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January 19, 2010
We had a data meeting for Reading with all staff. We broke out in Reading Teams (Kinder, 1st & 2nd, 3rd & 4th, 5th & 6th). All teams placed reading data on sticky notes and sorted DIBELS data to form new intervention groups. Each team consists on two grade levels except Kindergarten is their own team. Each team has a scheduled intervention time. All teachers and two instructional aides teach the intervention groups. Benchmark students went to the Library to have enrichment activities using “The Reading Center” or Reading Advantage. Kindergarten Benchmark students did a mixture of Reading Center and Starfall reading. Tier 2 students were formed in larger groups and Tier 3 students were grouped in smaller groups. No new instruction is taught since all teachers are providing intervention instruction. The 5th & 6th grade team was taught how to sort their data in the four categories of fast but inaccurate, slow but inaccurate, fast but accurate, and slow but accurate. 
January 26, 2010

Our DIBELS Certified Trainer continued to train staff on how to progress monitor students.
February 2, 2010

We instructed the staff on how to use the EDUSS system (Computerized Assessment, tutoring and intervention Math Program) as a method for more specific individualized intervention. 

We continued another DIBELS measure
February 16, 2010

PD – Differentiated Instruction

PD – Engagement and Time on Task as related to our SCIR State Coach’s last visit

K-3 and 4-6 Split into two meetings
K-3 Continued DIBELS progress monitoring training

4-6  Analyzed Aims Test Prep Booklets and AIMS Blueprints for further instruction

February 23, 2010

Up to this point the Benchmark team and Rdg/Math Intervention Specialist have been doing the Math Progress Monitoring. On this date, teachers were instructed on testing instructions and methods for progress monitoring. Teachers will now begin their own regular progress monitoring and report it to the Rdg/Math Intervention Specialist. 

Phonics Screener Results were also provided at this meeting. Each team received a large 11x17 poster chart with data. Each team met the following week to analyze data and change groups. We color coded our screener results to get an easier visual view of students that are struggling. We color coded each individual skill tested on the screener. Concepts coded in green signify students who tested at a 100% on the skill, concepts coded in yellow meant the student missed one point or scored approximately 90% to 99%, and concepts coded in pink signify concepts in which the student scored lower than 90% on the skill. 
PASI DATA: We tested all Kindergarten students regardless of the Tier. It shows that our Ka & KC classrooms are doing well through skill 6 (Blending). However, it shows that these teachers do need to work on Identification/Categorization. The Kb classroom shows significant gaps in all areas on skill 4 and above. We have a permanent substitute in this room since the previous teacher left the state and thus resigned. 
All Kindergarten students struggled with skill 7 and on. This helped us recognize that our Core Curriculum is lacking concerning this skills. 

FUTURE GOAL: 

· To establish a yearly timeline of when each concept is expected to be mastered during the year and

· To create more lessons to incorporate into our Core for the concepts 7-10 (Segmentation, Addition, Deletion, and Substitution). 

PSI DATA:

1st & 2nd Grade Team

Both first grade classrooms show that concepts 6 and above have not been taught. After the team met, they realized they had not yet taught these later skills. However, the 2nd grade teachers brought to the attention that skills 6-8 are expected to be understood for the first lesson in our 2nd grade Core curriculum. We thus determined we will need a yearly timeline for when each concept should be mastered. We recognized that we will need to begin working on these later skills earlier in the year. One first grade teacher was also able to identify that she needed to re-teach blends and consonant diagraphs as many of her students scored poorly on the screener. 

The second grade team was able to easily and visually see that one classroom teacher has been more effective in teaching the phonics skills to mastery than another teacher. One class has solid green with the exception of 4 students whereas the other classroom showed evidence of gaps with every student in every category except letter naming. 

3rd & 4th Grade Team

The third grade classes are similar in results. Both classes show evidence of needing to re-teach complex consonants. Almost all students are within a positive range with sight words. In looking at the beginning phonics skills (Skills 1-5), class 3a has 9 students with gaps in the pink zones but the class 3b has 14 students in the troubled zones. In the Advanced Phonics Skills class 3a has 16 students with a need for further instruction and class 3b has 20. Interestingly enough with the Multi-syllabic portion of the screener the students showed the greatest understanding with vowel teams, consonant –le, and vowel r. The screener showed a greater need for re-teaching on closed, silent –e and open syllables. 
The fourth grade classes showed that class 4a had 11 students needed assistance in the Beginning Phonics Skills compared to class 4b that has 6 kids needing assistance. In the Advanced Phonics Skills class 4a has 10 students needing assistance and class 4b has 13. Fourth grade also showed a similar pattern with the multi-syllabic information as did the third grade. 
Future Goal:

· Incorporate a steady set of multi-syllabic lessons for closed, silent–e, and open syllable to add to the Core Curriculum. 

· Look at components of Complex Consonants in core. 

· More quick trainings for this team on phonics lessons.

March 23 – March 30

Each team was required to meet to analyze the PSI and PASI results. Teams and Reading Coach reorganized intervention groups according to the lowest skill. The 3rd & 4th Grade Team needed some extra consulting in Phonics. Some teachers are comfortable with phonics instruction and others are not. 
March 25, 2010 

Reading Team attended the last Systemic Change in Reading Training. We have been meeting weekly to determine Professional Development needs, organize progress monitoring, and discuss problems and solutions as related to Reading instruction and intervention.
March 29, 2010

We had a SPDG site visit with Debra Coleman and determined we would need more time to observe all staff. We determined that our need would be to have another site visit before the end of May. Teachers will not be informed so we can get a true measure of instruction. 
March 30, 2010

DIBELS and AIMSweb Reading/MAZE progress monitoring was turned over to teachers.

