Families & Education
Levy Oversight Committee

Tuesday, April 21, 2009
4:00 — 5:30 p.m.
City Hall, 7*» Floor

Meeting Purpose:

* Briefing on the Mid-Year Report

4:00 Welcome and Introductions

4:05 Review of Agenda and Approval of
Minutes from February 10, 2009 meeting

4:10 Mid-Year Report for 2008-09 SY

5:30 Adjourn

Handouts

Minutes from 02/10/09 LOC Meeting
Mid-Year Report Presentation

Draft Mid-Year Report

Next Meeting:
Tuesday, May 19, 2009

Councilmember Tim Burgess

Tim Burgess

Kacey Guin, OFE
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City of Seattle

ECROTON FAMILIES AND EDUCATION LEVY
Tuesday, February 10, 2009 « 4:00-5:30 p.m.
LEVY OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE
7" Floor, City Hall

MINUTES

MEMBERS PRESENT: Wanda Brown (for Carla Santorno), Tim Burgess, Michael
DeBell, Kris Hildebrandt, David Okimoto, John Pehrson

OTHERS PRESENT: Peter Aberg (Legislative), Carla Bryant (OFE), Lin Carlson
(SPS), TJ Cosgrove (PHSKC), Jerry DeGrieck (HSD), Kathleen Groshong (HSD), Becky
Guerra (DOF), Kacey Guin (OFE), Bea Kelleigh (HSD), Lauren Lee (HSD), Patricia Lee
(Council staff), Holly Miller (OFE), Alan Painter (HSD), Sid Sidorowicz (OFE)

Councilmember Tim Burgess called the meeting to order. After introductions, the
minutes of the January 20, 2009, Levy Oversight Committee (LOC) were approved.

Kacey Guin reviewed the outcomes and annual report for the 2007-08 school year. She
noted that, overall, Levy-funded programs were successful at achieving their outcomes.
David Okimoto asked that the LOC be reminded of the three outcomes set for the Levy.

K. Guin noted that 909 Levy students met standards who had not done so in the previous
year. John Pehrson asked how that compared with the total number of students who
failed. K. Guin responded OFE had not prepared that data for the annual report.

J. Pehrson and T. Burgess asked for OFE to provide such numbers in the future so the
LOC could get context to determine the size of the effect the Levy is having.

K. Guin stated that 14% of middle school students in Levy-funded programs met standard
on the 2008 WASL after failing in 2007. T. Burgess asked if that was enough of an
increase and asked how it compared with other school districts. Michael DeBell
responded that, as a School Board member, he believed a 14% improvement in meeting
WASL standards was significant, especially after the elementary school years. He also
noted that comparisons with other districts were hard to make since the characteristics of
children and schools were different.

T. Burgess asked how the 14% improvement compared with the previous year. K. Guin
responded that the percent improvement was the same as the previous school year, but
the number of students improving in 2007-08 was higher. M. DeBell noted that WASL
performance for the school district overall went down, so the improvement shown by
Levy students was significant.
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Lin Carlson pointed out that the Levy outcomes show only those students who met all
standards for their grade level and improvement in individual subjects was probably
greater. J. Pehrson pointed out the need to show progress toward meeting standard, not
just the number of students who met all standards.

J. Pehrson asked where the data is shown for the high school achievement program.

K. Guin responded that the high school program is new this year and therefore was not
included in the annual report for last year. Kris Hildebrandt asked if the high school
program was the first time OFE was following a cohort of students. Sid Sidorowicz
responded that OFE has analyzed cohort groups when planning program improvements
but has not done so for the Levy overall. J. Pehrson asked that OFE show data trends in
the future and not just compare results with targets.

K. Guin presented a chart showing how the various Levy-funded programs performed with
respect to their annual targets. Most programs have exceeded their targets significantly, but
the targets and actual results have been getting more closely aligned. T. Burgess asked if
the Levy should invest more in Health programs since these have shown the highest rate of
achievement over targets. Holly Miller responded that OFE and the LOC have been getting
better at setting targets, and it is not clear that Health programs have been outperforming
other programs just because they exceeded targets at a higher rate. M. DeBell stated that
these results raise questions about how to determine return on investment since it is
difficult to determine causal relationships between programs and outcomes. H. Miller noted
that math remains the challenge in improving outcomes, and a more coordinated approach
is needed to support math skills. Wanda Brown stated there is a need to look for a more
culturally appropriate pedagogy toward math.

K. Guin reviewed outcomes from the Early Learning programs. J. Pehrson noted the rate
of children attaining standards is about equal in the Parent-Child Home Program and in
the Early Learning Networks, but ELN costs are higher. Perhaps the Levy should invest
more in PCHP and less in ELN. H. Miller responded that these are not necessarily
comparative groups of children. Bea Kelleigh stated that standards are lower for PCHP
children because of developmental differences related to age. M. DeBell noted another
benefit of PCHP is that it engages parents in their child’s education. K. Guin stated that
some children in PCHP could do well as 2- and 3-year-olds but fall behind if they entered
a poor quality preschool at age four.

D. Okimoto asked if research for the PCHP program followed youth through preschool
and into elementary grades holding constant for the quality of the preschool. B. Kelleigh
responded that some research of students on the east coast showed children who went
from PCHP to preschool at age 4 did better in school than those who went from PCHP to
elementary grades without preschool. J. Pehrson asked for the LOC to be briefed more
about the relationship of Head Start, the Early Childhood Education Assistance Program,
and Step Ahead.
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W. Brown asked about the elements in the Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale
(ECERYS). Carla Bryant responded that ECERS includes some elements of adult child
interactions as well as measures of the physical space of the classroom. She stated use of
ECERS and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - 4 (PPVVT-4) allows for a comparison
of normed baseline data with the results of curriculum-embedded assessments. W. Brown
asked if the results would be used to inform programs for professional development and
C. Bryant concurred. W. Brown then asked if any tools were available to assess
classrooms beyond preschool. C. Bryant stated that the State of Georgia was assessing
classrooms into second grade.

D. Okimoto asked about embedded assessments. C. Bryant explained these are used to
assess fidelity to a program model. H. Miller noted the assessments are used for
classrooms and for determining a child’s developmental progress. K. Guin added that
children are evaluated using the assessments against benchmarks in various domains.
C. Bryant explained how programs were using the assessment data to see how children
are assigned to classrooms based on the child’s skill level and teacher quality. She also
further explained the child development domain assessment process.

