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On April 15, 2010, a meeting was held for all Elementary Intervention Specialists.  Topics discussed included protocols for Individual Data Meetings (IDM’s) and Group Data Meetings (GDM’s) as well as funding scenarios for next year.  Intervention materials were discussed and each school had until April 29th to submit their orders.  Intervention classes were continued until May 7, 2010 and universal screening began the week of May 10, 2010.  DIBELS was used for grades K-3 and AIMSWEB was used for grades 4-6.  AIMSWEB math fluency (M-CBM) was administered in grades 1-6.  Final GDM’s were held the last two weeks of May and at each meeting a list of “Watch” students was developed.  Thomas was one of two elementary schools being considered for closure, but the decision on June 8th named the other school to be closed, so Thomas will be open next year after all.  District boundaries are being revised so there will be an additional 75 students attending Thomas next year and all sixth graders in the district will be at middle schools instead of elementary schools.  Results of universal screening by grade level are displayed below.

Kindergarten

		Intensive		Strategic		Benchmark		#Students
BOY:		26%			40%			34%			90
MOY:		5%			30%			65%			84
EOY:		6%			5%			89%			80

Approximately 24 students were served throughout the year at this grade level (Reading).  Only five students tested at Intensive level at EOY and four of those five are already identified Special Education students.  Even though they remained in the Intensive range, all five made progress from BOY to EOY.

First Grade

		Intensive		Strategic		Benchmark		#Students
BOY:		9%			15%			76%			74
MOY:		4%			28%			68%			72
EOY:		9%			19%			72%			67
Approximately 28 students were served throughout the year at this grade level (Reading).  Six students were at Intensive at EOY and three of those students have IEP’s.  The other three are being considered for testing next year, depending on results of the first cycle of intervention.

All first grade students were tested in Math Computation (M-CBM) using AIMSWEB.   
				Fall			Winter			Spring	
Average Score			10.8			14.2			16.2

The results for Spring benchmark (EOY) show that 90% of the students that were at Benchmark in Winter scored at Benchmark level in Spring, 58% of the students that scored at Strategic level in Winter scored at Benchmark level in Spring, and 8% of the students that scored at Intensive level in Winter scored at Benchmark in Spring.

Second Grade

	Intensive		Strategic		Benchmark		#Students
BOY:		21%			23%			56%			73
MOY:		22%			12%			66%			67	
EOY:		21%			17%			62%			66

Approximately 28 students were served at this grade level.  14 students scored in the Intensive range, but five are Spec. Ed., four are ELL, and one missed a lot of school due to cancer treatment.  The second grade teachers and the Intervention team were not pleased with the EOY results.  There was a high turnover of students at this grade level which may have impacted the results.  This grade level team consists of three dedicated, highly skilled classroom teachers which make the results all the more frustrating.  A small consolation is that this seems to be the trend district-wide.  Many district educators believe that it is a direct result of the lack of outside reading on the students’ part.  Every school, including Thomas, has emphasized the importance of daily at-home reading and educating parents of this importance, but more remains to be done.  Last year, the intervention team sent home summer reading packets but the completion rate was extremely low.  This year, teachers sent home communication from the local public library in regards to their summer reading programs as well as classroom incentives for reading during the summer.

Second grade results for Math Computation (M-CBM) using AIMSWEB are as follows:
				Fall			Winter			Spring
Average Score			17.5			23.3			21

70% of the students that were at Benchmark in Winter scored at Benchmark in Spring, 24% of the students that were at Strategic in Winter scored at Benchmark in Spring, and 0% of the students that scored at Intensive in Winter scored at Benchmark in Spring.

Third Grade

		Intensive		Strategic		Benchmark		#Students
BOY:		26%			28%			46%			76
MOY:		26%			30%			44%			73
EOY:		21%			35%			44%			72

Approximately 19 students were served at this grade level.  Even though the total percentage of students scoring at Benchmark did not improve at EOY from MOY, there was an increase of students scoring in the Strategic range and a decrease of students scoring in the Intensive range.  Third grade, just as with second grade, is not making the progress that the team would like to see.  Some of the same reasons that were mentioned above apply to this grade level as well:  high turnover, little to no reading being done at home, and emotional issues.  Several students in this grade level were going through family problems, financial issues, and emotional trauma.  It was discussed at the final GDM that many of the families at Thomas are living on the edge financially and that those problems are impacting the learning of the students.  Many families have already indicated that they will not be back at Thomas next year due to financial reasons and are moving out of Flagstaff.

Math Computation (M-CBM) results are as follows:
				Fall			Winter			Spring
Average Score			20.1			21.0			24.8

57% of the students who scored at Benchmark in Winter scored at Benchmark in Spring, 21% of the students who scored at Strategic in Winter scored at Benchmark in Spring, and 0% of the students that scored at Intensive in Winter scored at Benchmark in Spring.  

Fourth Grade

AIMSWEB results for Reading Fluency (R-CBM) and Reading Comprehension (MAZE) are shown in the chart below.  The R-CBM was not administered in the fall and the R-Path was not administered at all.  The Intervention team believed that the R-CBM and the MAZE measures were sufficient, especially since 4th -6th graders take the 4Sight assessment 4 times a year also.




