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Executive Summary 

If we... 
 

 
 

STRATEGY - TOOL KIT OF CHECKS FOR UNDERSTANDING 

Description: 

Teachers will use five (5) new checks for understanding strategies consistently throughout the year and in all grade 
levels. 



Page 2 of 14 

 

 
 

 

STRATEGY: COMMON EXPECTATIONS DEEPER UNDERSTANDING OF THE POWER STANDARDS BY USI 

Description: 

80% of teachers will be able to identify the power standards for each quarter of 
math. 
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Then we will address... 
 

 
 

 

Then we will change current trends for students 
 

 
 

ACADEMIC GROWTH - MATH 

Description: 

Specific to CMAS Math, academic growth on the Math CMAS from 2016 to 2018 was well below the state and district median growth percentile (MGP) 

rank across all student groups and where most showed downward trends. in all areas. Keller was at the achieved a 30 MGP Percentile Rank on the 

SPF 2018. We saw a decrease in 3rd, 4th, and 5th grade math and. This is a notable trend. 

ALIGNED CHECKS FOR UNDERSTANDING 

Description: 

Our decision-making model helped us identify that aligned checks for understanding were not providing common expectations and grade level 
rigor. 

STRATEGY: DATA ANALYSIS PROTOCOL 

Description: 

Use the “Here's What, So What? Now What?” data discussion protocol at each PLC data talk meetings. Staff will complete the learning cycle where 

80% of the Teachers will bring a reflection of the data analysis of the checks for understandings, in math, to the weekly PLC meetings weekly in 

order to complete the learning cycle (connecting with each other and to each other’s work while simultaneously garnishing critical feedback). 
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Access the School Performance Framework here:http://www.cde.state.co.us/schoolview/performance 
 
 
 
 

Improvement Plan Information 

Additional Information about the school 

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT - MATH 

Description: 
Keller students are on a decline in Math on CMAS between 2015 and 
2018. Between 2016 and 2018, Keller students showed a significant downward 
trend in math academic achievement: from a 31st percentile ranking, or 
average mean scale score of 726.7, to an 18th percentile ranking, or an 
average mean scale score of 720.7. 

 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/schoolview/performance
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Improvement Plan Information 

The school/district is submitting this improvement plan to satisfy requirements for (check all that apply): 

 State Accreditation 
 

 

School Contact Information 

Name: Stacy  Brisben 

Mailing Street: 3730 Montebello Drive West 

Phone:(719) 328-5900 

 

 
Title: Principal 

Mailing City / State/ Zip Code: Colorado Springs, Colorado 80918 

Email: stacy.brisben@d11.org 

mailto:stacy.brisben@d11.org
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Narrative on Data Analysis and Root Cause Identification 

Description of school Setting and Process for Data Analysis 

 
Helen Keller Elementary School opened its doors to students in 1971. It is a traditional elementary school currently serving 448 PK-5 students in the northeast side of 

Colorado Springs, with a slight decline in enrollment across the years (see Table 1) but consistent to other Colorado Springs School District 11 (D11) elementary schools. 

Keller’s demographic statistics reflect an existing pupil population of 2 percent Asian, 5 percent Black, 33 percent Hispanic, 1 percent Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, 7 percent 

Two or more races, and 52 percent White (see Table 2). When looking at our student groups, 47 percent are female, 51 percent qualify for free and reduced lunch (FRL), 

17 percent are English Language Learners (ELL), 11 percent qualify for special education services, 3 percent qualify for gifted and talented services (GT), and 48 percent 

represent the minority (see Table 3). Our school’s mobility rate remains constant around 17 percent and about 8 percent below the district average (see Table 4) while 

FRL, used as a proxy for social economic status, has increased 6.7 percent to 62.6 percent between 2013 and 2018, with some inconsistency across the years (see 

Table 5). Attendance and truancy remain constant at 95 percent and 1 percent, respectively; and, 2.63 attendance percentage points higher and 1.89 truancy percentage 

points lower than the state average of 92.53 and 2.82, respectively (see Table 6). 