T. Burgess asked about the results of teacher assessments. S. Sidorowicz responded most
teachers did well, but the assessments are conducted by staff associated with the
programs. PPVT-4 and ECERS will provide an independent assessment for external
validation of embedded assessment results.

K. Guin reported on the Family Support Worker (FSW) and Family and Community
Partnership program results. W. Brown stated the FSW African American male project
started last year will be expanded to include Latino youth and will extend into the middle
school grades.

Patricia Lee asked about the relationship of Limited English Proficiency and math failure.
W. Brown responded the Guided Language Acquisition Design model used by Seattle
Public Schools (SPS) focuses on skill building and not just on language adoption.

M. DeBell stated SPS adopted Singapore math which is less language based but it is not
yet fully integrated and used in classrooms.

K. Guin reported on the Elementary Community Learning Center (ECLC) results.

J. Pehrson noted the program is small with a modest investment and the LOC should
consider either going to a larger scale or eliminating the program altogether. H. Miller
responded that the ECLCs have influenced other non-Levy-funded programs and have a
greater impact than shown by the report.

K. Guin reviewed the Levy’s middle school results. W. Brown noted some students at
WASL level 1 are learning disabled and it is difficult to improve on their academic
achievement. She also noted the Measure of Academic Progress (MAP) assessment pilot
will be expanded to include more schools. Along with MAP, schools are adopting the
Response To Intervention (RTI) system to address student social and emotional needs.
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M. DeBell stated he hoped the LOC would look at the SPS strategic plan when making
decisions for the next school year. H. Miller responded that Levy programs are fairly well
aligned with the plan’s overall goals, and OFE is waiting for SPS to adopt annual and
school-based goals. D. Okimoto asked for more information about the plan and

M. DeBell offered to update the LOC after the next quarterly report.

M. DeBell stated the Levy middle school investments raise questions about how to have a
meaningful effect on classroom outcomes. J. Pehrson stated he does not see dramatic
results from the innovation site investments. There have been significant course corrections
but results are not clear. K. Guin responded this was the first full year of implementation of
the new innovation site model. There should be better data at mid-year about the effect of
new strategies adopted by these schools in the first semester of 2008-09.

J. Pehrson noted the size of the investment in these programs and said the LOC should
determine if they are making a difference. D. Okimoto pointed out this issue is similar in
many Levy-funded programs where there is a question about going to a larger scale either
during this Levy period or in a new Levy. Any increased investment should be aligned
with the SPS strategic plan. H. Miller noted planning for the next Levy begins soon.

T. Burgess closed with two observations about the annual report. First, while it is
important to focus on effective programs, the LOC shouldn’t lose the ability to see the
bigger picture. Second, he is concerned that the academic achievement gap does not
diminish at older grades.

The meeting was adjourned.
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Families & Education Levy
Baseline & Indicator Data
2008-09 School Year

(Y X
'YX X
Levy Oversight Committee :::0
April 21, 2009 | e ®

Setting the Context

OFE reports on three sets of data annually:

Baseline Data
Whom are we serving?

Demographic and academic data - are we serving the
right students?

Mid-Year Indicator Data
How did we do in the first semester?
Indicator data — are we on-track to meet targets?
Recommended course corrections.

Outcome Data (Annual Report)
How did we do in the school year, overall?
Outcome data - did we meet targets?




2008-09 Mid-Year Report :

>

The 2008-09 Mid-Year Report will cover
baseline and indicator data.

A Purposes of the report:

. Determine if we are serving the right students.

_ Track progress on indicators of school readiness,
academic achievement and dropout prevention.

. Determine if we’re on track to meet 2008-09 targets.
~ Make course corrections and set targets for 2009-10.

LOC Process :

A Today, OFE will review key points for
LOC discussion.

A OFE will use this data to recommend
course corrections and targets for LOC
discussion at the May 19 meeting.




Baseline & Indicator Data :

A

>

>

Baseline demographic data show which
students we are serving this school year.

Baseline academic data show how the
students we are serving this year performed
on their last academic assessments.

Indicator data show how the students we
are serving are progressing this year.

Key Themes from 2008-09 secs
Baseline & Indicator Data :

Levy Programs are serving students who are
struggling academically.

Most Levy programs are on track to meet their 2008-09
targets.

The Levy needs to invest in a broader strategy for
improving the overall quality of early education services.

Programs are using data to identify and enroll students in
Levy programs earlier.

Programs are using indicator data to track academic
progress and inform practice throughout the year.

Programs need to focus on continuity of services for focus
students, particularly during transition years.




Early Learning Targets :

School Year

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10

Target | Actual | Target | Actual | Target | Actual | Target | Actual Target

Total number of 4-year-

280 155 388 427 388 425 500 497
olds served

4-year-olds whose
teachers meet quality
standards by the end of
the school year

252 439 325

Number and percent of
ELN pre-K 4-year-olds

assessed as school 182/ 77/ | 248/ | 326/ | 280/ 358 375/
ready at the end of the 65% 50% 64% 76% 72% 75%
school year
Number of ELN students In In In In
who meet the DRA 97 ’08- | 193 ’09- | 193 ’10- | 249 ’11-
standard in 2"d grade 09 10 11 12
7
(X X ]
= 0000
Early Learning - Preschool
[ ]

Demographic Baseline Data :

African
American
39%

Hispanic
10%

White
15%

Asian
27%

9%

* Includes Native American and other groups who selected more than one race/ethnicity




Seattle Early Learning

Collaborative (SEEC) :

Members of SEEC include:
Step Ahead
ECEAP
Head Start
Comprehensive Child Care Programs
Child development agencies not administered by the City of Seattle

MOU includes agreement to collaborate on:
Selecting common assessment tools
Developing professional development
Kindergarten transition strategies

Goal to expand SEEC to include:
Family Child Development homes
Family, Friend, and Neighbor (FFN)
Other child care providers

SEEC Assessment Data :

Child Level Assessments

_ Child Curriculum-Embedded Assessments
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test — PPVT

-

Classroom Level Assessments

A Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale
(ECERYS)