Normative Performance 
	Percentile
	R-CBM
	R-Path
	MAZE

	
	 F 
	 W 
	 S 
	 F 
	 W 
	 S 
	 F 
	 W 
	 S 

	90th
	 0.0 
	 162.4 
	 168.6 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 17.0 
	 25.8 
	 23.0 

	75th
	 0.0 
	 138.0 
	 151.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 12.0 
	 22.0 
	 20.0 

	50th
	 0.0 
	 104.0 
	 115.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 9.0 
	 16.0 
	 15.0 

	25th
	 0.0 
	 76.0 
	 96.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 6.0 
	 12.5 
	 11.0 

	10th
	 0.0 
	 47.4 
	 60.4 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 4.5 
	 8.2 
	 5.8 



Approximately 32 students in fourth grade were in intervention four times a week for 30 minutes each time.  It should be noted that the above figures reflect 14 fourth graders in the SEI/Transition class which includes students who are ELL and those who are below grade level in reading.  If each fourth grade class is examined separately, the results look better.  The following charts show results of Winter and Spring R-CBM assessments.

Class A:
		 
	 
	Fall
	Transition
	Winter
	Transition
	Spring

	 
	 Deficient 
	0 (0%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	7 (25%) 
			 
	

	 4
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	4 (15%) 

	 
	 Emerging 
	0 (0%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	8 (29%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 7
	

	 1
	

	 
	






	10 (37%) 

	 
	 Established 
	0 (0%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	13 (46%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 2
	

	 11
	

	 
	






	13 (48%) 

	New Student
	 
	28
	 
	2
	 

	Unscored
	 
	0
	 
	3
	 

	Total Students
	0
	 
	28
	 
	27




	 Note: Unscored also includes any students who may have been transferred. 

	









Class B:

		 
	 
	Fall
	Transition
	Winter
	Transition
	Spring

	 
	 Deficient 
	0 (0%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	4 (16.0%) 
			 
	

	 3
	

	 1
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	3 (11.5%) 

	 
	 Emerging 
	0 (0%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	10 (40.0%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 9
	

	 1
	

	 
	






	14 (53.8%) 

	 
	 Established 
	0 (0%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	11 (44.0%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 3
	

	 8
	

	 
	






	9 (34.7%) 

	New Student
	 
	25
	 
	1
	 

	Unscored
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 

	Total Students
	0
	 
	25
	 
	26




	 Note: Unscored also includes any students who may have been transferred. 




Class C (Transition class):

		 
	 
	Fall
	Transition
	Winter
	Transition
	Spring

	 
	 Deficient 
	0 (0%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	1 (8.3%) 
			 
	

	 1
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	2 (16.7%) 

	 
	 Emerging 
	0 (0%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	10 (83.3%) 
			 
	

	 1
	

	 9
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	9 (75.0%) 

	 
	 Established 
	0 (0%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	1 (8.4%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 1
	

	 
	






	1 (8.3%) 

	New Student
	 
	12
	 
	0
	 

	Unscored
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 

	Total Students
	0
	 
	12
	 
	12




	 Note: Unscored also includes any students who may have been transferred. 








Reading Comprehension results from MAZE are shown below for the same three classes:

Class A:

		 
	 
	Fall
	Transition
	Winter
	Transition
	Spring

	 
	 Deficient 
	5 (18.5%) 
			 
	

	 3
	

	 2
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	5 (18.5%) 
			 
	

	 3
	

	 2
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	3 (11.1%) 

	 
	 Emerging 
	10 (37.0%) 
			 
	

	 1
	

	 6
	

	 2
	

	 
	






	10 (37.0%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 9
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	15 (55.6%) 

	 
	 Established 
	12 (44.5%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 1
	

	 9
	

	 
	






	12 (44.5%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 4
	

	 8
	

	 
	






	9 (33.3%) 

	New Student
	 
	3
	 
	1
	 

	Unscored
	 
	3
	 
	1
	 

	Total Students
	27
	 
	27
	 
	27




	 Note: Unscored also includes any students who may have been transferred. 




Class B:

		 
	 
	Fall
	Transition
	Winter
	Transition
	Spring

	 
	 Deficient 
	3 (11.5%) 
			 
	

	 1
	

	 1
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	3 (12.5%) 
			 
	

	 1
	

	 2
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	3 (11.5%) 

	 
	 Emerging 
	19 (73.1%) 
			 
	

	 1
	

	 10
	

	 5
	

	 
	






	12 (50.0%) 
			 
	

	 1
	

	 10
	

	 1
	

	 
	






	15 (57.7%) 

	 
	 Established 
	4 (15.4%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 4
	

	 
	






	9 (37.5%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 2
	

	 7
	

	 
	






	8 (30.8%) 

	New Student
	 
	2
	 
	2
	 

	Unscored
	 
	4
	 
	0
	 

	Total Students
	26
	 
	24
	 
	26




	 Note: Unscored also includes any students who may have been transferred. 