 

We continue to offer PK-5 academic programs inclusive of special education services, gifted and talented services, English language services, and an extensive 

approach to educating the whole student through the performing arts, music education, physical education, band, orchestra, and the infusion of technology within our 

students’ learning experiences. Furthermore, our robust after school activities include cross country, basketball, soccer, the Junior Optimist Octagon International (JOOI) 

Club, Battle of the Books, YES club, Liberty Day, STEAM club and chorus. Every autumn, our 5th grade students spend three days at Elime Camp in Divide, Colorado, 

learning the fundamentals skills associated with team building, hands-on application of academic standards, and exploration of the world around them. Moreover, we 

strive to continually enhance the student learning experience in student engagement and academics by way of our supplemental programs and school traditions, 
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such as, but not limited to, Safety Town, the Keller Halloween Carnival, winter and spring band and orchestra concerts, a winter and spring drama performance, Dr. Seuss 
Day, Skate City nights, and Track and Field Day. Keller Elementary believes community engagement and two-way communication is essential to improving school 
decisions, enrollment, and student outcomes. As such, our school actively welcomes and seeks to increase to our community partnerships of Academy Optimist Club, 
Kiwanis Club for B.U.G. awards, Austin Bluffs Community Church, the Rotary Club, and the Mountain West Student Athletic Advisory Committee. Associated to the 
combined efforts of our highly professional Keller staff, our viable ELL program, strong support of our Parent-Teacher Association (PTA), and numerous parent/guardian 
volunteers from our school and community, we sustained our high student permit-in rate of 42 percent this school year. 
 
Keller continues to raise funds for our school and the community as evident by the following multiple grants in support of Science, Math, Engineering,& Technology (STEM) 
and Science, Technology, Engineering, Arts, and Mathematics (STEAM) activities across all grade levels: $5.000 T. Rowe Price Grant for Challenger Programs (Planetarium 
PreK-3, Magic Planet PreK-3, E Missions 4th grade, and on site Moon based missions 5th grade), $500 Challenger Mini Grant (STEAM), and Next Generation Pipeline 
School (professional development for staff, no monetary amount). 
 
Within our school, students are scheduled into a homeroom class where all core subject areas are taught. Teachers may employ flexible student groups according to 
academic need while others may receive small group instruction with other teachers within the same grade level or across grade levels. Students who are identified as 
performing below grade level may receive supplemental small group reading or math instruction in addition to the classroom instruction. Likewise, students who are 
identified as gifted and talented may receive additional enrichment opportunities within or outside of the homeroom classroom. All students are scheduled to participate in 
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specials classes such as vocal music, physical education, and art.  Parents may choose to have their 4th and 5th grade students participate in instrumental music 
instruction within the school day. All students are grouped by standardized data into intervention groups. Every student participates in an intervention group daily for 30-45 
minutes. Data is collected and assessed weekly and the groups remain flexible to student needs. 
 
The parents/guardians of all students who enroll in District 11 fill out enrollment paperwork that includes questions about the family’s living situation. If parents/guardians 
indicate that they are living in a potentially McKinney-Vento eligible situation, an enrollment follow-up letter is given to the family to gather further information. Both the 
enrollment form and the follow-up letter are faxed to the Title I office for a determination of McKinney-Vento status. Schools are notified either way (eligible or not eligible). 
 
If a family becomes eligible for McKinney-Vento during the school year, school secretaries/data processers/registrars/liaisons are trained to inform parents/guardians of 
their right to remain at that school, regardless of where the family is currently living, with district-provided transportation, if the residence is outside the school of origin’s 
attendance areas or in a transported zone. 
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Prior Year Targets 

 
Consider the previous year's progress toward the school targets. Identify the overall magnitude of the school performance challenges. 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

ACADEMIC 

Academic Achievement scale scores dropped from 2017 to 2018. ELA for the all students group went from 736.8 (2017) to 734.1 (2018) and 
Math for all students went from 726.7 (2017) to 721.6 (2018). We had 10% of our students in K-3 on a SRD plans in the fall of 2017 and 9% in 
the spring of  

ACHIEVEMENT 2018. We have completed two root cause analysis in the spring of 2018 and Aug. 2018 of Galileo K-12 data and CMAS data. Our decision making 

(STATUS) model helped us identify that aligned checks for understanding were not providing common expectations and grade level rigor. 