A Classroom Curriculum-Embedded Assessments

10




SEEC Child Assessment - PPVT

Comparison of Average PPVT-4 Standard Scores Across Programs, Fall 2008

100
20
80
70
60
50

40

Average PPVT-4 Standard Score

30
20

10

Step Ahead Match ECEAP Head Start

SEEC Classroom Assessments

Comparison of ECERS and Classroom Embedded Assessment Scores, Fall 2008

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30

20

Qassroom Embedded Assessment Score

10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
Individual Classrooms

=@—ECERS Classroom Average Score =@®=Fall Classroom Embedded Assessment Score

12




SEEC Kindergarten Transition Strategy

Comparison of SEEC Preschoolers & SPS Kindergartners by Race/Ethnicity, 2008-09 SY

Percent of Students

Asian African American Hispanic Not Identified White Native American

@ SEEC Preschoolers (n=984) @ SPS Kindergartners (n=4,228) ‘

Early Learning Indicator Data:
Attendance Sept '08 — Jan ‘09

Average Number of Days Attended
September 2008 - January 2009
Step Ahead vs. Match

Average Number of Days Attended

Asian African American Hispanic White Other* Total

‘ @ step Ahead B Match ‘

* Includes Native American and other groups who selected more than one race/ethnicity

14




Early Learning Summary: secs
Course Corrections for 2009-10 | ¢
. Create a quality rating system for SEEC.
. Use quality rating system to strengthen
the current professional development
strategy.
. Move kindergarten transition funds to the
Family Support program.
. Disaggregate attendance and assessment
data by full-day and part-day programs.
Family Support and Family & secs

Community Partnerships Targets

School Year
2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-

10

Target | Actual | Target | Actual | Target | Actual | Target | Actual | Target

Numberofstudents | 5 5, | 1331 | 2000 | 1,528 | 1,500 | 1,182 | 1,150 | 1,390

served.

Number and percent

of students served 326/ 334/ 276/

who meet DRA or 160 25% 200 22% 275 23% 240

WASL standard.

Number of students
and families who
achieved at least
one of their service
plan academic
goals.

800 1178 800 587 698 270*

Number of families
who increased

participation in 750 957 1000 879 873
school events after 6
months. 16

*As of January, 2009




Family Support and Family & Community | ¢3¢
Partnerships: Demographic Baseline Data

Race & Ethnicity Free & Reduced Lunch English Language
Proficiency

EEP
6%

Hispanic

Not FRL
7%

Not LEP
60%

[ X X J
0000
Family Support and Family & Community | ese®

Partnerships: DRA Academic Baseline Data | ¢

Students Meeting 2008 Spring DRA Standards
FSW / FCP Focus Students vs. All Elementary School Students
2008 - 09 School Year

Percent Meeting Standard
@
S
K3

.
.
oy s N
Hy By N
oy Hp YN
Hi i HE B
s

. p f"
& &

‘ B FSW / FCP Focus Students B All Elementary School Students

&0 & & <
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Family Support and Family & Community

Partnerships: WASL Academic Baseline Data

Students Meeting 2008 WASL Standards

FSW/FCP Focus Students vs. All Elementary Students

2008- 09 School Year

Percent of Students
N
S
x

&

@

S

& & v F @
@ xff e

&
|

@ FSW/FCP Focus Students

@ All Elementary School Students

19

Family Support Indicator Data:
Progress on Individual Student Goals

Student Progress on Individual Goals
Students Served by Family Support Workers
Sept. 2008 — Jan. 2009

Number of Students

No
Report
to No Little Some Significant Full
Goal Date Progress | Progress | Progress Progress Progress
Class 754 4 22 48 90 42
Preparation
Homework 803 15 28 52 80 33
Parent 0 168 0 0 0 0
Involvement
Suspension 178 8 6 16 23 2
Total 1,735 195 56 116 193 77

20




Family Support Indicator Data: | se::

School Absences :

Students Absent 9 or More Days
1st Semester 2008 - 09 SY

21

The Family and Community Partnerships
Program has not met expectations.

. Failed to provide the services outlined
in their contract.

. Failed to meet the mid-year data
requirements outlined in their contract
for the past two years.

. Failed to use their data to improve the
effectiveness of their program.

22

11



Use the Family and Community
Partnerships funding for the following:

Hire bilingual family support workers.
Increasing need to serve students who are LEP.
Provides more targeted support for non-English-speaking families.
More flexibility to respond to changes in demographics.
. Hire family support workers for middle schools.
Helps students transition from elementary to middle.
Provides ongoing support for students still in need.

Elementary to middle school transition is not currently provided by
any Levy-funded program.

Enhance services in schools that are receiving focus students
from closed buildings and programes.

23

Elementary Community
Learning Centers Targets

School Year

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10
Target Actual Target | Actual Target | Actual Target Actual* Target
Elementary students
served 200 227 210 264 230 261 230 272

Number of students
served who meet the 14 76 30 54 50 46 60
WASL or DRA standard

Number of students
who attend 75% of the
CLC service days
offered each month

105 190 138 131 150

Number of students
who show increased
homework completion 84 86 115 189 138 152
within 6 months (by
June 2009)

24
*As of March 2009
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Elementary CLC secs
Demographic Baseline Data :

Race & Ethnicity Free & Reduced Lunch English Language
Proficiency

3%

White
13%

24% 26% NOT LEP
36%

25

Elementary CLC:
Academic Baseline Data - DRA

2008 spring Developmental Reading Assessment Results
All Elementary CLCs Participants
2008 - 09 Sschool Year

Percert of Students
@
Q
8

¢ S &
&

3 Met Standard B Did Not Meet Standard

90% -
80%
70% -
60%
40% -
30% -
20% -
T & ¢ F g & g & =
PO & S S
& o &

26
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Elementary CLC:
WASL Baseline Data

Percent of Studerts

100% -

90%
80%
70%
60%
50% -
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

A R & @ ¢ g =
Véf‘f e‘fvﬁ‘y o« P & P & ¢ &

2008 WASL Results
All Students in Levy Funded Elementary Community Learning Centers
2008 - 09 School Year

<
& &

[ Opercent Met standard @ Percent Did Not Meet Standard |

Elementary CLC participation rates during 555:
the first four months of school have see
increased dramatically from last year. .
Comparison of the Number of Students Attending 75% of CLC Days
2007-08 vs. 2008-09

225

200

175 4 a31%{

ﬁr a 47%

£ 150
g a 86%
% 125
§ 100 - { L
£ al17
Z 754

50 1

251

0 - T T

Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan.
28

I [02007-08 W 2008-09

14



The percentage of students increasing seee
their homework completion rate is up 43% | ®2°
from last year. .
Students Increasing Homework Completion from Baseline to March
2007-08 vs. 2008-09
End-of-Year Goal
eoeo
Elementary CLCs: sece
( X J
[ J

Initial Conclusions From Data

)

are struggling academically.

