 23 IT% = =% Fa 21% 2 IT% 148148150 0.8

twraturs and Infomn ational : - - o - .

Foundaticna
i 1™ 23 % 13 13%

I
i

% % % 150-161-152 0.7

[
i
i

147148150 13.7

13 13% s 1% 14 14%

"
n

5% 30 e ] 145168151 125

Spring 2020-21

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores w
Mean RIT 156.4
Standard Deviation 11.8
District Grade Level Mean RIT 158.4
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT 48
Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 153.1
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 52

Bwg Mean RIT
Shile 41-50 {+ SmpEm) St Dev
‘Overall Performance: count %
Growth: Reading K-2 OH 2017 1 OH Leaming 5tandards

anguaos Arts: 2017 i s 22% = 2% 28 % 157-158-160 11.8

Goal Area

) _
s 26e 0 m% | 18 e | 24 omn | m oz | 26 0 2w || 1msasmase |

[ ] .
w 8 o | o1z bz | 2= Doz | a0 e | 25 | o 158-158-160 | 131
&‘“‘i"“_ 1ol | 17 Lame | 20 | 21w | 25 | 26% | 24 | 4% 157-158-160 | 15.1
W 15 0 15% | 11 @ 115 | 18 ] 16% | 17§ 17% | 30 ! 40% 153-160-161 | 152
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Fall 2019-20

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 108
Mean RIT 145.4
Standard Deviation B.g
District Grade Level Mean RIT 145.4
Students At or Above Disfrict Grade Level Mean RIT 4“4
MNorm Grade Level Mean RIT i
Students At or Above Morm Grade Level Mean RIT 71

LoAvg Avg ] Hi MeanRIT o p
Yile 21-40 Yeile 41-60 “ile 61-80 Yeile > 80 [+~ Smp Em)
count % count % count k] count %

4 4% 43 44% M % 18 im% 145-145-146 38

‘Overall Performance

Growth: Reading K-2 OH 2017 / OH Leaming Standards
i aoe Arts: 2047
Goal Area

Literature and Informational
I
Foundational Skills
I

Vocabulary Use and Functions
[ ]

3% A

8
]

141-142-143 a8

2% 20

Y

40 7% 148-148-151 107

24% H

i

21 0% 143-144-145 1.8

®E|R|®

3% 23

a
I
b

1

5% 148.-146-147 1m7

Winter 2019-20

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 108
Mean RIT 155.4
Standard Deviation 124
District Grade Level Mean RIT "
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT 5
Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 151.3
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT &2

Lofvg Avg Hifivg Hi MeanRIT .o
Shile 21-40 Shile 4150 %ile 61-80 ile > 80 (+- Smp Erm)

‘Overall Performance L. count % count % count % count %

Growth: Reading K-2 OH 2017 ! OH Leamning Standards
anguaoe Arts: 2017
Gaoal Area
[ [ ] S [ || e ff e
Literature and Informational g - 15 175
| I * -
Foundational Skills
| I S e W e
Vocabulary Use and Functions
I

10 B 7 18% 2 24% I 25% 2 M 158-155-157 | 124

24% o 2% 25 % 152454155 | 134

B

21% 20 % 30 % 155-136-157 124

B
g

2 21% 32 0% 158155157 | 154

B
o
=
#
=
=
E
H

36 % 155-136-158 154

Kindergarten Lexia

Finally, we looked at Lexa data. Although Lexia has been purchased for about eight years for use in the
district, there was not an expectation to use it. It was more of an option until this school year. Professional
development was provided to assist staff in understanding the support Lexia can provide for foundational
literacy skills. It became an expectation for teachers in grades kindergarten through third to use the
program with fidelity. Tutors were utilized to support students as they struggled with specific skills along
the way. Teachers pulled lessons and provided the materials for the tutors to pull students to work on their
areas of need. We were able to see significant progress in kindergarten foundational literacy skills as
shown below. Initially, 61% of the kindergarten students were working in below grade level material and
none of them were working in above grade level material. By February, none of the students were working
in below grade level material and 25% of the students were working in above grade level material.
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Students working Below, In, or Above Grade Level of Material (GLM)

Below GLM In GLM Above GLM
September 2020 64% 36% 0%
October 2020 35% 65% 0%
January 2021 2% 89% 9%
March 2021 0% 62% 38%
June 2021 0% 35% 65%
Below GLM In GLM Above GLM
September 2019 61% 39% 0%
February 2020 0% 74% 25%

1st Grade Data

1st Grade NWEA MAP

NWEA MAP data for 1st grade showed strengths in literary and informational writing and vocabulary with
needs in foundational skills and language and writing. These were the same strengths and needs we
found in kindergarten; however, we have noticed a significantly lower number of students in 1st grade who
were considered “Off-Track” based on the NWEA MAP cut scores provided by ODE compared to students
in 2nd grade. We believed one contributing factor to be that the MAP test was read to students in 1st
grade. We also used (and continue to use) the 2-5 test for 2nd grade, which caused a large increase in
RIMPs from 1st to 2nd grade. The “Off-Track” percentage from kindergarten to 1st was similar and lower
when we used the NWEA MAP cut scores provided by ODE for kindergarten students. We believed this
gave us a false positive about our students’ literacy skills. As mentioned above, to adjust for this, we
continue to place all students who do not score at the Fall Norm RIT score on a RIMP. This process allows
us to provide structured support and interventions to help ensure students are at grade level or above.
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Fall 2021-22: Will update

Fall 2020-21
summary __________|

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 101
Mean RIT 157.1
Standard Deviation 12.4
District Grade Level Mean RIT -
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT *
Morm Grade Level Mean RIT 1859
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 54
LoAvg Avg HiAvg MeanRIT gy oy
%ile 2140 %ile 41-60 %ile 61-80 gile > B0 [+~ Smp Em)
count| % [count| % [TTSIEA %
18 | 18% | 28 | 28% | 22 | 2% | W | 1% 156-157-158 | 124
Goal Area
Lai d Writi
e - 19 | 9% | 17 | 17% | 24 | 24% | 17 | 17% | | 154156457 | 133
Sllerature and Informational 21 L 21% | 19 | 19% | 25 | 25% | 23 | 23% || 157158160 | 136
16 | 16% | 23 | 23% | 28 | 28% | 19 | 19% | 15 | 15% 155-156-158 14
16 | 16% | 17T | 17% | 21 | 21% | 22 | 2% | 25 | 25% 157-159-160 | 15.6
Winter 2020-21
Total Btudsnic With Valld Growdh Tact Soorsc 102
Mean RIT 1671
Standard Deviation 124
Distriot Grade Lawel Mean RIT 167.1
2tudents At or Above Distriot Grade Level Msam RIT 48
Horm Grade Level Mean AIT 165.8
2t ts &t or Above Horm Grads Lawvel Mean RIT 57
LoAvg g
Wlly 21-80 Wlls 41-80
Owerall Performanss oount b gount %
Growth: Reading K-2 OH 2017 | OH Lsarning Standards
Languags Arbs: 2047 1 1% k] % k] =% H 1% 18 1% 155-187-168 12.4
m | zom 13 13% = | zrm 23 5% 12 17% 1E5-188-168 | 129
Lilgre 308 |0l raglor al 13 [13% | 28 | =% | = | == | m | 3w 15 | 1% 166-187-168 | 143
Foundational Skilkc
_- 21 1% 13 12% RN 14 14% 20 a0 164188167 | 144
gaahulan: Uso ang Punofions 1 b | 2 o 3 e | 20 lom | nn | 2w 158188171 | 15E
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Fall 2019-20

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores

109

Mean RIT

188.5

Standard Deviation

11.6

District Grade Level Mean RIT

188.5

Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT

Norm Grade Level Mean RIT

Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT

(Overall Performance

Growth: Reading K-2 OH 2017 | OH Leamning Standards
Arts: 2017

anauaoes
I

Avg
Yile 41-60

count

23%

HiAvg
“hile 61-80
count % count

v

25%

Hi
“ile = 80

38

8%

Mean RIT

167-168-170 1.6

33

0%

186-167-168 124

Goal Area
[ T ]

3%

38

W%

168-169-170 125

Foundational Skills
[ T ]

28

28

%

188-167-160 147

Vocabulary Use and Functions
| I —

26

24%

45

1%

188171172 148

Winter 2019-20

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores

107

Mean RIT

i76.3

Standard Deviation

127

District Grade Level Mean RIT

Students At or Above District Grade Lewvel Mean RIT

Norm Grade Level Mean RIT

Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT

Growth: Reading
3ngua

Goalfrea __________

Area
| I
| —

Foundational Skills
| I
Vocabulary Use and Functions
I

A

g
Yile 41-60

count

1

18%

Hifvg
Yhile 61-80
count %

1&

7%

Hi

ile > B0

count

38

%

8%

Mean RIT
(-SmpEm S

1T5-ATe177 127

Dev

Fal

20

%

1THATH17E 125

st

28%

174-1T6-177 126

3%

178-178-170 16.0

3%

1T5ATI-17B 148

1st Grade Lexia

Once again, we have noticed an increase in students working at grade level through the use of Lexia as a
personalized, supportive system.

Students working Below, In, or Above Grade Level of Material (GLM)

Below GLM In GLM Above GLM
September 2020 66% 33% 1%
October 2020 65% 34% 1%
January 2021 47% 47% 6%
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March 2021

22%

66%

12%

June 2021

6%

64%

30%

Below GLM

In GLM

Abowve GLM

September 2019

S57%

38%

6%

February 2020

17%

62%

21%

2nd Grade Data
2nd Grade NWEA MAP

As noted in the summary above, based on NWEA MAP data, 2nd grade demonstrated a strength in
literary text and a need in informational text.