REFLECTION: 

Academic Achievement: 
Prior Year Target: 

Math will have a Mean Scale Score of 734.3 for all students. (At or above the 50th percentile ranking.) 
 
Performance: Math Academic Achievement for all students 2018 scale score was 721.6. We did not meet the intended target, falling shy by 12.7 mean scale points, on 
average. 
 

Performance: ELA Academic Achievement for all students 2018 scale score was 734.1. We did not meet the intended 
target, falling shy by 5.4 mean scale points, on average. 
 

Prior Year Target: 
Academic Achievement : 

ELA will have a Mean Scale Score of 739.5 for all students. (At or above the 50 percentile 
ranking.) 

PERFORMANCE INDICATOR:  ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT (STATUS)) 
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Current Performance 

 

 

Academic Growth percentile rates dropped from 2017 to 2018.  Math for all students went from 36.0 (2017) to 30.5 (2018). We have completed two 

root cause analysis in the spring of 2018 and Aug. 2018 of Galileo K-12 data and CMAS data. Our decision-making model helped us identify that 
ACADEMIC 

aligned checks for understanding were not providing common expectations and grade level rigor. 
GROWTH 

REFLECTION: 

Prior Year Target: 

Academic Growth: 

Math will have a Median Growth Percentile Rate for all students above 50. 

Performance: Math median growth percentile rate for all students in 2018 was 30.5%. We did not meet the intended 
target, falling shy by 19.5 MGP points. 
 

PERFORMANCE INDICATOR:  ACADEMIC GROWTH 
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A thorough analysis of our DIBELS data for our K-3 students was conducted by the principal, teaching and learning coach, and primary grade teacher teams. 

During the 2017-2018 school year, in grade levels K-3, the percentage of students who were identified as benchmark increased from 56% at fall to 63% at spring 

benchmark testing. The percentage of students from fall to spring decreased by eleven percent, 28% to 17% of students were identified as needing intensive 

support. Kindergarten increased the number of students scoring at benchmark level from 51% to 79%. 1st grade  increased slightly the number of students scoring 

at benchmark level from 59% to 61%. 2nd grade increased slightly the number of students scoring at benchmark level from 61% to 64%. 3rd Grade increased the 

number of students scoring at benchmark level from 57% to 73% at grade level. This data continues to highlight our need to support and maintain the gains made 

in students' literacy in kindergarten throughout their primary school years. The data in 1st through 3rd grade shows an increased trends, which highlights the 

increased intervention program used in each grade level.  

 

A deeper analysis into the DIBELS data shows that we need to provide more support and intervention to our students in our first and 2nd grade tier I instruction to 

help increase the number of kids scoring and maintaining benchmark. Providing more intentional intervention within the classroom with increased checks for 

understanding. This will support tier I instruction and classroom teacher as an attempt to prevent the identification of students as having a Significant Reading 

Deficiency (SRD). We need to carefully monitor students who perform at benchmark in the fall from falling during the year. We will continue to progress monitor 

between benchmarks. 

 
The following data was noted from 2017 to 2018 CMAS results. On 3rd grade ELA, 27% (2016) to 29% (2017) to 36% (2018) of students Met or Exceeded, 24% 

(2016) to 22% (2017) to 31% (2018) Approached, 35% (2016) to 22% (2017) to 15% (2018) Partially Met, and 14% (2017) to 27% (2017) to 18% (2018) Did Not 

Meet Expectations. For 4th grade ELA, 22% (2016) to 30% (2017) to 27% (2018) Met or Exceeded, 35% (2016) to 35% (2017) to 26% (2018) Approached, 29% 

(2016) to 24% (2017) to 25% (2018) Partially Met, and 14% (2016) to 11% (2017) to 16% (2018) Did Not Meet PARCC expectations. In 5th grade ELA, 30% (2016) 

to 57% (2017) to 38% (2018) Met or Exceeded, 38% (2016) to 21% (2017) to 26% (2018) Approached, 20% (2016) to 18% (2017) to 28% (2018) Partially Met, and 

13% (2016) to 6% (2017) to 9% (2018) Did Not Meet expectations. On 3rd grade Math, 28% (2016) to 25% (2017) to 24% (2018) Met or Exceeded, 42% (2016) to 