>

A Elementary CLCs are serving students who

ECLCs have made significant improvements in

getting students registered early and attending

regularly.

A ECLCs have exceeded their target for
increasing homework completion rates.

30

15



Middle School Programs:
Indicators & Targets

School Year
2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10
Target | Actual | Target | Actual Target Actual Target | Actual | Target
Number of students
served 1,200 | 1571 | 4,350 | 5104 2,292 2,909 3,000 | 2,771
Percent of students 30% - 16% -
moving from Level 1 to Linkage Linkage
Level 2 on the math 20% 21% 50% - 15% - 30%
WASL Innova- Innova-
tion tion
Number of students
served who meet 84 160 301 446 414 473 510
WAGSL standard
Number of students
making progress on 240 829 550 1,217 678
their student learning
plans.
Number of MSSP
students who
participate in CLC 240 302 415 295 510 345
programs at target
level.
31

Middle School Program:
Demographic Baseline Data

Race & Ethnicity Free & Reduced Lunch English Language
Proficiency
Native
American
Hispanic 2%

18%

White
22%

NOT FRL
34%

LEP

NOT LEP 14%

67%

African
American Asian
35% 23%

32
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Middle School Programs: cece
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. . 000
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a cademic baselline bata |-
2008 Math WASL Levels
MSSP Students vs. All Middle School School Students
2008 - 09 SY
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iddle School Support:
[ ]
[ X J
[

Data Driven Decision Making

Measure of Academic Progress (MAP)
New assessment tool piloted by Seattle Public Schools

-

Given three times per year, computer-based and aligned with state

standards

P

Identifies strengths and weakness in math and reading skills

Madison Middle School teachers use MAP to inform instruction

Create lessons for an entire class
Differentiate instruction for individual students
Set goals with students

-

-

-

34
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Middle School Support:

Data Driven Decision Making (cont)| ¢

Madison will use MAP data for placement in intervention classes
Previously, schools had to wait until fall for WASL results

MAP data allows Madison to plan for and schedule students into
interventions in the spring of the prior year.

-

Madison uses MAP to analyze effectiveness of interventions
Identify which interventions work to increase students’ skills

Level 1 and 2 math students with interventions 15t semester had
gains that were two to three times greater than Level 1 and 2
students without interventions

Currently disaggregating data to determine performance growth of
students from different racial/ethnic groups and WASL levels

-

35

CLCs have increased their student -4

participation rates by 17% from last year.| ¢

MSSP Students Participating at Target Level of CLC Days by Number of Months
1st Semester 2007-08 SY

295 students have participated at the target level for

three months or more. (End-of-year target = 415)
A
200 G 3
g 150 4
5
g 100 4
| I I

1 Month 2 Months 3 Months 4 Months 5 Months

36
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Middle School Programs: seco
Initial Conclusions From Data :

)

A Middle School Support Programs are serving
over half of the most academically
challenged middle school students in the
District.

A Programs are using the MAP assessment
tool to place students, inform instruction, and
measure effectiveness of math interventions.

>

CLC participation rates are up from last year
and are on track to meet end-of-year targets.

37

Middle School Programs:
Course Corrections for 2009-10

Due to school closures, two schools will receive new or
expanded CLC programs.

. Schools closing:
. Meany Middle School
_ Summit K-12
_African American Academy

New programs include:
. CLC for 5th — 8th graders at Madrona K-8
. Expanded CLC at Eckstein Middle School

-

38
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High School Academic Achievement
Strategy (HSAAS) Indicators & Outcomes

School Year
2008-09 2009-10
Target Actual Target
9th grade students served TBD 720
Number of focus students who successfully promote to
430
10t grade.
Number and percent of focus students who have 18D 511 7 70%
fewer than 9 absences 1t semester.
Number arjd percent of focus students earning 2.5 or 75% 574 7 80%
more credits first semester.
Percent of focus students who improve on their
baseline of math and/or reading assessments at mid- 75% 217 / 30%
year.
Number of focus students who improve on their
baseline of math and/or reading assessments at end- 75%
of-year.
39
(X X ]

HSAAS: Demographic see

. o0
Baseline Data :

Race & Ethnicity Free & Reduced Lunch English Language
Proficiency

African
American
28%

EEP

Hispanic
14%

Native
American

e Not FRL
FRL 42%
58%
LEP
1%

White Not LEP

62%

34%

40
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HSAAS: Academic Baseline Data

2008 WASL Results
All 9th Grade Strategy Students
2008 - 09 School Year

Percert of Students

& 5
\if?@ N

&

‘ @ Percent Met Standards @ Percent Did Not Meet Standards

100% -
90% -
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70% -
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40%
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HSAAS Indicator Data:

1st Semester Credits

High School Academic Achievement Program

Mid-Year Credit Data
2008-09 SY

# of 9th Grade Focus
Students who Failed

the following Core Classes*

Language Social .
Atts Math Studies Science
490 | 84 146 57 29 90 107 76 89 110 122 79 100
42
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0000
HSAAS students were less likely than their | 322°
([ X J
peers to be chronically absent 15t semester | °
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HSAAS Strategies :

Students participate in 8t" to 9t grade
summer bridge transition program.

Students have extended learning
opportunities before and after school.

Students have opportunities to make up
missed work and earn credit.

Students are placed into different tiers
and provided services depending on their
level and type of need.

44
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HSAAS: Initial Conclusions From Data | 22
A Start-up was slow, as schools struggled to
get their staff and intervention systems in
place.
A Schools did not have reliable assessments
to measure academic growth.
A Indicator and outcome targets should be
modified for next yeatr.
A Planning and implementation for 2009-10
should involve more collaboration with
other Levy-funded programs.
000
: eece
Student Health Indicators & Targets | ¢3¢
[ J
Student Health Indicators & Targets

Target | Actual | Target | Actual | Target | Actual | Target | Actual* | Target

High school and middle school students
receiving primary care in school-based health

centers will be screened for academic risk 5,000 4,755 5,000 5,118 5,000 5,045 5,000 3,388
and receive appropriate support to succeed

in school

Students brought into compliance with 1,500/

required childhood immunizations 2,500 4,001 ’17% 4,911 5,000 5,612 5,000

Students assisted by school nurses and health
center clinicians in managing asthma, 600 1,700 36% 1,814 1,800 2,067 1,800 1,631
depression, and other chronic conditions