Fall 2021-22: Will update

Fall 2020-21

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 99

Mean RIT 172

Standard Deviation 18.1

District Grade Level Mean RIT

Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT *

Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 1723

Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 49

Lo LoAvg Avg HiAvg Hi MeanRIT .o
“ile < 21 Shile 21 40 %ile 4160 %ile 6180 %ile > B0 (+/- Smp Err)

Overall Performance count Yo count %o count % count % count %

Growth: Reading 2-5 OH 2017 / OH Learning Standards

Language Arts: 2017 28 | 28% | 19 | 19% | 11 | 11% | 18 | o1am | 27 | 27w 170-172-174 | 18.1
Goal Area

Lo sbuls Aopuisition and Lse 26 | 26% | 22 | 22% | 12 | 12% | 16 | 16% | 23 | 23% 1704172174 | 199
Informational Text: La ., Craft, and Struct

Zloipalons foxt: Lanquae, Craft,and Suuchus 27 | 27% | 17 | 17% | 14 | 14% | 18 | 6% | 25 | 25% 170472174 | 195
Literary Text: Kev Id d Detail

S s esas anf Lelals 25 | 25% | 20 | 20% | 16 | 16% | 14 | 14% | 24 | 24% 171473175 | 182

formational Text: Kevy Id d Detail

ML _'3‘r <as a". S 32 4 o32% | 18 | 19% | 4 a% | 18 1% | 26 | 26% 168470172 | 217
Literary Text: Language. Craft. and Structure
-=_ l-— o0 | 20% | 29 | 29% | w0 | 0% | 1 | o1am | 28 | 28% 171173175 | 202
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Winter 2020-21
Summary
Total Biudenic With Valld Growth Test Soomc 101
Mean RIT 1828
Itamdand Deviation 162
Dictriot Grads Levwel Mean BT 1226
Studante At or Abovs Diciriot Orads Leavel Msan RIT zg
Mo Srade Leval Maan RIT 1212
3t s &t or Above Horm Grade Lawvel Mean RIT =]
avg
S&lle 41-80
Dwerall Pariorma ness wount ®
e siancards
Language A: 207 14 14 1= iy 1= 5% 181-183-184 16.2
rr 3% 1= 15% i x] o 22 IF% . 23% 1&1-183-18E 176
=T % 113 1&% 1z 12% 22 IT% 24 4% 17s-181-183 iB.g
=i | 1% 15 15% 14 14% 22 % 3 i 152-184-1BE 175
I &% 17 1T% 14 14% Py 1% 25 5% 15H-182-183 8.2
bsrary Text: Languags, Craf, and $brusturs
=3 3% 15 15% 17 1% H Z21% 5 i 121-183-18E 1B.6
Fall 2019-20
Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 112
Mean RIT 1774
Standard Deviation 16.3
District Grade Level Mean RIT 1774
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT G
Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 1747
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT e
Lofwg Avg Mean RIT
Shile 2140 | %ile 4160 {+-Smp Err)  Std Dev
% ‘count % count %
Growth: Reading 2-5 0H 2017/ OH Learning Standards.
anguage Arts: 2017 o lonn | 16 | am | 5 e | o | mw || medarern | tes
Vocabulary: Acquisition and U N - N
-m's' _"“n = 21 (0% | 17 [ 15% | 2 | oom | 22 ! amw | 30 | =% | | meqrrro | 1es
Informational Text ge, Craft, and Struct N - N
. '°“—""’""""_r’ﬂ' = 23 Dz | 28 Do | o Vv | 20 Doasse | 24 | ozims || 17sametre | 17
Literary Text: Key Ideas and Detail _ =
_'{"‘r _Flrl = 18 | e | a7 | s | de | imm | 27 | s | a1 0 zmwn | | iredseez | 1sa
Informational Text: Key Ideas and Detail - o
. "’“‘-'_M"’"r _"5 N 25 P % | 20 [e% | @ 1w | 23 o2m | 25 ¢ omm || wsareare | 17e
Literary Text: Lanquage, Craft. and Structu
|_ = 17 | 18 21% | 21 | 1en | 2 lome | 28 | o2s% | | 1rrareen | 164
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Winter 2019-20

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 112
Mean RIT 1348
Standard Deviation 72
District Grade Level Mean RIT "
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT >
Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 1842
Students At or Above Norm Grade Lewel Mean RIT 62
LoAvg Ang Hiflvg Hi Mean RIT St Dev
il 2140 | ile4150 [ 1Lr DRI {4 Smp Em)
count % count % count % count % count %
Growth: Reading 2-3 OH 2017/ OH Learning Standards
—— 14 1 | oz b oaew | oo ) owew | 26 oz || teaaesaes | 72
Goal Area
Vocabulary: Acquisition and U N - -
| 77 18% | 2 o a0% | 26 ;o2 | 25 0z | | 1eadesie7 | 18
| informational Text Language, Craft_and Structure | _
I’ T el R LY 20 s | ot Doame | 15 D oamse | a2 oz || ieoas4ams | tee
Lz Tm 4 |1 | =3 02w 1% | 28 | 2% | | 184486188 | 1e0
linformational Text Key Ideas and Defails [ _ _
I’ T el "5 7 o | ote poame | e T 1 | 27 o243 | | 1m2484488 | 1es
' 26 Dz | oz Doow | i | owan | 27 | ooss | 21 0 oiew | | 1sadssaer | 17e

2nd Grade Lexia

Lexia continues to show progress in students’ literacy skills with 2nd grade. As a reminder, students who
are showing signs of struggling with literacy skills through Lexia are provided support through our Wildcat

Readers.

Students working Below, In, or Above Grade Level of Material (GLM)

Below GLM In GLM Above GLM
September 2020 58% 42% 0%
October 2020 55% 44% 1%
January 2021 47% 37% 15%
March 2021 36% 35% 28%
June 2021 29% 33% 37%
Below GLM In GLM Above GLM
September 2019 72% 17% 1%
February 2020 37 % 37% 20%
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3rd Grade Data

As we looked at both NWEA MAP and OST data, we noticed that, like 2nd grade, 3rd grade had strength
in literary text and a need in informational text. They also show a need in writing.

Fall 2021-22: Will update
3rd Grade NWEA MAP

Fall 2020-21

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 110
Mean RIT 1896
Standard Deviation 172
District Grade Level Mean RIT *
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT *
Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 1866
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 63
LoAvg Avg Mean RIT
Sile 2140 Siile 41-60 (+/-Smp Em StdDev
count % count %
Growth: Reading 2-5 OH 2017 / OH Learning Standards
Language Arts: 2017 22 20% 21 19% 21 19% 30 2% 188-190-151 17.2
Goal Area
_\mcabula 1 Acquisition and Use
-— 15 14% 16 15% 2 20% 32 29% 25 23% 187-189-191 18.5
rlf0"““"0"_3“ Text I"“-“”" Siltand Suucure 19 0 17% | 20 | 8% | 15 ! 14% | 28 | 25% | 28 | 25% || 188-190-191 | 186
Liizis T-“: Key 'd-‘gas and Detags 19 0 17% | 17 | 15% | 17 | 15% | 23 | 21% | 24 | 31% | | 189191103 | 20
Informational Text: Key Id d Detail
A 'oe = 19§ 17% | 21 | 19% | 24 | 22% | 20 | 19% | 25 | 23% | | 186-188-1%0 | 189
Lits Text: L , Craft, and Struct
sloelmlal cleml o lasl o | B oo || o
Winter 2020-21
Total Studenic With Valld Growth Test Soorec 113
Mean RIT 195.5
atandard Davistion 162
Dictriot Grade Lavel Mean RIT 195.5
Shudents At or Above Distriot Grade Lewel Msan RIT =]
Mo Grads Level Mean AT 1939
at te At or Above Morm Grades Lawvel Msan RIT )
LaAvg Ava
lle 21-80 Slle 41-80
Diverall Performanas oount % gount b
@rowth: Reading 2-5 OH 2817 J 08 Leawnimg Fhandarde
Language Arts: 3017 17 15% 23 IT% 2z 15% 27 4% 22 15% 154186157 152
1= 15% 23 0% 33 =% 20 15% L] 17T% 132-183-135 17
1 15 14% k] 1T% 3 0% 7 4% 8 5% 12E-187-128 17.7
terary Text: Kay kdeac and Detalic
[ [ ] 18 15% 22 19% 21 15% 23 0% 29 265% 195-187-159 17.4
—— -: _ : 3| 13% 13 15% 24 1% 27 4% 13 0% 133-186-136 | 982
tsrary Text: Languags. Craf, amd Shructurs
] 18% 19 1T% % 3% 2z 15% 26 23% 154-186-157 19
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Fall 2019-20

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 17
Mean RIT 19.2
Standard Deviation 152
District Grade Level Mean RIT 1.2
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT 85
Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 138.3
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 5

Lofvg Avg Hifiwg Hi Mean RIT std
Shile 21-40 Yeile 4160 Yile 61-80 Yeile > B0 [#- Smp Em)

o O B count | % | count| %

18 13% 18 18% | 36 0% 30 ¢ 2% 180-19-163 | 152

Goal Area

Vocabulary: Acguisition and Use
I
Informational Text: Language, Craft, and Structure

Literary Text: Key ldeas and Details
| — .
iterary Text- Language, Craft
[ |

12 18% k.l 23% 0 2% T % 180-192-183 | 155

25 | % 14 12% 19 16% | 3 30% M4 1 N% 167188101 | 178

7 15% 18 14% L 16% | 38 3% a7 | 3% 181-193-185 | 181

16 14% 21 18% | 2 8% | 32 I T 183-190-162 | 17.3

Informational Text: Key ldeas and Details
[ [ ]
Li Ti and Structure

20 17% 18 14% 18 4% | 30 26% 3| ] A% 181-192-184 | 186

Winter 2019-20

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 118
Mean RIT 196.7
Standard Deviation 13.8
District Grade Level Mean RIT B
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT -
Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 19548
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 3

Avg Hiflvg Mean RIT
Yeile 41-60 [+~ Smp Em)

count %

St Dev

k1l

2 % 25 2% 185-197-108 136

Goal Area
Vocabulary: Acquisition and Use
[ [ ]
Informational Text- Language, Craft, and Structure
[ ]
Literary Text: Key |deas and Details

B 28% 23 0% 1eg-197-100 | 142

28 4% 28 5% 1eg-138-100 | 164

% | 28 | 2o% | a2 | 28% | 22 | ig% | | 125496108 | 184
[ [ =

Informational Text: Key Ideas and Detail - _
' I = 1 1 % | 24 zm | 3 o o2Em | ) TR 195197108 | 154

Literary Text: Language, Craft, and Structu
; = e | a0 |2en | 3 | o2me | 2 | owem 104-195-167 | 152

3rd Grade Fall/Spring OST Scores--Proficient and Above

Year Fall Spring
2020-2021 40% 60%
2019-20 51% N/A
2018-19 46% 73%
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2017-18 40% 68%
2016-17 43% 77%
3rd Grade Ohio State Testing Reporting Category Performance Level
Reading Informational | Reading Literary Text Writing
Text

Proficiency % Below Near Above Below Near Above Below Near Above
Fall 2020-21 45% 32% 23% 44% 29% 27% 51% 39% 10%
Spring 2019-20 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Fall 2019-20 34% 47% 19% 26% 33% 41% 26% 62% 12%
Spring 2018-19 17% 47% 36% 17% 39% 44% 4% 59% 37%
Fall 2018-19 27% 46% 28% 31% 39% 31% 35% 60% 5%
Spring 2017-18 12% 40% 48% 21% 27% 51% 30% 33% 37%
Fall 2017-18 32% 35% 32% 33% 42% 25% 30% 49% 21%

3rd Grade Lexia
3rd grade does not show Lexia as having a significant impact; however, the team noticed that 3rd grade

does not implement Lexia with consistency and fidelity.