Class C (Transition class):

		 
	 
	Fall
	Transition
	Winter
	Transition
	Spring

	 
	 Deficient 
	3 (23.1%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 3
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	0 (0%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	7 (58.3%) 

	 
	 Emerging 
	10 (76.9%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 7
	

	 2
	

	 
	






	10 (83.3%) 
			 
	

	 7
	

	 3
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	4 (33.3%) 

	 
	 Established 
	0 (0%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 0
	

	 
	






	2 (16.7%) 
			 
	

	 0
	

	 1
	

	 1
	

	 
	






	1 (8.4%) 

	New Student
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 

	Unscored
	 
	1
	 
	0
	 

	Total Students
	13
	 
	12
	 
	12




	 Note: Unscored also includes any students who may have been transferred. 


It should be noted that the students in Class C received intervention instruction in their homeroom class since it was considered a class-wide problem.  The teacher provided an additional 30 minutes of Reading Fluency instruction using the Read Naturally program to the core program. 

Math Computation (M-CBM) results are as follows:
				Fall			Winter			Spring
Average Score			45.7			44.6			50.9

82% of the students who scored at Benchmark in Winter scored at Benchmark in Spring, 34% of the students who scored at Strategic scored at Benchmark in Spring, and 12% of the students who scored Intensive at Winter scored at Benchmark in Spring.

Fifth Grade

Results for Reading (R-CBM, MAZE) for fifth grade are shown below:

Normative Performance 
	Percentile
	R-CBM
	R-Path
	MAZE

	
	 F 
	 W 
	 S 
	 F 
	 W 
	 S 
	 F 
	 W 
	 S 

	90th
	 0.0 
	 157.4 
	 165.2 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 19.0 
	 25.0 
	 27.0 

	75th
	 0.0 
	 129.3 
	 137.5 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 14.0 
	 22.0 
	 23.0 

	50th
	 0.0 
	 105.5 
	 112.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 11.0 
	 16.5 
	 19.0 

	25th
	 0.0 
	 85.8 
	 90.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 8.0 
	 11.3 
	 16.0 

	10th
	 0.0 
	 66.6 
	 70.2 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 5.0 
	 10.0 
	 9.0 



Approximately 30 students were served this year at this grade level.  Intervention classes were held three days a week instead of four due to schedule conflicts with Band, Strings, and P.E.  Students were grouped according to their reading level in their core instruction for Reading and Writing and intervention was an additional 30 minutes of instruction on the remaining three days.   Results were better in the Reading Comprehension groups that in the Reading Fluency groups.  Students made more progress between the Fall and Winter benchmarks than between the Winter and Spring benchmarks.  It is believed that the numerous snow days (8) impacted progress as well as the numerous snow delays.  On snow delay days, school begins two hours later than usual and the morning intervention classes are missed.

In the area of math, the results for Math Computation (M-CBM) are as follows:

				Fall			Winter			Spring
Average Score			33.3			35.7			39.7

50% of the students who scored at Benchmark in Winter scored at Benchmark in Spring, 14% of the students who scored at Strategic scored at Benchmark in Spring, and 7% of the students who scored at Intensive in Winter scored at Benchmark in Spring.  





Sixth Grade

Approximately 28 students were served in intervention classes this year.  Sixth graders were mixed with fifth graders and placed in their core classes based on their reading levels and math levels (end of year AIMS scores).

Results for Reading (R-CBM, MAZE) for sixth grade are shown below:

Normative Performance 
	Percentile
	R-CBM
	R-Path
	MAZE

	
	 F 
	 W 
	 S 
	 F 
	 W 
	 S 
	 F 
	 W 
	 S 

	90th
	 0.0 
	 195.2 
	 177.2 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 26.0 
	 30.0 
	 28.2 

	75th
	 0.0 
	 150.0 
	 159.8 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 19.0 
	 24.8 
	 24.0 

	50th
	 0.0 
	 131.0 
	 138.5 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 14.0 
	 20.5 
	 19.5 

	25th
	 0.0 
	 105.0 
	 110.5 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 9.0 
	 15.0 
	 14.3 

	10th
	 0.0 
	 66.8 
	 72.4 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 0.0 
	 5.0 
	 8.9 
	 10.0 



Just as with the fifth grade, sixth grade also had intervention instruction three days a week instead of four days like the other grade levels.  

Math results (M-CBM) are as follows:
				Fall			Winter			Spring
Average Score			34.7			38.1			38.7

100% of the students who scored at Benchmark in Winter scored at Benchmark in Spring, 74% of the students who scored at Strategic in Winter scored at Benchmark in Spring, and 20% of the students who scored at Intensive in Winter scored at Benchmark in Spring.  
It should be noted that the Special Education students showed even greater progress:

				 Fall			Winter			Spring
Average Score			35.0			41.0			48.0

Reading still presents the greatest challenge, especially since it impacts all subject areas.  Next year, the fifth grade team will be working with the intervention team to modify the schedule to ensure that intervention groups can meet four times a week, 30 minutes each period.

image1.png