1,800/

High-risk students identified and served
through more intensive SBHC and school nurse

interventions that support academic 1,500 436 800 1,793 600 896 600 683
achievement

High-risk students screened for behavioral risk

factors by school nurses 600 1,044 600 760
Number and percent of students helped by 100/ 150/ 474/

school-based health services who pass the 2% 586 / 3% 9%

WASL 17% 150 386 175

Number of graduating 12t grade students

helped by school-based health services and 825 1,221 825

nurses

46

* Through January 31, 2009
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Student Health:
Demographic Baseline Data

Percent of Students Using SBHCs vs. Students in SBHC Sites vs. All Students Grades 6-12
2008 - 09 school Year
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@ All Students at SBHC Sites O Al students Grades 6 - 12
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Student Health: High School
Academic Baseline Data

Students Meeting 2008 WASL Standards
High School SBHC Users vs. All High School Students
2008 - 09 School Year

Percent of Students

s ° ya @
& < &

@ High School SBHC Users

@ All High School Students
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Student Health Indicator Data:
School Absences

Students Absent 9 or More Days
1st Semester 2008 - 09 SY

30%
95
20% 1,311
10%
0%
SBHC Students i i c i i Il Studen de 6-12
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Student Health:
Initial Conclusions oo

. SBHCs will conduct an in-depth analysis on
non-users in order to develop targeted
outreach strategies.

. Building on the work of the HPV campaign,
SBHCs will formalize all immunization
reporting in the data tracking system.

. School nurses should continue to refine
strategies to support students identified by the
SDQ for behavior health issues.

50
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Key Themes from 2008-09 H3H

Baseline & Indicator Data :

Levy Programs are serving students who are
struggling academically.

Most Levy programs are on track to meet their 2008-09
targets.

The Levy needs to invest in a broader strategy for
improving the overall quality of early education services.

Programs are using data to identify and enroll students in
Levy programs earlier.

Programs are using indicator data to track academic
progress and inform practice throughout the year.

Programs need to focus on continuity of services for focus
students, particularly during transition years.

51

Next Steps :

)

A

)

A

)

A

LOC members have the opportunity to review
and discuss baseline and indicator data today.

OFE will recommend course corrections and
targets based on this data at the May 19 LOC
meeting.

LOC members will have the opportunity to
discuss recommended course corrections and
targets on May 109.

52
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Participation rates during the first four months of school have increased dramatically.

Comparison of the Number of Students Attending 75% of CLC Days

2007-08 v, 2008-09 O Not only did students

participate at higher
205 rates, but the
number of CLC days
offered in the first
semester increased
almost 10%, going
from 67 days in 07-08
to 73 days in 08-09.

200

175 A

150

125 A

O Inresponse to course
corrections, the
ECLC registered
students in the
summer and
communicated the
expectations of
attendance to
teachers, students,
and their parents.

100 ~

Number of Students

50

25 A

Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan.

02007-08 E2008-09

The percentage of students increasing homework completion is up 43% from last year.

Students Increasing Homework Completion from Baseline to March

O Studentsin the 2007-08 vs. 2008-09

ECLCs have
already
exceeded their 175
end-of-year goal End-of-Year Goal
for increasing
homework
completion
rates.

150 4

125 A

O This acceleration
in meeting goals
means that
students benefit
earlier and for a
longer period of 501
time.

[N
o
o

Number of Students
~
[9;]

25

O The annual
report will look at
_sustained . 2007-08 ‘ 2008-09
improvements in
homework
completion.
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ECLCs are on track to meet their 2008-09 targets.

Participation rates increased dramatically in the first months of school.

(0]

Early identification of students: The CLC Coordinator, principal, family support worker, and teachers,
used classroom data in the spring to identify students at risk of academic failure. CLC coordinators
started the registration process with families in the summer, with help from family support workers.

Clear expectations of regular participation and communication/intervention systems: The CLC
coordinators communicated program participation expectation to teachers, students and parents
through family orientation meetings and home visits. CLC coordinators used intervention protocols
when students were absence. Programs also created rewards/incentives for students’ regular
participation.

Continuity of CLC Program Leadership: CLC Coordinators and agency directors have all been in place
for multiple years and have created systems that work with the school. In addition, HSD staff meet
monthly with the CLC Coordinators/Directors group to review program data, share best practices and
conduct technical assistance and training.

Several changes in location and staff will require special attention to maintain program
effectiveness.

(0]

Due to the closure of Cooper Elementary, the CLC will be relocated to West Seattle Elementary where
many of the Cooper students will attend. The YMCA will continue to be the provider.

Van Asselt Elementary School will move to a new building. CLC staff are already working to establish
appropriate space for the CLC program.

Concord Elementary School will get a new principal next year. CLC staff have already communicated
with the new principal about the program and gained her support.

Elementary Community Learning Centers Indicators & Targets

School Year

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10
Target | Actual | Target | Actual | Target | Actual | Target |Actual*| Target

Elementary students
served

200 227 210 264 230 261 230 272

Number of students
served who meet the 14 76 30 54 50 46 60
WASL or DRA standard

Number of students who
attend 75% of the CLC
service days offered
each month

105 190 138 131 150

Number of students who
show increased
homework completion 84 86 115 189 138 152
within 6 months (by June
2009)

*As of March 2009
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The Levy invests in two academically-focused middle school programs:

1. Middle School Support Programs (MSSP) in all middle and K-8
schools)

2. Community Learning Centers (CLCs) in nine middle schools. The
MSSP and CLC programs coordinate within schools to provide
comprehensive services that maximize student learning time.

Middle School Support Program

MSSP provide students with extended learning time, particularly for students
struggling in math. Students in five innovation sites, including Aki, Denny,
Hamilton, Madison, and Mercer middle schools participate in an additional
period of math after school. These classes focus on building basic math skills
that will help students succeed in their regular math class. Students at other
middle schools and K-8s are also receiving additional instruction, much of
which is focused on math.

Community Learning Centers (CLCs)

CLC:s provide out-of-school academic activities that are aligned with each
school’s curriculum. Students may also participate in non-academically-
focused activities, including nutrition classes, arts programs, and team
building and leadership clubs. Middle School CLC services are provided by
the YMCA and the Parks and Recreation Department.

Indicators of Academic Progress:

® Progress on student learning plans: Each student has individual
goals, depending on their areas of academic need.