Students working Below, In, or Above Grade Level of Material (GLM)

Below GLM In GLM Above GLM
September 2020 88% 9% 3%
October 2020 87% 9% 4%
January 2021 71% 21% 8%
March 2021 57% 33% 10%
June 2021 48% 37% 15%
Below GLM In GLM Above GLM
September 2019 T3% 168% 11%
February 2020 66% 16% 18%
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4th Grade Data
According to NWEA MAP and OST data, 4th graders show strengths in literary text and writing. This
increase in writing scores demonstrates the need for vertical alignment to support the writing need in 3rd

grade. Informational text is a need in 4th grade. This is consistent with the need in grades 2 and 3 as well.
Fall 2021-22: Will update

4th Grade NWEA MAP

Fall 2020-21

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 115
Mean RIT 199.1
Standard Deviation 137
District Grade Level Mean RIT 1991
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT 60
Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 196.7
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 72
!_QAvg i Avg _HiAvg i Hi Mean RIT Std Dev
Yaile 21-40 “oile 41-60 “hile 61-80 Shile > 80 (+/- Smp Emm)

count Y% count % count % count %

: Reading 2-5 OH 2017 / OH Learning Standards

ne Arts: 2017 13 1% a7 32% 28 24% 22 19% 198-199-200 137

Goal Area

Vocabulary: Acquisition and U
21 | 1% | 20 | 17% | 27 | 23% | 28 | 24% | 18 | 17% | | 196108108 | 162

Informational Text: Language, Craft. and Structure 15 13% 13 11% 1 28% 2% 23% 29 25% 198-200-201 16

Lietan foxt: Koy Ideas and Details 20 0 17% | 12 [ 10% | 26 | 23% | 3 | 27% | 26 | 23% | | 198190201 | 153

Informational Text: Key ldeas and Details

14 12% 22 19% 28 24% an 26% | 18% 197-198-200 153

Literary Text: Language, Craft. and Structure
-— 13 11% 19 17% 20 17% 45 39% 18 16% 199-200-202 16
Winter 2020-21
Total Bfudsnic With Valld Orowih Tact Zoorsc 117
Mean RIT 06
Standard Daviation 125
Distriot Grade Lavel Mean RIT 08
Students &t or Above Disiriot Grade Lewsl Msan RIT g2
Morm Grade Level Mean RIT w5
at ts At or Above Morm Grades Lawvel Mean RIT 75
LoAvg Awg
Sl 21-20 S5lle 41-80

Dverall Performanas

Girowth: Resding 2-6 OH 2847 | OH Laarning Ftandarde
Languags Arte: 2017

oount k] gount %

a8 &% is 15% L] % 35 3% k2 g% I05-208-207 12t

15 13% 19 15% 22 1% kL IT% 23 0% 204-208-207 04

i z : == T % Iz | 7w | 28 | omm | o z=w 1 15% 03306206 | 143
tarary Text: Keay ldeac and Detalic
— 1 ] 13 ) 1% | 15 |1z | 2@ [ zw | o | oz | | o5-207-208 | 161

Elesmational Texi: Hev Ideac and Dada

[

g8 % b3l 1=% 24 % 3c 0% 19 g% I04-208-207 135

tsrary Text: Languags. Craf, and Thruchurs

1 o% 0 1% . X% 36 3% a5 1% 205-207-208 15
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Fall 2019-20

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 125
Mean RIT 2012
Standard Deviation 134
District Grade Level Mean RIT 2
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT &7
Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 1982
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 79
LoAvg Awg Mean RIT
Sile H-40 | ile 4150 {+ SmpEmy i Dev
% ‘count % count %
230 18% | 24 4o10% | 3 oy 20% | 20 i 2 200-201-202 | 134
Goal Area
I 19 | 15% | 28 | 20% | 36 | 2% | 24 | 19% 18-200201 | 152
Informational Text: Language, Craft, and Structure i " - - - -
|__ 16 3% bl 18% 23 18% aa 28% 28 3% 200-204-203 158
Literary Text: Key Ideas and Detail ;
= 15 | 12% | 18 0 te% | =0 | 2en | a4 | ze | 2@ | 2% | | 2momzond | 150
Informational Text Key Ideas and Detail
pisstional Text Key Ideas and Details 6 1w | oz orem | oz oz | s o mew | 2 ) 2% || xoemeons | 1s7
20 | e | 1@ | 15% | 20 | 16 | &1 | 3% | 25 | 20% 20021202 | 154
Winter 2019-20
Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 123
Mean RIT 206 4
Standard Deviation 124
District Grade Level Mean RIT B
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT .
Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 3.8
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT T2
A ] Mean RIT
Sile 4160 {H-Smp Em) St Dev
count %
B4 2% | 2 % | 25 . W% | | 205206207 | 124
Vocabulary: Acguisition and Use X _
2300 1% | 3 | 2% | 24 | 2% | | 20420520 i
[ ] !
Informational Text: Language, Craft, and Structure
2 oz | a1 | 2ee | 25 | 20% | | 205206208 | 154
[
Literary Text Key ldeas and Details
0 | 24% | 3 | 28% | 24 | 20% | | 205207208 | 144
N
Informational Text: Key Ideas and Detail
piospational Text Key Ideas and Detalls = ol | o | ooew | o220 oiE% | | 20520708 | 145
0 | 24w | 31 | 25% | 26 | 21% | | 206207208 | 146
4th Grade OST Scores--Proficient and Above
4th ELA 75.2% 83.8% 76.3% 63%
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4th Grade Ohio State Testing Reporting Category Performance Level

Reading Informational Reading Literary Text Writing
Text
Proficiency % Below Near Above Below Near Above Below Near Above
2020-21 15% 42% 42% 16% 38% 46% 32% 22% 46%
2018-19 8% 36% 55% 17% 35% 48% 8% 26% 65%
2017-18 5% 37% 58% 8% 50% 42% 3% 23% 73%
2016-17 12% 40% 48% 15% 39% 46% 19% 36% 46%

4th Grade Lexia

At the beginning of the 2019-20 school year, 4th grade teachers were not using Lexia consistently and
with fidelity; however, as the year progressed, they started using it more. There is not the support of
Wildcat Readers, so we do not see the same effect with Lexia in 4th grade that we see in K-2.

Students working Below, In, or Above Grade Level of Material (GLM)

Below GLM In GLM Above GLM
September 2020 87% 13% 0%
October 2020 87% 13% 0%
January 2021 79% 20% 1%
March 2021 64% 30% 6%
June 2021 52% 25% 23%
Below GLM In GLM Above GLM

September 2019 66% 34% 0%

February 2020 44% 22% 34%
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5th Grade Data

Analyzing data from NWEA MAP and OST for 5th grade, shows the same strengths and weaknesses as
4th grade. Students do well in writing and literary text, yet struggle in informational text. When we looked
at the middle school data, we noticed informational text is a strength. Again, this demonstrates the need

for collaboration and vertical alignment among teachers.
Fall 2021-22: Will update

5th Grade NWEA MAP
Fall 2020-21

Summary

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 121
Mean RIT 2062
Standard Deviation 13.9
District Grade Level Mean RIT 206.2
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT 67
Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 2045
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 76

Avg
Yeile 41-60

‘Overall Performance L count k)

count

%

Growth: Reading 2-5 OH 2017 / OH Learning Standards
Language Arts: 2017

29

24%

HiAvg
Yile 61-80

count

38

%

%

Yhile > 80

count

15%

Mean RIT
(+- Smp Em)

205-206-207

Std Dev

139

Goal Area

Vocabulary: Acquisition and Use
I Sl L I B

25

21%

29

24%

21%

204-206-207

159

Informational Text: Language. Craft. and Structure © |1 | 2 | 1w

27

2%

3

26%

21%

205-207-209

16.6

Literary Text: Key Ideas and Details 20 17% 12 10%

33

2%

30

25%

21%

206-208-209

16.7

Informational Text: Kev Ideas and Details 7 14% 27 229

28%

26

21%

14%

203-205-206

146

Literary Text: Language, Craft, and Structure

14 12% 25 21%

29

24%

28%

16%

204-206-207

16.1

Winter 2020-21

Total Bfudsnic With Valld Orowth Tect 2oorsc 121
Mean RIT 115
Sandand Deviation 127
Distriot Grade Lavel Mean RIT 2118
2tudents At or Above Dictriol Grade Lewel Mean RIT E5
Horm Grade Level sean RIT o
2t i At or Above Morm Grades Lawel Msan RIT 72

awg

Slls 41-80

Dverall Performanas

gount

]

5%

g%

210-212-213

12 11% -] %

3%

210-211-212

1z 10% ] 1%

3%

%

me-r1-212

tarary Text: Kay ideac and Detalis

| I I B ERLE |

%

5%

210-212-213

pleamational Texd: Hev ideac and Dada - 1% 7 o

%

X%

21-M2-213

terary Text: Languags. Craf, and Thruoturs
15 12% 12 10%

3%

211-12214
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Fall 2019-20

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 121
Mean RIT 285
Standard Deviation 16.3
District Grade Level Mean RIT 2085
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT -
Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 206.7
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT i

Mean RIT

{4 Smp B} St Dev

207-209-210 163

Area

Goalfeea

Viocabulary: Acguisifien and Use

207-209-210 168

[ [ ]
Informational Text: Language, Craft. and Structure
I

207-208-210 19

Lite Text: Key Ideas and Details

207-208-211 102

I
Informational Text: Key ldeas and Details
[ ]

207-208-211 7.8

(I

206-208-210 17.5

Winter 2019-20
Summary
Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 121
Mean RIT 2125
Standard Deviation 48
District Grade Level Mean RIT B
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT >
Morm Grade Level Mean RIT 20848
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 72
Lofwg Awg Mean RIT
Sile H40 | Shile 4150 {H-Smp Eny S8l 0ev
% count % count %
2 oo | oo boeew | o2 oz | s | ozew || 2ni21zoie | 1em
)
"'I‘"’"t""m'_jﬂ\"c""s_"'"'I1 and Use 2 1% | W o2en 7% | 34 2% | | an21z24 | 154
Ir1fc"""'z“"'—"':“T“m: Lm_”a'm Cral and ST 2 bn| = o 2% | a3 |z || 2nenzons | oen
- :
Le T-Kw m'm""_:Inlj Detas 8 |1 | 2 | tew | 23 | tem | s | 2% | | 2m214m3 | 1es
U 'a"d Lezalls B0 | 15 2% | o f oot | 8 @ o =% | | 21221324 | 153
e fuage, Lra 17 Do | 18 L] o Lo | @ 2% | 32 | »m% 202213215 | 160
5th Grade OST Scores--Proficient and Above
2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2020-21
5th ELA 73.8% 78.8% 81.7% 79%
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5th Grade Ohio State Testing Reporting Category Performance Level

Reading Informational Reading Literary Text Writing
Text
Proficiency % Below Near Above Below Near Above Below Near Above
2020-21 8% 21% 71% 15% 41% 43% 12% 31% 57%
2018-19 12% 47% 41% 8% 25% 67% 7% 25% 67%
2017-18 9% 28% 63% 13% 43% 43% 15% 44% 41%
2016-17 13% 32% 55% 16% 31% 53% 22% 26% 52%

5th Grade Lexia
Like the other intermediate grades, 5th grade was not using Lexia with the same fidelity and consistency
as the primary grades. It was difficult to get a true view of the effectiveness of this program as a result.