34% (2017) to 30% (2018) Approached, 21% (2016) to 24% (2017) to 33% (2018) Partially Met, and 9% (2016) to 18% (2017) to 12% (2018) Did Not Meet PARCC 

expectations. 4th Grade Math 15% (2016) to 6% (2017) to 9% (2018) Met or Exceeded, 23% (2016) to 25% (2017) to 29% (2018) Approached, 38% (2016) to 44% 

(2017) to 27% (2018) Partially Met, 23% (2016) to 25% (2017) to 35% (2018) Did Not Meet expectations. 5th Grade had 21% (2016) to 28% (2017) to 14% 

(2018) Met or Exceeded, 34% (2016) to 37% (2017) to 29% (2018) Approached, 34% (2016) to 25% (2017) to 34% (2018) Partially Met, 11% (2016) to 9% (2017) 

to 22% (2018) Did Not Meet CMAS expectations. 
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Trend Analysis 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
Trend Direction: Decreasing 
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Notable Trend: Yes 

Performance Indicator Target: Academic Achievement (Status) 

Math Academic Achievement - Keller students are on a decline in Math on CMAS between 2015 and 2018. Under the category of All Students there was a decline in 

Percentile Rank from 43 (2015), to 31 (2016), to 30 (2017) to 18 (2018) in mean scale score. Under the category of Minority Students there was an increase to a 

decrease in 2018 in Percentile Rank from 29 (2015), to 12 (2016), to 19 (2017) to 10 (2018) in mean scale score. Under the category of Free/Reduced Lunch there was a 

decline in Percentile Rank from 38 (2015), to 23 (2016), to 22 (2017) to 7 (2018) in mean scale score. Under the category of Student with Disabilities there was an 

increase then a decrease in Percentile Rank from 2 (2015), to 1 (2016), to 3 (2017) to 1 (2018) in mean scale score. Under the category of English Learners there was an 

increase then decrease in Percentile Rank from 14 (2015), to 10 (2016), to 14 (2017) to 5 (2018) in mean scale score. This is a notable trend. 
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Root Causes 

Priority Performance Challenge: Academic Growth – Math 

 

Specific to CMAS Math, academic growth on the Math CMAS from 2016 to 2018 was well below the state and district median growth percentile (MGP) rank across all student 

groups and where most showed downward trends. in all areas. Keller was at the achieved a 30 MGP Percentile Rank on the SPF 2018. We saw a decrease in 3rd, 4th, and 

5th grade math and. This is a notable trend. 
   

 
Trend Direction: Decreasing 

Notable Trend: Yes 

Performance Indicator Target: Academic Growth 
 

Academic growth on the Math CMAS from 2016 to 2018 has declined overall. Academic growth percentile rate for all students in math was 36 (2016) to 36 (2017) to 30.5 

(2018). For Free/Reduced Lunch there was a decline from 36.5 (2016), to 41.5 (2017), to 26 (2018). Under the category of Minority Students there was a decrease from 

2016-2018 in Percentile Rank from 36 (2016), to 38 (2017) to 29 (2018). This is a notable trend. 
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Priority Performance Challenge: Academic Achievement - Math 

Keller students are on a decline in Math on CMAS between 2015 and 2018. 

 

 

 
Between 2016 and 2018, Keller students showed a significant downward trend in math academic achievement: from a 31st percentile ranking, or average mean scale score of 726.7, 
to an 18th percentile ranking, or an average mean scale score of 720.7. 

 
 

 

 
 

Root Cause: Aligned checks for understanding 

 
Root Cause: Aligned checks for understanding 

Our decision-making model helped us identify that aligned checks for understanding were not providing common expectations and grade level rigor. 
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Provide a rationale for why these challenges have been selected and address the magnitude of the overall performance challenges: 

 
Keller moved down from Performance (2017) to Improvement (2018). Keller needed  53% on the SPF to be in the performance area.  Keller earned a 

43.8%%.  The Academic Achievement on the SPF earned 15.5/34 (45.6%) which is Approaching and Academic Growth on the SPF earned 

10.25/24 (42.7%) which is Approaching. 
 