* Participation rates in CLCs: Students need to participate at the
target rate in order to benefit academically.

* School attendance / absences: Measured as excessive absences,
defined as 9 or more days in a semester.

* Growth on Measure of Academic Progress (MAP): Measured as

Race & Ethnicity

Native
American
Hispanic 2%
18%

White
22%

African
American Asian
35% 23%

Free & Reduced Lunch

FRL
66%

NOT FRL
34%

English Language Proficiency

LEP

NOT LEP 14%

67%

beginning-of-year to end-of-year growth on reading and math assessments.
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MSSP students are less likely than their peer to have met standard on the reading WASL.

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

Number and Percent of Students at Each Level

20%

10%

2008 Reading WASL Levels

MSSP Students vs. All Middle School School Students

2008 - 09 sY

MSSP Students

O Only 33% of MSSP
students met
standard on the
2008 reading
WASL, compared
to 64% of middle
school students
overall.

MSSP is serving half
of the Level 1
reading students in
the district and
over 60% of Level 2
reading students.

All Middle School Students

HLevel 0 Olevel 1 Hlevel 2

Olevel 3

Olevel 4

MSSP continues to focus on serving students who are substantially behind in math.

O Almost 90% of
MSSP students did
not meet standard
on the 2008 math
WASL, compared
to 48% of middle
school students
district wide.

MSSP is serving
over half of the
Level 1 math
students in the
district and over
60% of Level 2
math students.

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

Number and Percent of Students at Each Level

2008 Math WASL Levels
MSSP Students vs. All Middle School School Students
2008 - 09 SY

20%
10%
0%
MSSP Students All Middle School Students
HLevel 0 OlLevel 1 HLevel 2 OlLevel 3 OlLevel 4
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Measure of Academic Progress (MAP)

The Measure of Academic Progress (MAP) is a new assessment tool piloted by Seattle Public
Schools in two elementary, four middle, and three high schools this year. The assessment,
which is aligned with state standards, is given three times per year and identifies student
strengths and weaknesses in math and reading skills. Teachers can look at their classes as a
whole or students individually and differentiate their instruction to best serve student needs.
Many teachers are starting to make this part of their practice.

Madison teachers use MAP to inform instruction.

e Teachers were given professional development to learn how to interpret and use MAP
data.

e Teachers use detailed data to create lessons based on skill strengths and weaknesses for
an entire class.

 Teachers use detailed data to differentiate instruction for individual students in both
regular and intervention classes.

 Teachers use MAP scores to set goals with students regarding individual academic growth.

Madison will use MAP data for placement in intervention classes.

* Previously, students at Madison were placed in intervention classes based on educated
guesses about WASL performance and then waiting until the fall to make sure students
were placed appropriately

e MAP data allow Madison to plan for and schedule students into interventions in the
spring of the previous year, allowing for earlier creation of the master schedule and
eliminating a significant amount of time in the fall reviewing WASL data.

 Madison used MAP data to analyze last year’s placement in intervention classes and
confirmed that MAP scores are effective predictors of WASL scores for this purpose.

Madison uses MAP data to analyze the effectiveness of intervention classes.
 Madison has identified which interventions work to increase students’ academic skills
and how many hours of an intervention are needed to have an impact.

e Level land Level 2 math students in intervention classes first semester had gains that
were two to three times greater than Level 1 or Level 2 students who were not in an
intervention class.

 Madison will continue to use this data to measure intervention effectiveness and make
modifications as needed.

Madison analyzes the performance growth of sub-populations
 Although each racial/ethnic group has significantly different average starting scores,
over time each group grows by the same rate based on current MAP data.
 Madison is currently analyzing the growth patterns of students in Level 1, 2, 3 or 4 to
determine if students in each Level are growing at the same rate.
 The ultimate goal is to have students who are below their grade level grow at
faster rates.
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CLCs have increased their student participation rates from last year.

MSSP Students Participating at Target Level of CLC Days by Number of Months
1st Semester, 2007-08 vs. 2008-09 SY 0 Overall, 1,589
MSSP students

participated in
the CLCs at least
once during the
1st semester.

O Ofthose
students, 345
attended CLCs
at the target
level for 3 months
or more.

Number of Students

O Thisshows a 17%
increase over last
year of students
participating at
target levels for 3
months or more
during the 1st

02007-08 [ 2008-09 se mester.

1 Month 2 Months 3 Months 4 Months 5 Months

CLC students with high participation rates continue to be less likely to miss school.

Students Absent 9 or More Days
1st Semester 2008 - 09 SY

O For the past two 18%

years, students
attending CLCs at
the target 14%
participation level
were less likely to 12%
have 9 or more
absences than the
average middle
school student.

16%

10%

8%

Percent of Students

6%

4%

2%

0%
2007-08 2008-09

O Students Attending CLCs at Target Levels for 3+ Months H All Middle School Students
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CLCs are on-track to meet their 2008-09 participation goals.
Due to school closures, two schools will receive new or expanded CLC programs.

* Meany Middle School, Summit K-12, and African American Academy will be closed next year as part of
the district’s capacity management strategy.

* Resources from these schools will be used to start a CLC for 5th — 8th graders at Madrona K-8 and to
expand the CLC at Eckstein Middle School.

® The CLC at Madrona K-8 will be run by the YMCA, and the Eckstein CLC will be a collaboration
between the YMCA and the Parks Department.

MSSP programs need to demonstrate that they use data to do the following:
® Place students in appropriate interventions
* |mprove and differentiate instruction
* Measure the effectiveness of each intervention strategy

Levy-funded middle schools need to work with high schools to share information about rising
oth graders. Information should include:

* Student academic achievement levels based on end-of-year MAP data and previous coursework.
* Social/emotional needs

* Truancy or discipline issues

Middle School Program Indicators & Targets

School Year

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10
Target | Actual | Target | Actual | Target | Actual | Target | Actual | Target

1,200 1,571 4,350 5,104 2,292 2,909 3,000 2,771

Number of students

served
Percent of students 30% - 16% -
moving from Level 1 to Linkage | Linkage
Level 2 on the math 20% 21% | 50%- | 15%- 30%
WASL Innova- | Innova-
tion tion
Number of students
served who meet 84 160 301 446 414 473 510
WAGSL standard
Number of students
making progress on 240 829 550 | 1,217 | 678
their student learning
plans.
Number of MSSP
students who
participate in CLC 240 302 415 452 510 345*
programs at target
level.