Students working Below, In, or Above Grade Level of Material (GLM)

Below GLM In GLM Above GLM
September 2020 81% 19% 0%
October 2020 80% 20% 0%
January 2021 77% 17% 6%
March 2021 73% 17% 11%
June 2021 67% 13% 19%
Below GLM In GLMN Above GLM
September 2019 46% 54 % 0%
February 2020 419% 239 37%
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6th Grade Data

Although the middle school data is separated out below, there were similar strengths and weaknesses
based on the data. Grades 6-8 have a weakness in literary text. Grades 7-8 have a strength in writing

while 6th grade has a weakness. The team felt this supported the importance of vertical alignment and
collaboration.

Fall 2021-22: Will update

6th Grade NWEA MAP
Fall 2020-21

Total With Vaid th Test Soores 110
Maan RIT 133
Standard Daviaticon 165
Diciriot Grage Laved Msan RIT H3i3
Students &t or Above Dictriet Grade Level Mean RIT B2
Horm Grade Leavel Bean RIT oz
Students &t or Above Morm Grade Level Maan RIT 68
Msan FIT
mu .80 - BmpEny V00 Do
gaount
16 1=% % 2121215 18.5
W enabulary: Asquiction and Use
|-_ g 1% b =% S 3% 214-F16-217 123
Infermational Text Language. Craft, and &tructurs - - - — 2z P R—— 17
e * g | oaem | o3z | ozw | 31 | oz MIFE | 167
Informational Text Kay Ideac and Detalic
I | ] 14 13% k2] TR ] % 211212214 12.3
2% % 24 2% H =% 211218215 13
Winter 2020-21
T-u'hl Ztudenic WIth Valld Growth Tect 3corec
Mean RIT 2148
2tandard Daviation 16
Distriot Grade Level Mean RIT I14.8
tudents At or Above Distriot Grads Level Msan RIT ]
Mo Grads Level Bean RIT 138
2t te At or Above Horm Grade Lawel Mean RIT &0
Awg Maan RIT
Slle 41-B0 [+~ Emp Emj
Dverall Performansss gount
4 3% 2128
13 12% k1] 15% 23 % 24 3% 2= 4% 21428218 1T.E
_— 18 1% k3 | % 19 15% ! IT% 24 3% 2132217 ira
terary Text: Key idsac and Detalic
|-_ 2 2% 11 0% 22 1% T X% 2 1% 213-214-216 172
= _: ] = =z | 2w 17l ew | 22 s 18 1T | o2 | oamw M2M4298 | 188
terary Text: Language. Craft, and Shructurs
-_ 0 19% 15 4% 5 4% 22 1% 3 IT% 2136217 ir.y
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Fall 2019-20

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores

117

Mean RIT

2121

Standard Deviation

122

District Grade Level Mean RIT

2121

Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT

Norm Grade Level Mean RIT

Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT

Overall Performance

Growth: Reading 6+ OH 2017 / OH Learning Standards
Language Arts: 2017

w

1%

Avg
%ile 41-60

count

Y%

count

28

24%

35

%

30%

Hi

Yeile > B0

count

k)

15%

211-212-213

Goal Area

Vocabulary: Acquisition and Use

11%

20%

25%

26%

az

19%

213-214-215

144

13
Informational Text: Language. Craft, and Structure

15%

23%

24%

2

18%

24

21%

211-212-213

152

I i

15%

22%

%

32%

12

10%

210-211-212

147

- 17
Literary Text: Key ldeas and Details

Informational Text: Key Ideas and Details

[ T ] ®

15%

24%

20%

30

26%

15%

210-212-213

144

Literary Text: Language, Craft. and Structure

15%

22%

B

24%

26%

16

14%

210-212-213

133

Winter 2019-2020

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores

116

Mean RIT 21289

Standard Deviation 11.6

District Grade Level Mean RIT 2129

Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT

Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 2142

Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT

Overall Performance

Growth: Reading 6+ OH 2017 ! OH Learning Standards
Language Arts: 2017

Avg
%ile 41-60

HiAvg
Yhile 61-80

count

41

24

%

21%

Hi

%eile > 8O

count

Y

1
|
|oa%
1
!

2112-213-214

1186

Goal Area

16

Vocabulary: Acquisition and Use

14%

23%

17%

33

28%

17%

214-215-216

Informational Text: Language, Craft, and Structure 19

16%

22%

¥ B

2%

28

24%

16%

2M2-214-215

Literary Text: Key ldeas and Details

23

20%

20%

29%

15%

16%

211-212-213

22

19%

25%

22%

26

22%

12%

2M0-212-213

Literary Text: Language, Craft. and Structure

17

15%

28%

MW |R

28%

22

19%

10%

211-212-213
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6th Grade OST Scores--Proficient and Above

2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2020-21
6th ELA 50.4% 61.8% 58.4% 56%
6th Grade Ohio State Testing Reporting Category Performance Level
Reading Informational Reading Literary Text Writing
Text
Proficiency % Below Near Above Below Near Above Below Near Above
2020-21 25% 36% 36% 19% 41% 39% 43% 19% 38%
2018-19 25% 25% 42% 17% 50% 32% 36% 46% 18%
2017-18 24% 35% 41% 25% 31% 44% 37% 39% 24%
2016-17 30% 38% 32% 26% 38% 35% 38% 25% 38%
7th Grade Data
7th Grade NWEA MAP
Fall 2021-22: Will update
Fall 2020-21
Swmnary
Total Btudenis With Valld Growth Tect Zoores 111
Maan RIT 6.1
Standard Daviaton 3
Digiriet Grage Lavel Mean RIT ka6
o Grage Love e BT
gount % gount b
Reading 8+ OH 287 J OH Laaming Ttandarde
e Aric: 207 14 13% g 14% £y 5% 33 0% 17 15% 215-218-217 13
_— 11 % 22 % 24 2% r 3% i 15% 216 217-219 148
W 14 3% g 1% 5 =% k] 0% 7 15% 215-318-217 15,
14 13% 22 % 30 ZIT% 1 5% 4 1% 214216216 144
W ir 5% 15 1% H 1=% k) 3% T 5% 21E-F18-218 18.3
= <LEIpUace d = 2 1% | 1w | 3o nm | ez | =wm 3 1% 215-218-218 | 135
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Winter 2020-21
Total Sfudenic With Valld Growih Test Soorac 110
Msan RIT 173
2tandard Deviation 13
Distriot Grade Lavel Mean RIT 217.3
Shedents At or Above Dictrigt Grads Lewsl Msan RIT &1
Norm Grade Level Bean RIT 17
2t te At or Above Horm Grade Level Mean RIT E1
LaAvg Avg
Wl 21-80 S5lle 41-80
Diverall Performanes oount % aaunt ®
3 1% 3z =% 24 % 13 1% 297-218-215 13
i 15% is 1™ a7 =% 28 =% 20 5% 297-218-220 14.4
1z 12% 9 5% 23 1% 29 =% g 5% 217-218-215 1.5
1= 14% 12 12% as T E 3% i1 0% 216218219 4.7
1z 12% 3 Z1% ar 4% 21 1% il 15% Z16-218-215 155
v 15% 17 15% 34 3% kL =% i1 0% Z16-217-219 157
Fall 2019-20
Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 119
Mean RIT 2148
Standard Deviation 137
District Grade Level Mean RIT 2148
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT B8
Morm Grade Level Mean RIT 2144
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 68

Avg Hi
Yeile 4160 Shile > B0

Overall Performance count Yo £ count Yo

Growth: Reading 6+ OH 2017 | OH Leaming Standards
Language Arts: 2017 32 2% 32 27% 18 15% 214-215-216 137

I
Goal Area

Vocabulary: Acguisition and Use
Informational Text: Language. Craft. and Structure

Literary Text: Key Ideas and Detail
1= e 20 7% | 17 |4 | 31 ] 26% | 31 | 26% | 20 | 17% | | 213215218 | 153

21 18% 21 18% 24 20% 31 26% 22 18% 214-215-217 153

22 18% 7 14% 24 20% 36 30% 20 17% 214-215-217 156

-_ 23 19% 7 14% 29 24% 29 24% 21 18% 212-214-215 16.5
Lite: Text: L e, Craft. and Struct:
1= = 7 {14% | 25 §21% | 23 % o19% | 29 i 24% | 25 | otm | | 2142s217 | 15

Informational Text: Key Ideas and Details
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Winter 2019-20

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 118
Mean RIT 2176
Standard Deviation 132
District Grade Level Mean RIT 2176
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT ES
MNorm Grade Level Mean RIT 216.9
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 7
%illgg:;gm %n:‘-ﬁm %::i.::gm ?’.ileH:i'Bl] [:&Sar:.mRErr] StdDev
count %o count % count % count %
Growth: Reading &+ OH 2017 { OH Learning Standards
Language Arts: 2017 25 2% | 27 | o2em | 27 | 23w | 22 | 1ewm 216218219 | 132
15§ 13% [ 20 | 17% | 31 | 26% | 28 | 24% | 24 | 20% 218219221 | 14
21 D o18% | 25 Fo21% | 24 b o2o% | 27 ) o23m | 21 | 1e% 2118217218 | 144
Litern Te“ Key ldeas and Details 17 | 14% | 26 | 20% | 28 | 24% | 28 | 24% | 19 | 16% | | 216217219 | 1686
'"ﬂ"mamm”s 22 L 19% | 25 | 21% | 22 | 19% | 24 | 20% | 25 | 21% 216217219 | 155
Litern Te Stucture 22 | 19% | 21 | 18% | 24 | 20% | 31 | 26% | 20 | 17% | | 216217219 | 143
7th Grade OST Scores--Proficient and Above
2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2020-21
7th ELA 49.1% 65.5% 70.2% 60%
7th Grade Ohio State Testing Reporting Category Performance Level
Reading Informational Reading Literary Text Writing
Text
Proficiency % Below Near Above Below Near Above Below Near Above
2020-21 24% 17% 59% 15% 36% 49% 17% 16% 68%
2018-19 24% 17% 59% 15% 36% 49% 17% 16% 68%
2017-18 19% 32% 49% 21% 49% 30% 27% 26% 47%
2016-17 32% 32% 36% 30% 37% 33% 37% 33% 30%
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8th Grade Data
8th Grade NWEA MAP
Fall 2021-22: Will update