Progress Monitoring Data
Reading
**This is a report of only the students in Tier 2 and Tier 3. However, we are monitoring some students that are at benchmark but scored low in one category. In all grades the benchmark student who were low in one category are showing gains and have met the target in their category. 

Kindergarten

Ka – This class has 4 students needing additional assistance. Two have made substantial gains and have well passed the target. The 2 others are making slow progress. The two students not making adequate gains are ELL students. We will need to add an additional intervention with more assistance of a 1:2 adult/student ratio. 
Kb – This class was the most severe. We had great concerns for this class however a new permanent sub was hired. She has been making great improvement with the class. There are 15 students that are at-risk or emerging. 5 have met the target. 4 more are approaching the goal. There are 2 students who are not making gains. Both students are ELL students. We will need to have an extra more intensive intervention for these students. 

Kc – Although one student has met the target, we are going to keep him in interventions to assure that he stays above level. All other 8 students will remain in interventions. 

1st Grade

1a – This class has 3 students receiving intervention. 2 students have well passed their goal. The other student is close to the target. 
1b – This class has 3 students and all have surpassed their target. 

2nd Grade
We do see two students in 2nd grade who are in Tier 1 and have met the target for Winter Benchmark but are not showing enough progress and are at risk to fall below for the Spring target so they are being added to intervention.
2a – Out of 5 students only two have passed their target, however we will need to keep them in intervention since they are not at the target for the Spring testing. 
2b – Out of the 4 students only 1 has passed the Winter target but still needs to meet Spring target.


3rd Grade

**Third and Fourth grade were the grades with the most students in Tier 3. 


3a – Out of 13 students 6 passed Winter target but only 2 are passed the Spring expectation. 

3b – Out of 12 students 3 passed Winter target and 2 passed Spring target. 

4th Grade

4a – Out of 11 students 4 have passed Winter target but only 2 are passed Spring target. Two of the most severe cases are receiving Special Education Services. 
4b – Out of 11 students 7 passed Winter target but only 2 passed Spring target. One concept of concern with this group is that many students’ Retell Fluency has gone down. 

5th Grade & 6th Grade
For Tier 3 –uv We had 8 intervention slots for Principal’s Office. Of those slots, 6 moved out of Tier 3 and are being progress monitored by the teacher in Tier 2. Because the majority of the students are being monitored as a Tier 2, we had slots open to help provide an extra intervention for 1 of our most severe cases in 3rd Grade

Math

We are working on a better tracking system for the Multi Concepts and Applications from AIMSweb. We would like to create a similar chart like a phonics screener to identify individual student gaps as well as class-wide need for re-teaching of specific concepts. We also, want to more effectively implement the Kathy Richardson math assessments with Tier 3 to better analyze gaps that may have begun before the current grade levels. 


1st Grade

1a – (MCBM) Out of all 5 students, 4 have met the target consistently. The fifth student has reached the target but is making slower progress than the other first graders. 
1b – There are 3 students we are monitoring and two of those students have reached their target but the other student is remaining the same. 


2nd Grade

2a – (MCAP) 2 students are being monitored and are making progress but one is not quickly enough. (MCBM) There are 4 students being monitored and only one is past the target.
2b – (MCAP & MCBM) One student in this class is being monitored for both measurements and is not making gains. The student is currently working in a group of 3 and may need to be moved to a one-on-one. This student’s attendance is excessive and it is difficult to determine if that is the only reason for a decrease in achievement. 

3rd Grade

3a – (MCAP)There are 3 students (2 in Tier 2 and 1 in Tier 3) The students being monitored in the classroom for Tier 2 are not showing enough gains but the student receiving 1:3 intervention group is showing enough gains. 
(MCBM) The same students are being monitored for this measure and are heading toward the goal. 

3b – (MCAP) 10 students are receiving intervention. Many of these students are not making gains in this measure. 

(MCBM) 8 students need assistance and 2 have reached their goal. 


4th Grade

4a – (MCAP & MCBM) 3 students are receiving help for both measures. The all show a steady growth and are close to the targets but are not there yet. 
4b – (MCAP) 3 students are in interventions and all have passed their targets.
(MCBM) 4 students are in intervention and only two have passed their target and the other two show a decline in growth. Both students that are declining are not receiving help outside the classroom. We are considering adding them to a 1:2 group. 


5th Grade & 6th Grade

For Tier 2
5a - (MCAP) 3 students are monitored and all 3 show gains but have not reached target. 
(MCBM) 4 students are monitored and 3 are close to target. However, the one student shows a steady increase but is slower at reaching target. 
5b – (MCAP) 4 students are monitored and all have passed Winter target but need further assistance for Spring target. 
(MCBM) 4 are monitored and 2 have passed the Spring target but the other 2 are progressing slower. 

6a – (MCAP) There are 5 students and all have passed the Winter target but only one has reached Spring target. 
(MCBM) 5 students are monitored and all show a steady increase and are close to target. 

For Tier 3 
We had 8 intervention slots for Principal’s Office. Of those slots, 5 moved out of Tier 3 and are being progress monitored by the teacher in Tier 2. Because the majority of the students are being monitored as a Tier 2, we had slots open to help provide an extra intervention for 2 of our most severe cases in 4th Grade.

SPED

Two of our students with IEP’s have had recent IEP meetings in which we have recognized that if the school in which these students attended last year, had an RTI model, these students would not have needed an IEP. All testing was in the normal range but in both cases the school had written that although the testing showed the students are in the normal range, due to their lack of progress in the classroom, they wrote an IEP. If those two students had been at our school we would have prevented those students from needing to have an IEP written for SLD. In both cases, the students are progressing in our intervention program.