*As of January, 2009
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In the 2008-09 school year, the Levy is investing in a new high Race & Ethnicity

school academic achievement strategy focused on 9t graders in

three high schools: Franklin, Sealth, and West Seattle. The Afvican
overarching goal of the program is to ensure students who are A"
identified as at-risk for dropping out earn 5 credits and promote
successfully to 10t grade, making them much more likely to
graduate from high school.

Hispanic
14%

Native
American
3%

Key aspects of HSAAS include:

White
21%

e Students are identified as at-risk of dropping out of high
school using the following indicators: 34%

0 Failed core course in middle school
Free & Reduced Lunch

0 Failed reading and/or math WASL in middle school
0 Attendance and discipline rates in middle school

0 Failed core course 1st semester of high school

Not FRL
42%

e Students begin in an 8t to 9t grade summer bridge
transition program that orients students to high school i
expectation, study skills, courses and available resources.

e Students have opportunities for extended learning time
before and after school to build skills and complete credits.

e Students who do not successfully earn their credits 1st English Language Proficiency

semester are given incompletes and have the opportunity
to make up missed work and earn credit.

EEP

e Students are placed into different tiers, depending on their
level of need. Each tier gets a different level of attention
from school staff.

0 Students with multiple risk factors get daily check-ins

LEP
11%

Not LEP

0 Students with one risk factor get weekly check-ins 62%

0 Students with no current risk factors get bi-weekly or
monthly check-ins

e Each type of student need receives attention from the
appropriate 9th grade team staff.

0 Failing classes or skill gaps— Academic Specialist
0 Truancy - Truancy Specialist

0 Behavior issues - Vice-Principal

0 Social/emotional needs - Counselor

e The following page demonstrates the referral and
intervention process used in the Academic Achievement
Strategy at West Seattle High School.
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Mr. Bivins Ms. Pinchback-Jones Ms. Nyman Ms. Coacher Ms. Powell Ms. Doll Ms. Boly
Principal -, Team Leader / ] 9th Grade Academic YMCA Parent Read 180 Class
Program Supervisor Counselor Intervention Director Involvement Reading Support
Manager Budget Truancy Performance Extended Day Coordinator
Professional Academic Monitoring D.E.N.
Develobment Plannina Instructional Subobort
Identified Student Risk Factors as Demonstrated in the Classroom
Incomplete Skills Unable to Focus in
Student Truancy or Missing Failing Significantly Class
Misconduct Assignments Class D or E Below Grade (Social / Emotional)
I evel
v

Classroom-Based Interventions

Did the
Refer Student to Ms. Coacher NO <+ Work?y —> YES Student Resumes Appropriate Progress in Classroom
A 4
I I I I I I I I I I
Misconduct Truancy Missing Failing Skill- Inability Extended Health Drug / Mild
Issues to Issues to assignments Class based to Focus Day Issues to Alcohol Concerns

Pinchback- Nyman to Coacher (D/E) to Issues to to Nyman Needs to Polzin to Metz to D.E.N.
Jones Coacher Coacher Powell Mentor

I I I I I I I I I I

v
Student Intervention Team Outside
I I
Sound Mental Consejo: Safe Futures: CheckPoint: NAVOS
Health: Intervention / Mentoring Pregnancy Family Services
Individual Prevention of Prevention
Counseling Gang Activity Healthy Relationships
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High School Academic Achievement Program
Mid-Year Credit Data
2008-09 SY

# of 9th Grade Focus
Students who Failed
the following Core Classes*

Language Social
Arts Math | Studies | Science

490 | 84 146 57 29 90 107 76 89 110 122 79 100

* These numbers include duplications, so a student may be counted in multiple subject areas.

0 Based on semester data, 146 focus students have earned fewer than 2.5 credits and
are not on track to promote to 10t grade on time.

o Of those 146 students, 57 students were given incompletes and have the opportunity
to make up the credit.

0 29 students have already successfully retrieved credit, replacing their incompletes
with a passing grade.

On average, students in HSAAS were less likely than peers to be chronically absent.

Students Absent 9 or More Days
0 Almost 30% of 1st Semester 2008 - 09 SY

HSAAS students 60%
were absent 9
days or more 50%
during the 1t
semester. 0%

30% A

0 While this s
slightly lower
than the
average 9t
grader in the
district, it is an
area in need of

Percent of Students

20% A

10% A

0% -

o o RY S <@ N N R Q Q &

. e P & a N & & 4 & ¥ S

S 9 2 Y N\ 5 * 4
improvement ks v@e}‘ o v&e} < S S =

N

next year. & < v

+ <

d9th Grade Strategy Students H All 9th Grade Students
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Start-up was slow in most schools

* While students were identified early in the school year, many interventions were not in place for
several months.

* Delays in staff hiring was one of the biggest barriers. Key staff are now in place at all three schools.

Schools lack reliable assessments to measure academic growth.

O Allschools lost performance pay because they did not meet their mid-year indicator targets for
academic growth.

O Each school used a different assessment tool to measure growth in reading and math, some of
which were homegrown.

O Two of the schools are not confident that these tools were valid or reliable.

O Allschools will be able to use the Measure of Academic Progress (MAP) next year, which will provide
a more reliable, common assessment across schools and will be aligned with state standards.

Indicator and outcome targets should be modified for next year.

O Mid-year indicators should be tied to students passing core courses.

O End-of-year indicators should be tied to students making gains on the MAP assessment, which will be
used in all three schools next year. This will allow us to track not only course completion but gains in
academic skill levels.

O Additional indicators should include attendance or discipline goals for students.

O Outcome goals should focus on increasing the percentage of 9t graders promoting to 10th grade,
rather than a target number.

0 This goal would align with one of the District’s academic achievement metrics (90% of 9th
graders promoting successfully to 10th grade on-time by 2012-13). The rate for 2006-07 was 82%.

o0 This would encourage the use of a broader strategy and makes it less likely for students to fall
through the cracks.

Planning and implementation for 2009-10 should involve greater collaboration with other

Levy-funded programs.
O Schools need to better integrate Levy-funded School-Based Health Centers (SBHCs) into each
school’s academic achievement strategy plan.
0O High schools need to work with middle schools to use the assessment data to identify the academic
needs of incoming 9t graders and plan their intervention strategies to meet those needs.