Fall 2020-21

Total Bfudantc With Valld Growth Tect Soones 115
Maan RIT a1
Ztandard Daviation 1259
Digdriet Grage Lavel Mean RIT rral
Stedents At or Above Dichricd Grade Level Mean RIT ES
Horm Grade Lavel Bean RIT Fal-]
Students At or Above Horm Grade Lewvsl Maan RIT 75

‘Orverall Perfemanos

Growth: Reading 8+ OH 2017 J OH Laaming Ftandarde.
anauaas Ardc: 307

Wiopabulary: Aoquisiion and Uss
Informiational Text Languags. Craf. and Sbructurs

‘Goal Ansa
Text:

12 Idsac and Datallic
Informiational Text Key ldesc and Detalic

Winter 2020-21

Lodavg Awg

S lle 2140 S5lle 41-80

gount k] gount %
i % 15 1% 39 4% 4 0% T 15% 220-231-322 1z3
B T Fa | 15% 25 IT% s 0% i 3% 221-223-734 148
0% 20 1% M I™a n IT% 2z 19% 215-FR0-2232 15
12 0% Fa | 15% 38 3% -} 4% 18 14% 218-220-221 144
12 0% il 14% M ™ k-] % iz 16% 220-FH-EE 144
12 0% 2 1% 20 1™ s % 5 2% 22-ERR-203 158
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Total Sfudents With Valld Growth Test 3oores 111
Mean RIT 04
2tandand Daviation 14.1
Dictriot @rade Level Mean RIT 04
hedents At or Above Dictriot Grads Level Msan RIT &3
Horm Grade Level Mean RIT =05
a4 te At or Above Horm Grade Lewel Mean RIT &3
LaAvg Awg
Slls 21-20 S5lle 41-80
sount % aount %
Growth: Reading &= OH 2017 / OH Leaming 3tandandc
Language Arts: 2017 1z 1% 2z % 3 5% a7 3% 11 0% 21%-229-222 141
14 13% 11 10% H % 4 3% Fa 15% ZEI-334-275 153
12 16% 3 1% 25 ¥R 7 4% g 5% 213-221-222 ic.8
18 14% .- II% 33 30F% 23 1% 13 17% Z17-218-220 16.5
18 15% ral 19% kT TR 19 1™ g 4% Z18-228-221 16.3
7 15% g 4% i) 5% 6. IT% 12 11% Z17-218-220 16.3

Fall 2019-20

Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores
Mean RIT 2232
Standard Deviation 15.6
District Grade Level Mean RIT 2232
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT 63
Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 2172
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 81

Avg Hi
Yeile 41-60 i %ile > B0
Overall Performance count Yo count ) count Y

Growth: Reading 6+ OH 2017 { OH Leamning Standards
Language Arts: 2017 16

14% 30 26% 40 35% 220-223-225 15.6

Goal Area

Vocabulary: Acquisition and Use

|__ 9 8% 21 18% bt 17% 30 26% 35 30% 223-224 206 16.8

InformlionaIText. Language, Craft, and Structure

15 13% 13 1% 15 13% 35 0% v 32% 220-334-225 175

Literary Text: Key Ideas and Detail
— | se= 17 §15% | 15 | 13% | 17 | 15% | 36 | 31% | 30 | 26% | | 220222073 | 17

Inforrnlional Text: Key Ideas and Details
Literary Text: Language, Craft. and Structure

15 13% 13 1% n 19% 32 28% 33 25% 221-223-224 16.7

16 14% =T 13% 12 10% 34 30% 38 33% ZI2-FR4-225 1748

Winter 2019-20
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Total Students With Valid Growth Test Scores 116
Mean RIT 2234
Standard Deviation 154
District Grade Level Mean RIT 2234
Students At or Above District Grade Level Mean RIT 68
Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 2191
Students At or Above Norm Grade Level Mean RIT 76

Avg HiAvg Hi Mean RIT
%ile 41-60 %hile 61-80 Sile > B0 (+- Smp Erm)
count % count % count %

Growth: Reading &+ OH 2017 / OH Leaming Standards

Language Arts: 2017 16 14% 3 27% k) 32% 232223225

Goal Area

12 11% 22 19% 14 12% 28 24% 38 4% 223-224-226

16 14% 20 17% 12 10% 34 29% 34 29% 223224 225

18 16% 15 13% 2 19% EY | 2T% 30 26% 221-222-224

WW 19 16% 19 16% 18 16% 34 29% 26 22% 220-222-223

W 17 15% 13 11% 20 17% 29 25% 7 32% 223-224 226

8th Grade OST Scores--Proficient and Above
2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2020-21
8th ELA 53.8% 44 1% 64.3% 60%
8th Grade Ohio State Testing Reporting Category Performance Level
Reading Informational Reading Literary Text Writing
Text

Proficiency % Below Near Above Below Near Above Below Near Above
2020-21 32% 37% 31% 23% 49% 28% 28% 21% 52%
2018-19 17% 17% 42% 27% 38% 35% 22% 17% 61%
2017-18 38% 35% 27% 39% 26% 35% 47% 27% 26%
2016-17 30% 34% 36% 27% 37% 36% 40% 41% 19%

High School End of Course Data

The high school data from End of Course exams and ACT revealed differences depending on the grade
levels. ELA | and ELA Il have writing as a relative weakness while the ACT has writing as a strength.
Anecdotal feedback from teachers showed that teachers were concerned about student vocabulary and
grammar; however, the high stakes test data did not show this same picture. Instead, according to the
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ACT, students have weaknesses in informational and literary text. This was contrary to the data from OST
where literary and informational texts were shown as strengths. We feel we need to do some additional
digging into this data.

High School End of Course--Proficient and Above

2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2020-21
ELAI 59.8% 75.5% 62% 0% (6 students)
ELA I 62.2% 65.1% 70.9% 67%

ELA | Ohio State Testing Reporting Catego

/ Performance Level (No longer required testing)

Reading Informational Reading Literary Text Writing
Text
Proficiency % Below Near Above Below Near Above Below Near Above
2020-21 17% 83% 0% 67% 17% 17% 100% 0% 0%
2018-19 26% 31% 44% 15% 39% 45% 43% 32% 26%
2017-18 13% 23% 63% 13% 32% 5% 28% 36% 37%
2016-17 21% 44% 34% 17% 42% 40% 30% 28% 42%
ELA Il Ohio State Testing Reporting Category Performance Level
Reading Informational Reading Literary Text Writing
Text
Proficiency % Below Near Above Below Near Above Below Near Above
2020-21 18% 45% 37% 22% 49% 38% 23% 23% 53%
2018-19 20% 33% 47% 25% 36% 39% 30% 31% 39%
2017-18 18% 32% 49% 25% 36% 39% 24% 23% 54%
2016-17 23% 32% 45% 21% 37% 42% 25% 27% 48%
ACT Scores

The district’'s ACT scores were below the state average in all reporting categories in English and Reading
except Integration of Knowledge and Ideas. This data supports the need for a focused literacy plan for all

grade levels.
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Figure 2.2. English Reporting Categories
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Figure 2.4. Reading Reporting Categories
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Table 1.1. Five Year Trends—Percent of Students Who Met College Readiness Benchmarks

Number of Students Percent Who Met Benchmarks
Tested English Mathematics Reading Science Met All Four
Year District State Distfrict State District State District State District State District State

2015-2016 0 0 : : : . . . : . . :
2016-2017 116 115,349 41 51 a3 36 35 40 24 3z 16 22
2017-2018 113 114,228 50 48 40 33 28 36 28 29 22 20
2018-2019 103 108,008 43 47 22 30 28 36 22 29 16 19
2019-2020 106 104,338 41 47 33 3 33 38 25 28 18 19

Table 1.2. Five Year Trends—Average ACT Scores

Number of Students Average ACT Scores
Tested English Mathematics Reading Science Composite
Year District State District State District State District State District ~ State District State
2015-2016 0 0 . . . . . . . . . .
2016-2017 116 115,349 16.9 18.6 19.7 200 19.6 20.2 19.1 19.9 19.0 19.8
2017-2018 113 114,228 18.3 18.2 204 19.5 19.5 19.7 19.7 19.5 19.6 19.4
2018-2019 103 108,008 16.8 17.9 18.7 19.2 18.9 19.7 18.8 19.4 18.4 19.2

2019-2020 106 104,338 17.0 18.0 19.7 19.3 19.3 19.7 19.0 19.5 18.9 19.2
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Composite Math Science | English | Reading
Valid Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
Group Year Number | Score Score Score Score Score

Morth Union High

School 2020-2021 138 18.5 18.5 19 172 18.7

MNorth Union High

School 2019-2020 139 19.6 203 197 178 19.9

MNorth Union High

School 2018-2019 155 202 20.4 204 18.8 20.6

MNorth Union High

School 2017-2018 154 202 209 204 18.7 202
11th 2020-2021 105 178 178 184 6.5 17.8
11th 2019-2020 114 193 202 195 174 196
11th 20182019 117 19 193 193 174 194
11th 2017-2018 125 199 207 201 186 19.7
12th 2020-2021 31 209 211 21 194 21 4
12th 2019-2020 25 200 20.7 21 190 212
12th 2018-2019 32 239 236 242 231 243
12th 2017-2018 23 213 218 221 192 219
State Contract 2020-2021 131 6.2 83 8.8 6.9 6.3
State Contract 2019-2020 109 18.8 197 19 16.9 191
State Contract 2018-2019 106 18 4 18.6 188 17 18.9
State Contract 2017-2018 115 195 203 196 181 194
Non-Contract 2020-2021 7 239 22 4 227 236 26
Non-Contract 2019-2020 30 224 222 226 212 229
Non-Contract 2018-2019 49 239 243 24 227 242
Mon-Contract 2017-2018 39 223 227 228 205 22.4

Page 45 of 45



Local Literacy Plan

SECTION 3, PART B: ANALYSIS OF FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO UNDERACHIEVEMENT IN LITERACY

Insert an analysis of additional factors believed to contribute to underachievement in literacy in
the community served.

The North Union Local School District has significant strengths which have built a strong
foundation for language and literacy. One of these strengths is the district and building cultures.
Our staff truly believes that all students can learn. The special education teachers, general
education teachers, and paraprofessionals have a strong rapport and work as a team,
collaborating to support students. Each building has taken time to build meaningful educator
and family partnerships. As a whole, our district provides families opportunities to actively
support their children through conferences and family engagement nights. Families feel
comfortable to reach out to teachers and administrators allowing for two-way communication.

As we looked through additional factors, we discovered several other factors that we believe are
affecting our language and literacy progress.

e When we purchased a new literacy program (Journeys/Collections), staff received initial
training; however, on-going professional development was not offered. Staff members
were left to figure the programming out with no further support. Because staff members
did not receive on-going training, they tend to reach out to other programs. This has
resulted in program overload. Teachers have access to Pebble Go, Tumblebooks,
Reading A-Z, RAZ Kids, Lexia, and Study Island as paid programs. At the end of the
2018-19 school year, a survey was sent out to gather information about how often each
program was used and how it was used. During the 2019-20 school year, professional
development was offered on each of these programs, and another survey was sent out.
Another survey was recently sent out to make decisions on how we would narrow down
these programs to ensure the curriculum is focused and aligned.

e Through the survey mentioned above, it was discovered that Lexia had been used for
over 9 years, but no formal training was given on the product and how it could be used.
We believe we have not been using the program with fidelity; therefore, we provided
multiple professional development opportunities for all staff members, including our
Wildcat Readers. Wildcat Readers are paid community members who work with
struggling readers. In the past, these readers worked with students using Reading A-Z.
After discussion with the Lexia trainers, we decided to have our Wildcat Readers work
with students who flag as struggling on a specific skill through their work with Lexia. The
readers meet with students based on the skill with which they need assistance. This
modification to the use of our readers helped to align interventions for all students as the
groups are fluid and flexible. The Lexia data shared above shows clear progress in
reading skills for students. Unfortunately, we were not able to see how this work affected
NWEA MAP and OST scores. We will continue this plan into the 2020-21 school year.

e Our data shows that students who start behind stay behind. We need to take more time
analyzing our initial screening data and use the findings to drive our instruction. We have
been giving NWEA MAP assessment for about 9 years, yet we do not spend time
analyzing this data to drive instruction. Additionally, we need to monitor progress
regularly to ensure that our instructional strategies are making an impact on students.
The progress monitoring should be recorded in a centralized location such as DataMap
to allow all stakeholders access to what has or has not worked for students. Kame'enui,
Simmons, Coyne, & Harn (2003) suggest the following progress monitoring plan:

o0 Students at low risk: Monitor progress three times a year
o0 Students at some risk: Monitor progress every month
o Students at high risk: Monitor progress every other week
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e Although we have pacing guides and curriculum maps in ELA for all grade levels, we
need to spend time making sure our instruction matches the rigor of the standards. We
have not been able to spend enough time collaborating to vertically align our work either.
We need to provide specific, ongoing, embedded professional development to complete
this work and provide all staff with a common understanding of the language and literacy
continuum. During the 2019-20 school year, we enlisted the support of a literacy coach
from the ESC. She was able to spend 16 days focusing on our K-2 teachers and
provided some support to our 3-5 teachers. She also spent 4 days working with our
middle school math, science, social studies, and intervention teachers to introduce the
idea of disciplinary literacy. We know we have just touched the surface of this work. For
the 2021-22 school year, we have contracted 45 days with an ESC consultant. She has
started working with all staff on creating Professional Growth Plans for OTES 2.0 that
are based on the Ohio Continuum for Teacher Development Standards and focus on
what teachers can do to improve their practice. She will support the professional
development and coaching based on the science of reading, the language and literacy
development continuum, disciplinary literacy, and writing.

e Finally, we needed an infrastructure created to support and monitor our literacy plan. In
the 2021-22 school year, we created a DLT-BLT-TBT infrastructure that meets to share
and discuss growth and needs. Our administrators have many responsibilities, and it is
easy for them, as well as all staff members, to feel the effects of initiative overload and
fatigue. We can get lost in the whirlwind of the day-to-day if we do not have a system in
place.

Back to Main Menu
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SecTION 4: LITERACY MissioN AND VISION STATEMENT(S)

Describe the literacy mission and/or vision of the organization. You may want to state how the
literacy vision is aligned to Ohio’s Vision for Literacy outlined in Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy
Achievement.

North Union Local Schools defines literacy as more than just being able to read. Our literacy vision, which
is based on the defined view of literacy shared by the International Literacy Association, is to prepare all
students with the skills and knowledge necessary “to identify, understand, interpret, create, compute, and
communicate using visual, audible, and digital materials across disciplines and in any context” (ILA) so
they are empowered to make a difference in the world. We realize this can be a challenge; however, we
believe our focus on a balanced literacy framework will support this vision. We need to understand The
Simple View of Reading as presented in Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy and shown below:

The Simple View of Reading

Word Recognition Language Comprehension
The ability to transform The ability to understand — Reading Comprehension
print into spoken language spoken language

Figure 6 The Simple View of Reading (Gough & Tunmer, 1986]

Onhio’s Plan further describes the development of language and literacy as a continuum where “children
develop skills and move through and between the phases of emergent, early, conventional and adolescent
literacy (Figure 7)” (p. 21) and shown here:

Emergent Early Conventional Adolescent
Language Language Language Language
and Literacy and Literacy and Literacy and Literacy

Support for All Learners Across the Language and Literacy Development Continuum

Figure 7. Language and Literacy Development Continuum

The language and literacy continuum in Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy adds components to the Simple View
of Reading. These components are shown below:
Emergent Language and Literacy

Word Language

=== § Reading Comprehension

Recognition Comprehension

Oral Language

Phonological
Processing

Figure 8. Emergent literacy components supporting later

Print Awareness J
acquisition of the components of the Simple View of Reading.
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Early Language and Literacy

Word

Recognition

Phonological Awareness
and Memory

Language

Comprehension

Oral Language

Alphabet Knowledge
{sounds and names)

Rapid Automatic
Naming

Whriting Letters or
Writing Name

Concepts of
Print/Print Knowledge

Figure 9. Early literacy components supparting later
acquisition of the companents of the Simple Wiew of Reading.

Reading
Comprehension

Conventional Language and Literacy
Word Language
Recognition Comprehension
Phonological and
Phonemic Awareness Background Knowledge
Decoding (phonics, Vocabulary

advanced phonics)

Sight Word Recognition

Language Structures

Fluency

Verbal Reasoning

Literacy Knowledge

Reading
Comprehension

Figure 10. Canventional literacy components
supporting the Simple View of Reading.
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Adolescent Language and Literacy

Word ] X | Language I — I Reading

Recognition Comprehension Comprehension
Advanced Word Study Background Knowledge
Huency Vocabulary

Language Structures

Verbal Reasoning

Figure 11. Adolescent literacy components

theraw KmWIEdge supoorting the Simple View of Reading.

Hattie’s work (2018) shows the impact of teachers believing they cause student learning and working
together toward a common goal. Collective teacher efficacy is now ranked as the top influence on student
achievement. We want to build collective teacher efficacy about language and literacy; therefore, the team
will spend time to build an understanding of the components of each phase of the literacy continuum, which
can be found in Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy Achievement.

The Chief Academic Officer had the opportunity to attend training with Dr. Timothy Shanahan in the
2018-19 school year. At this professional development, Dr. Shanahan shared his view on the 3 Aspects of
Experience and how you can increase these to increase reading. The CAO shared this information as part
of our guiding principles and vision displayed in the graphic below:
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3 Aspects of Experience:
Increase These, Increase Reading

Amount of Experience + Bell to bell teaching
TI M E * More instruction > Less instruction

Content of Experience « 2™ biggest determinant of school learning is content

FOC U S/ C U R RI C U L U M . ggl};enr:'rﬁz;:r;i;::ﬂ::ich to improve reading

* [Effectiveness and efficiency
+  Clarity [purpose, goal, expectations)

QUﬂ“t‘i of Experience * Thoroughness and intensity of instruction
+  Text levels and support
TEAC H I N G = Amount of student interactions with teacher

+ Motivation and positive teacher-student relations
* Spaced vs. mass practice in drill work

Time was spent to create an RTI graphic to provide staff with a common understanding about the tiered
instruction and the programming we currently have to support these tiers. This has provided a foundation
for work we will continue. This RTI graphic is found below:

Orton-Gillingham

Additional research-based
instruction provided to students
who are at risk for reading

- 5 failure or who demonstrate
Additional time focused on reading difficulties. This

student’s needs instruction is provided in
Grtan-Gillingham, Lexia Skills, Reading A-Z/RAZ Kids. addition to Tier 1 instruction.

Tier 1
Phonological Awareness, Phonics, Oral Reading

Fluency, Vocabulary/Language, Reading
Comprehension, Writing

Fundations, Journeys, Lexia, Reading A-Z/RAZ KGds, Running Records, Anecdatal Notes, On-Demand Writing

As mentioned in Ohio’s plan, we believe “all learners, no matter the complexity of their disabilities, have the
potential to grow their skills and knowledge in language and literacy” (p. 21). Furthermore, we believe “[a]ll
learners have the right to actively participate and engage in high-quality instruction and assessment”
(p.21). In order to meet the needs of all of our students, we are committed to the following that are outlined
in Ohio’s plan:
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Believing all student can learn to read at or above grade level,

Implementing scientifically proven instructional and diagnostic practices that meet the diverse
needs of learners;

Providing integrated supports and services for students with disabilities, along with practices
supported by science; and

Prioritizing learner needs and scientifically proven methods over default practices or long-held
personal beliefs about what strategies work for learners. Choices educators make for learners must
be driven by research and data (Kilpatrick, 2015 as cited in Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy
Achievement, p. 21)

Back to Main Menu
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SEcCTION 5: MEASURABLE LEARNER PERFORMANCE GOALS

Describe the measurable performance goals addressing learners’ needs (Section 3) that the
local literacy plan is designed to support progress toward. The plan may have an overarching
goal, as well as subgoals. See the guidance document for the definition of SMART goals.

Overarching Goal
By Spring 2024, North Union Local School District will improve the percentage of ELA
proficiency for all students in grades 3-8 and ELA 1l to 80% or higher as measured by the OST.
e We will improve the percentage of ELA proficiency for all 3rd grade students from 75.8%
to 80% or higher by Spring 2024 as measured by the OST.
e We will improve the percentage of ELA proficiency for all 4th grade students from 76.3%
to 80% or higher by Spring 2024 as measured by the OST.
e We will improve the percentage of ELA proficiency for all 5th grade students from 81.7%
to 85% or higher by Spring 2024 as measured by the OST.
e We will improve the percentage of ELA proficiency for all 6th grade students from 58.4%
to 80% or higher by Spring 2024 as measured by the OST.
e We will improve the percentage of ELA proficiency for all 7th grade students from 70.2%
to 80% or higher by Spring 2024 as measured by the OST.
e We will improve the percentage of ELA proficiency for all 8th grade students from 64.3%
to 80% or higher by Spring 2024 as measured by the OST.
e We will improve the percentage of ELA proficiency for all ELA 1l students from 70.9% to
80% or higher by Spring 2024 as measured by the OST.
Sub-Goals
e By Spring 2024, we will increase the overall number of students with disabilities who are
proficient or above to 55% (13% in 2018; 25% in 2019) as measured by the OST.
e By Spring 2024, we will increase the overall number of all students who are accelerated
or advanced to 40% (30% in 2018; 28% in 2019) as measured by the OST.
e By Spring 2024, we will increase the number of K-3 students who move from off-track to
on-track to 65% (41% in 2019) as measured by the KRA and NWEA MAP and reported
on the Local Report Card.