High School Academic Achievement Strategy
2008-09 2009-10
Target Actual Target
9th grade students served TBD 720
Number of focus students who successfully promote to 10t 430
grade.
Number and percent of focus students who have fewer 18D 511 / 70%
than 9 absences 1st semester.
Num.ber. and percent of focus students earning 2.5 or more 7504 574 / 80%
credits first semester.
Percent of focus st.udents who improve on their baseline of 750 217 / 30%
math and/or reading assessments at mid-year.
Number of focus students who improve on their baseline of 750
math and/or reading assessments at end-of-year.
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The Levy invests in School-Based Health Centers (SBHCs) and
nurses in all ten comprehensive high schools and four middle
schools to promote physical and mental health. The SBHCs are
sponsored by five local healthcare organizations: 1) Group Health
Cooperative, 2) Odessa Brown Children’s Clinic, 3) Public Health
Seattle & King County, 4) Neighborcare Health, and 5) Swedish
Medical Center. Services provided by SBHCs and nurses include:

Comprehensive primary health care, including both
medical and mental health care, for adolescent students.
Screenings, health assessments, and interventions that
focus on students who are academically at risk.
Integrating risk prevention strategies into primary health
care, emphasizing mental and behavioral health
interventions.

Helping students manage chronic conditions.
Addressing high-risk behaviors most common among
adolescents.

Immunization compliance for all district students

2008-09
School Year

Student Health Indicator Data

Target Actual*
Students brought into compliance with
. ; . B 5,000

required childhood immunizations.
Student.s assisted in managing asthmg, 1,800 1,631
depression, and other chronic conditions.
High-risk students identified and served
through more intensive SBHC and school

? . 600 683
nurse interventions that support
academic achievement.
ngh-rlsk students screened for behavioral 600 760
risk factors by nurses.

* Through January 31, 2009

Race & Ethnicity

African
American
31%

Hispanic
13%

Native
American
3%

Asian

2206 White

31%

Free & Reduced Lunch

Not FRL
48%

English Language Proficiency

EEP
14%

Not LEP
75%
LEP
11%

School Level

High
School
78%
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SBHCs are serving students with lower WASL passage rates than their peers.

70%

Students Meeting 2008 WASL Standards
High School SBHC Users vs. All High School Students
2008 - 09 School Year

60% -

50% -

40% -

30% A

Percent of Students

20% A

10% A

0% -

O High School SBHC Users

E All High School Students

0 Overall, high
school students
who utilized
SBHC services
had lower rates
of WASL passage
than their peers.

0 The same pattern
was found for
middle school
SBHC users, who
were less likely to
pass the WASL
compared to all
middle school
students.

Students who use SBHCs have higher chronic absence rates than their peers.

0 Students who used
SBHCs were 1.5
times as likely to be
absent 9 days or
more during the
first semester.

0 High-risk students
and student with
chronic conditions
served by the
SBHCs were twice
as likely as the
average student
to be absent 9
days or more
during the first
semester.

Students Absent 9 or More Days
1st Semester 2008 - 09 SY

70%

60%

50% -

40% -

30% A

95

20% -

10% -

0% -

SBHC Students High Risk Students Chronic Conditions Students

All Students Grade 6-12
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Student Health programs are on track for meeting their 2008-09 targets.

Over the summer, SBHCs will conduct an in-depth analysis of non-users at the individual school level. The goal
is to develop targeted outreach strategies to students most at-risk for not succeeding in school.

Building on the work of the HPV campaign, all immunization reporting will be formalized as part of the SBHC

data tracking system.

School nurses should continue to refine strategies to support students identified by the Strengths & Difficulties
Questionnaire (SDQ) for behavior health issues.

Student Health Indicators & Targets

School Year

2006-07

2005-06

2007-08

2008-09

2009-10

Target | Actual

Target

Actual

Target

Actual

Target

Actual*

Target

High school and middle school
students receiving primary care
in school-based health centers
will be screened for academic
risk and receive appropriate
support to succeed in school

5,000 | 4,755

5,000

5,118

5,000

5,045

5,000

3,388

Students brought into
compliance with required
childhood immunizations

2,500 | 4,001

1,500/
17%

4911

5,000

5,612

5,000

Students assisted by school
nurses and health center
clinicians in managing asthma,
depression, and other chronic
conditions

600 1,700

1,800/
36%

1,814

1,800

2,067

1,800

1,631

High-risk students identified and
served through more intensive
SBHC and school nurse
interventions that support
academic achievement

1,500 436

800

1,793

600

896

600

683

High-risk students screened for
behavioral risk factors by school
nurses

600

1,044

600

760

Number and percent of students
helped by school-based health
services who pass the WASL

100/

2% 586 /
of all 17%
SBHC
Users

150/
3%
of all
SBHC
Users

474 /
9%
134

Value-
Added

150

386

175

Number of graduating 12th
grade students helped by
school-based health services
and nurses

825

1,221

825

* Through January 31, 2009
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* |evy programs are serving the most academically challenged students, particularly in math.
®* Most Levy programs are on-track to meet their 2008-09 targets.

* The Levy needs to invest in a broader strategy for improving the overall quality of early education.
O Expand the SEEC collaborative to include additional providers

O Move the kindergarten transition funding into the Family Support program to leverage more
funds and reach more families and children, including those who do not speak English or
are not attending a preschool.

® Programs are using data to identify and enroll students in Levy programs earlier, which has
increased overall participation levels.

O Elementary CLCs work with teachers and parents to identify many students in the spring of
the previous year and make sure they are enrolled when school starts.

O High school staff use academic, discipline, and attendance data from middle schools to
indentify rising 9th graders with specific risk factors.

* Progarms are using more frequent and detailed indicator data to track academic progress and
inform practice throughout the year.

O SEEC is making connections between classroom-level and child-level assessments and
tailoring professional development accordingly.

O Middle schools are making connections between math assessments, teachers’ instructional
practices, and student placement into intervention strategies.

O High schools are making connections between student need and intervention strategies
(failing class, incomplete assignments, truant, skills gap, misconduct, social/emotional, etc.).

* Programs need to focus on continuity of services for focus students, particularly during transition
years.

O The kindergarten transition position should be moved into the Family Support program to
facilitate continued service for the most vulnerable children.

O Family Support Workers should expand into the middle schools and create a 5t to 6t grade
transition strategy.

O High schools and middle schools need to work more closely to share and understand
academic, social/emotional, attendance, and truancy data when identifying rising 9th
grade students who are at-risk. This will allow the high schools to plan appropriate
interventions for these students.
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