Two main action plans were created to support these goals. One action plan will focus on
on-going, job embedded professional development while the other plan will focus on aligned
instruction with progress monitoring. Based on our needs assessment and current initiatives,
these plans will include the following focus areas:
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Writing AN VAN VAR VAN VAN BV VAN VAR IRVAR IRV ERVAR ERVAN BRV4

Disciplinary Literacy VI IVIVI|IVIV |V |V

Guided Reading/ Literature [V [V [V |V |V |V

Circles

Vocabulary VI VIV IV |V VIV |V |V
Phonics/Phonemic v v |V |V

Awareness

Grade Level K|(1|2 (3|45 |6 |7 |8 (910 |11 | 12

Back to Main Menu
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SecTioN 6: AcTioN PLAN MAP(s)

Each action plan map describes how implementation of the local literacy plan will take place for
each specific literacy goal that the plan is designed to address. Each plan must include at least

one specific literacy goal. Add as many action map goals as necessary.

Goal #1 Action Plan: Embedded, On-Going PD

Goal Statement: By Spring 2024, North Union Local School District will improve the
percentage of ELA proficiency for all students in grades 3-8 and ELA Il to 80% or higher as
measured by the OST.

Evidence-Based Strategy or Strategies: Job-embedded, on-going professional development
with support through coaching, modeling, practice, and feedback and monitoring through
walk-throughs and informal observations.

Action Step 1 Action Step 2 Action Step 3
Implementation | K-5 teachers, 6-12 ELA | All K-12 teachers, 4-12 teachers will be
Component teachers, intervention intervention specialists, | offered and
specialists, and literacy | and reading support encouraged to
support staff will be staff will participate in participate in
offered high-quality teacher-based team high-quality
professional meetings to analyze professional
development based on student data, development based
the language and collaborate on on disciplinary literacy
literacy continuum instructional strategies, | to increase academic
provided in Ohio’s Plan | adjust instruction language and
to Raise Literacy. based on student need, | understand how
and monitor adult experts in various
implementation of disciplines convey
strategies. knowledge.
Timeline Fall 2021-Spring 2024 Fall 2021-Spring 2024 | Fall 2021-Spring 2024

Lead Person(s)

Instructional Coaches
Chief Academic Officer
Building Principals

Teachers

Instructional Coaches
Chief Academic Officer
Building Principals

Teachers

Instructional Coaches

Chief Academic
Officer

Building Principals

Teachers

Resources
Needed

Language and literacy
continuum

Evidence based
strategies

Assessment data

Evidence based
strategies

Assessment data

Evidence based
strategies
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Instructional coach for
implementation and
support

TBT time
NUniversity face-to-face

PD sessions and/or PD
on the Go modules

Monitoring tool for adult
implementation and
data

Ohio Improvement
Process to support
implementation and
reflection of evidence
based strategies

TBT time

NUniversity
face-to-face PD
sessions and/or PD on
the Go modules

Monitoring tool for
adult implementation
and data

TBT time

NUniversity
face-to-face PD
sessions and/or PD on
the Go modules

Specifics of
Implementation

Coach will have an
understanding of the
language and literacy
continuum

Coach will provide

on-going, job-embedded
PD, including modeling,
practicing, and feedback

Lesson plans will reflect
components of the
language and literacy
continuum

Peer observations will
be encouraged and

Teacher teams (with
guidance of building
principal) will learn
about the OIP process,
including DLT-BLT-TBT

Teacher teams will
analyze data to identify
critical needs

Teams will select, plan,
implement, and monitor
evidence based
strategies

Teams will reflect and
adjust based on

Coach will have an
understanding of
disciplinary literacy
Coach will provide
on-going,
job-embedded PD,
including modeling,
practicing, and
feedback

Lesson plans will
reflect connection to
disciplinary literacy

Peer observations will
be encouraged and
supported

supported formative and
summative
assessments
Measures of Teacher Formative and Formative and

Success

self-assessment
Coach feedback

Formative and
summative assessments

Walk-throughs,
evaluations, and
professional
conversations

summative
assessments

summative
assessments

Coach feedback

Walk-throughs,
evaluations, and
professional
conversations
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Check-in/
Review Date

Begin in Fall 2021 and
on-going through Spring
2024

Begin in Fall 2021 and
on-going through
Spring 2024

Begin in Fall 2021 and
on-going through
Spring 2024

Goal #2 Action Plan Map: Instruction and Progress Monitoring

Goal Statement: By Spring 2024, North Union Local School District will improve the
percentage of ELA proficiency for all students in grades 3-8 and ELA Il to 80% or higher as
measured by the OST.

Evidence-Based Strategy or Strategies: evidence based literacy instruction, effective
feedback, formative assessments

Action Step 1 Action Step 2 Action Step 3
Implementation | K-5 teachers, 6-12 K-5 teachers, 6-12 K-5 teachers, 6-12 ELA
Component ELA teachers, ELA teachers, teachers, intervention
intervention intervention specialists, and literacy
specialists, and literacy | specialists, and support teachers will
support teachers will literacy support collaborate to create a
review grade level teachers will progress monitoring plan
curriculum maps to collaborate to vertically | which will include guided
ensure they align curriculum maps | reading/literature circles
demonstrate a deep and instructional and Lexia in grades K-5.
knowledge of Ohio’s practices focusing Additionally, K-5 will
Learning Standards needs assessment begin using the Sonday
and the Learning and including vocabulary, System E as tier 1
Literacy Continuum. writing, and instruction on the Big 5.
They will incorporate foundational reading Title teachers will be
evidence based skills such as used in grade K-5 to
strategies to support phonemic awareness provide tier 2 instruction
all learners. and phonics. with the Sonday System
Let’'s Play Learn, SS1,
and SS2. Progress
monitoring will be
tracked in DataMap.
Data will be analyzed to
support flexible delivery
models.
Timeline Fall 2021-Spring 2022; | Fall 2021-Spring 2022; | Fall 2021-Spring 2022;
revisit every Spring revisit every Spring revisit every Spring
Lead Person(s) | Instructional Coaches | Instructional Coaches | Instructional Coaches
Chief Academic Officer | Chief Academic Officer | Chief Academic Officer
Building Principals Building Principals Building Principals
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Teachers Teachers Teachers
Resources Ohio’s Learning Ohio’s Learning Professional
Needed Standards Standards development time

District curriculum District curriculum DataMap training

maps maps

Assessment plan

Evidence based Evidence based

strategies strategies

Time for collaboration | Time for collaboration

Instructional coaches Instructional coaches
Specifics of Review current Teachers will analyze | Teachers will receive

Implementation

curriculum maps and
Ohio’s Learning
Standards

Focus on verbs to
ensure depth of
knowledge necessary
for each standard

Scaffold learning to
provide support for all
learners

Include enrichment
opportunities for
students

district data (provided
in literacy plan) to
determine strengths
and needs

Teachers will share
strategies used for
strengths and
weaknesses

Modify curriculum
maps based on
strengths and
weaknesses

Utilize curriculum
maps

training on DataMap.

Teachers will use
formative and
summative assessments
to create flexible skill
groups

Student progress and

instructional strategies
used will be tracked in
DataMap

If progress is not made,
teachers will seek
assistance of RTI team

Measure of Curriculum maps Curriculum maps Formative and
Success summative assessments
Formative and Formative and
summative summative DataMap
assessments assessments
Lesson plans
Lesson plans Lesson plans
Check-in/ Spring 2021; revisit Fall 2021; revisit every | Begin in Fall 2020 and
Review Date every Spring Spring on-going through Spring

2024

Back to Main Menu
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SEcCTION 7: PLAN FOR MONITORING PROGRESS TOWARD THE LEARNER PERFORMANCE GOAL

Describe how progress toward each learner performance goal will be monitored, measured and
reported, consistent with all applicable privacy requirements.

To address the need to improve foundational skills, informational text, and writing, North Union
Local Schools created the overarching goal: By Spring 2024, North Union Local School
District will improve the percentage of ELA proficiency for all students in grades 3-8 and
ELA Il to 80% or higher as measured by the OST.

This goal was broken down by grade level to demonstrate the need at each of those levels. In
addition, sub-goals were created to focus on our students with disabilities, our students scoring
above proficient, and our students on RIMPs. Although these goals are lofty, we believe we can
attain them through job-embedded/on-going professional development, coaching support, the
language and literacy continuum, disciplinary literacy, aligned curriculum maps, and progress
monitoring.

A variety of progress monitoring tools will be used to ensure growth of all students. These tools
include, but are not limited to, KRA, NWEA MAP, OST, reading benchmark assessments, the
Sonday System, and locally created formative/summative assessments. As mentioned above,
all students will be monitored three times a year. Students who are at some risk (Tier 2,
including students on RIMPs) will be monitored monthly. High risk (Tier 3, including students
with disabilities) will be monitored every other week. All students will receive high-quality,
researched-based instruction that will include small group differentiation as needed. Tier 2
students will receive additional research-based instruction based on their needs. This instruction
will be in addition to the Tier 1 instruction, not in place of it. Finally, Tier 3 students will receive
more intensive instruction with additional time spent. Students will be adjusted in and out of the
tiered system based on the progress monitoring used.

A communication infrastructure will be developed to ensure that all stakeholders are provided
timely, appropriate feedback. Teacher based teams will meet regularly to discuss students’
needs and progress. Teachers will seek assistance from literacy support teachers and
intervention specialists as necessary. They will share data with the building level team who will,
in turn, share the data with the district level team. Families will also receive regular feedback
about their child’s progress throughout the year.

Back to Main Menu
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SEcTION 8: EXPECTATIONS AND SUPPORTS FOR LEARNERS AND PROFESSIONALS

SECTION 8, PART A: EVIDENCE-BASED PRACTICES AND INTERVENTIONS TO SUPPORT LEARNERS

1. Describe the specific evidence-based practices and interventions that will be used to
improve language and literacy development. This description should include evidence-based
practices supporting core literacy instruction, as well as evidence-based interventions.

2. For each evidence-based practice and intervention, identify the ESSA tier of evidence
associated with that practice or intervention, and describe how the leadership team made
that determination;

3. Describe how the proposed evidence-based practices and interventions support specific
learner needs, as identified in Section 3; and

4. Describe how the evidence-based practices and interventions support children with
developmental delays, disabilities, English learners and below grade-level reading
proficiency (including learners provided Reading Improvement and Monitoring Plans).

Using the What Works Clearinghouse as a resource, North Union Local Schools selected
practices and interventions aligned to our goals and identified as having strong evidence by the
WWC. In K-5, the Sonday System will be used to help support this process.

1. Develop awareness of the segments of sound in speech and how they link to letters

focusing on:
a. Phonological awareness and phonemes
b. Phonics

*This strategy will support learners on RIMPs as foundational skills were found to be a weakness based
on our KRA and NWEA MAP data.

2. Teach students to decode words, analyze word parts, and write and recognize words by
providing instruction on the following:
a. Blending/chunking
b. Common sound-spelling patterns
c. Common word parts, including prefixes, suffixes, and roots
d. Decodable words in isolation and in text
e. High-frequency words

f. Introduce non-decodable/irregular words important to text
*This strategy will support learners on RIMPs as foundational skills were found to be a weakness based
on our KRA and NWEA MAP data.

3. Provide explicit vocabulary instruction by incorporating the following suggestions:
a. Dedicated, focused time to vocabulary instruction
b. Repeated exposure to new word in various formats (written and oral)
c. Opportunities to use vocabulary in a variety of contexts, such as discussion,
writing, and reading

d. Instruction on common word parts, including prefixes, suffixes, and roots
*This strategy will support learners on RIMPs as foundational skills were found to be a weakness based
on our KRA and NWEA MAP data.

4. Provide direct and explicit research-based reading comprehension strategies through a
gradual release model with multiple opportunities to practice the strategies on
appropriate text, focusing on the following strategies:

a. Activating prior knowledge/predicting
b. Questioning

c. Visualizing

d. Monitoring, clarifying, and fix up
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e. Drawing inferences
f.  Summarizing/retelling

*This strategy will support learners on RIMPs as comprehension skills were found to be a weakness
based on our NWEA MAP data.

5. Explicitly teach appropriate writing strategies for a variety of purposes using a
Model-Practice-Reflect instructional cycle which includes:
a. Teaching strategies for planning and goal setting, drafting, evaluating, revising,
and editing
b. Modeling strategies
c. Providing time to apply and practice specific techniques for a variety of writing

purposes and audiences (see sample purposes and techniques in the following
table)
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Purpose

Specific
Technique

How Students Can Use the Technigue

Describe

Sensory
details

Use their five senses, as applicable:
* What did you see? How did it look?
« What sounds did you hear?
* What did you touch? How did it feel?
» What could you smell?
* What did you taste?

Narrate

Inform

Story
grammar

Report
writing

Consider the following questions when developing their story:
* Who are the main characters?
* When does the story take place?
* Where does the story take place?
* What do the main characters want to do?
* What happens when the main characters try to do it?
* How does the story end?
* How does the main character feel?

In older grades, expand the strategy in the following ways:
* Tell the story from the point of view of a character other than the main character.
* Add an interesting or surprising twist to the story.

Complete a K-W-L chart:

* What | Know

= What | Want to know

= What | Learned

In the K-W-L chart, gather appropriate information:

« Brainstorm. (What do | know about the topic?)

» Extend brainstorming. (What do | want to know about the topic?
What other information would be helpful to learn about the topic?

* Cather additional information and add to the chart. (What have | learned?
Did | list amything during brainstorming that was inaccurate and needs to
be crossed off the chart?)

Review the K-W-L chart and circle the most important ideas to include in the report.
Develop an outline, showing which ideas will be included in the report and
the order in which they will be presented.

Continue planning while writing, gathering new information, and adding to
the outline as needed.

Be sure to implement each aspect of the plan as they write.

Persuade/
analyze

STOP

DARE™

TREE

Before they write, STOP and:

* Suspend judgment.

» Take sides.

* Drganize ideas.

* Plan to adjust as they write.

DARE to check their paper to be sure they have:
« Developed their thesis.

* Added ideas to support their ideas.

* Rejected arguments on the other side.

« Ended with a strong conclusion.

As they write:
« Tell what they believe. (State a topic sentence.)
* Provide three or more Reasons. (Why do | believe this?)
= End it. (Wrap it up right.}
« Examine. (Do | have all my parts?)

In older grades, expand the strategy as follows:
« Replace the Examine step with Explain reasons. (Say more about each reason.)

d. Engaging students in evaluating and reflecting on their own writing as well as

their peers’

e. Screening all students for potential reading problems three times a year to create
flexible groups to support students who score below the benchmark score in
order to provide intensive, systematic instruction on identified learning needs by

trained specialists
*This strategy will support learners on RIMPs as comprehension skills were found to be a
weakness based on our NWEA MAP data.

Page 62 of 62



Local Literacy Plan

SECTION 8, PART B: ENSURING EFFECTIVENESS AND IMPROVING UPON STRATEGIES

1. Describe how the leadership team will offer/provide support for implementation of the
identified evidence-based practices and interventions (professional learning, coaching, etc.).

2. Describe how the early childhood program or LEA will ensure proposed evidence-based
strategies in Section 8, Part A will be effective, show progress and improve upon
strategies utilized during the two prior consecutive years (fidelity of adult
implementation).

North Union Local Schools is committed to ensuring that evidence-based strategies are
implemented and supported. The effectiveness of these strategies will be monitored through
evidence of adult implementation. We will use the components below to monitor this work.
1. Professional development will be designed based on the following:
a. Analyzing data and identifying strengths and needs
b. Understanding the depth and rigor of Ohio’s Learning Standards and the Language
and Literacy Continuum
c. Explicit instruction on evidence-based literacy strategies aligned to Ohio’s Learning
Standards and the Language and Literacy Continuum
d. Formative assessment support and monitoring

2. Updated curriculum maps (aligned to and built on the district’s vision and mission, Ohio’s
Learning Standards, the Language and Literacy Continuum, and evidence-based literacy
strategies) that are implemented as evidenced in lesson plans, walk-throughs, and
observations

3. Communication and collaboration infrastructure, including teacher based teams, building
teams, and a district team, which functions to:

Improve instruction

Promote professional growth

Build collaboration between educators

Communicate needs

Monitor adult implementation

P20 T O

4. The addition of instructional coach(es) with a strong understanding of literacy, including
disciplinary literacy, in order to:

Train teachers

Model strategies

Provide feedback

Research strategies

Support adult implementation

PO T O

5. Progress monitoring of all students, especially for students on Reading Improvement and
Monitoring Plans (RIMPs) and referred to the RTI process
a. Assessments and strategies will be tracked and updated regularly in DataMap
b. Coaches and building leaders will provide guidance and support
c. Regular communication with parents will take place
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SECTION 8, PART C: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

Insert a professional development plan that supports the evidence-based strategies proposed in
the local literacy plan and clearly identifies the staff involved in the professional development.
Refer to the definition of professional development in the guidance document. The early
childhood program or LEA is encouraged to use the professional development plan template on
the department’s website. This will help to ensure alignment between the local literacy plan and
Comprehensive Literacy State Development subgrant application, as well as aid the
Department’s technical review team when reviewing local literacy plans.

Overarching Goal:
By Spring 2024, North Union Local School District will improve the percentage of ELA
proficiency for all students in grades 3-8 and ELA 1l to 80% or higher as measured by the OST.

Sub-goals:

e By Spring 2024, we will increase the overall number of students with disabilities who are
proficient or above to 55% (13% in 2018; 25% in 2019) as measured by the OST.

e By Spring 2024, we will increase the overall number of all students who are accelerated
or advanced to 40% (30% in 2018; 28% in 2019) as measured by the OST.

e By Spring 2024, we will increase the number of K-3 students who move from off-track to
on-track to 65% (41% in 2019) as measured by the KRA and NWEA MAP and reported
on the Local Report Card.

Evidence-Based Practices or Interventions: Job-embedded, on-going professional
development with support through coaching, modeling, practice, and feedback and monitoring
through walk-throughs and informal observations; evidence based literacy instruction; effective
feedback; formative assessments

PD Description | Begin/ | Sustained | Intensive | Collaborative Job Data Classroom
End Embedded | Driven Focused
Date

1. Ohio’s Fall v 4 v v v

Learning 2021

Standards and and
the Language on-

and Literacy going
Continuum
2. Curriculum Fall v v v v
Mapping 2021
Alignment and
on-
going
3. Evidence- Fall v v v v v v
based literacy 2021
strategies and
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on-
going
4. Instructional | Fall v v v v v v
Coaching 2020
and
on-
going
5. Training on Fall v v v v v v
programs such | 2020
as NWEA MAP | and
for K-8, Lexia on-
training K-5, going
Sonday System
K-5, and
DataMap K-12
6. OIP and Fall v v v v v v
TBTs, BLTs, and | 2021
DLTs and
on-
going
7. Local Fall v v v v v v
formative 2021
assessments and
and progress on-
monitoring tools | going

Resources Needed

Outcomes / Evaluations

1. Ohio’s Learning Standards, the
Language and Learning Continuum,
embedded time for professional
development through district PD
days or through substitute teachers

100% ELA teachers (including intervention specialists
and literacy support teachers) will review and
understand the depth and complexity of the standards
and the components of the Language and Literacy
Continuum.

2. Ohio’s Learning Standards, the
Language and Learning Continuum,
current curriculum maps, training as
needed, embedded time for
professional development through
district PD days or through
substitute teachers

100% ELA teachers (including intervention specialists
and literacy support teachers) will revise and vertically
align their curriculum maps to use a guide for
instruction.

3. Training on evidence based
literacy strategies, embedded time
for professional development
through district PD days or through
substitute teachers

100% ELA teachers (including intervention specialists
and literacy support teachers) will utilize
evidence-based literacy strategies as observed through
lesson plans, walk-throughs, and observations.
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4. Instructional coach, training and
support for coach through CAO and
ESC, embedded professional
development

At least 75% of ELA teachers will receive systematic,
evidence based instructional coaching in ELA.

5. Training materials, instructional
coach, embedded time for
professional development through
district PD days or through
substitute teachers

100% of ELA teachers (including intervention
specialists and literacy support teachers) will receive
training on the programs the district provides for
literacy support and progress monitoring and
implement these programs with fidelity.

6. OIP training materials,
instructional coach, building
administrators, district
administrators, embedded time for
professional development through
district PD days or through
substitute teachers

100% of ELA teachers (including intervention
specialists and literacy support teachers) will receive
training on OIP and use the process to support literacy
instruction and reflection.

7. Data (including OST, KRA,
NWEA MAP, ACT, Pre-ACT),
embedded time to analyze data and
collaborate to create formative
assessments and progress
monitoring tools through district PD
days or through substitute teachers

100% of ELA teachers (including intervention
specialists and literacy support teachers) will utilize
formative assessments to monitor student progress.

Back to Main Menu
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You might include a glossary of terms, data summary, key messages, description of program
elements, or any other information as needed.

Glossary of Terms

Classroom- Related to the practices taking place in the learning environment during the
Focused teaching process
Collaborative Involving multiple educators, educators and coaches, or a set of

participants grappling with the same concept or practice and in which
participants work together to achieve shared understanding

Data-Driven Based upon and responsive to real-time information about the needs of
participants and their students

Intensive Focused on a discreet concept, practice or program

Job-Embedded | A part of the ongoing, regular work of instruction and related to teaching
and learning taking place in real time in the teaching and learning
environment

Sustained Taking place over an extended period; longer than one day or a one-time
workshop
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