 
 
 
 

The highest priority to address immediately remains our students’ overall achievement levels and our mathematics instructional practices and adherence to 

standards within Tier 1. Another major area of concern is our increasing number of students being identified as SRD, as well as lack of timely and targeted 

intervention for students who are not meeting literacy expectations during pre-identified benchmarking periods. 

 
 
 

 
 

Provide a rationale for how these Root Causes were selected and verified: 

 
Root cause work began in the spring of 2018 where a committee did a root cause analysis with our current Galileo K12 Fall/Spring data. During this data 

driven work with the ACT team, the committee analyzed and discovered multiple areas of root cause elements. They were checks for understanding, 

aligned to Tier I instruction, engagement, differentiation, and vertical alignment. This work led us to analysis our CMAS data in August of 2018.  During this 

work session, the committee decided to focus our efforts on aligned checks for understandings. 

 
Our Learner-Centered Problem statement - 

Inconsistent/declining CMAS academic growth and academic achievement results indicate Keller students are not meeting academic requirements. 
 
 

Problem Practice Statement - 

We have not had aligned checks for understanding that provide common expectations for mastery of learning targets. How is “mastery” defined as? Meets? 
Exceeds? At grade level? School accountability?  

 
 

Teacher Measurable Desired End State: 

Our decision-making model helped us identify that aligned checks for understanding were not providing common expectations and grade level rigor. 
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By the end of 2018-19 100% of teachers will intentionally design and monitor math checks for understanding based on common mastery expectations of 

learning targets by evidence by weekly reflections ??? with PLCs. What is “checks” defined as throughout the document? Checklists??? Rubrics??? 

 
Student Measurable Desired Long-Term End State: 

85% of 4th and 5th grade students will meet the 50th percentile rank on their median growth score in math.  

???Confusing…percentile rankings associate with academic achievement (which is aligned to mean scale 

score rankings as compared across the state) and median growth percentile (MGP) associates with 

academic growth (as compared to peer groups across the state where peers have two tests).  

 

85% of 3rd, 4th, and 5th grade students will receive a mean score of 750 fo math achievement. 

 
 
 

Strategy: Tool Box 

Tool kit and list of strategies to support checks for understanding which will include PLC protocols and common formative assessment development. 
 
 

Strategy: Common expectations 

Deeper understanding of the power standards by using Achieve the Core, Coherence map for math, and norming the team during vertical alignment 

discussions. 

 
Strategy: Data analysis protocol 

Use the Here's What, So What, Now What protocol at each PLC data talk meetings. Staff will complete the learning cycle. 
 
 

Measurable outcomes: 

Teachers will bring a reflection of the data analysis of the checks for understandings in math to PLC weekly. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Action Plans 



Page 19 of 14  

Planning Form 
 

 

 
Strategy - Tool Kit of Checks for Understanding 
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What would success look like: Teachers will use 5 five (5) new checks for understanding strategies consistently throughout the year and in all grade levels. 

 
Describe the research/evidence base supporting the strategy: 

http://www.ascd.org/ASCD/pdf/siteASCD/publications/books/checking-for-understanding-2nd-sample-chapters.pdf 
 

Associated Root Causes: 
 
 

Aligned checks for understanding: 

Our decision-making model helped us identify that aligned checks for understanding were not providing common expectations and grade level rigor. 
 

Implementation Benchmarks Associated with MIS 

 
IB Name Description 

 
 

Start/End/ 

Repeats 

 
 

 
Key Personnel Status 

 

 
 

 
5 new check for 

understandings 

Teachers will share their new strategies at Mid-year and 

Summative 3 at Mid-year and 2 at Summative 

10/01/2018 

05/24/2019 

 
Teacher and admin 

Action Steps Associated with MIS 
 

Name Description Start/End Date Resource Key Personnel Status 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1. Have time at a staff meeting 3 times a semester to share 

1. Office 365   

folder 2. Time to   

recoderd and   

share checks for   

understandings 3.   

Professional   

Create a tool box 

that includes 

examples of 

Check for 

Understandings. 

 
 

 
understanding. 3. Teachers will share out 5 new checks 

 
 
 

Understandings - 

checks with understanding with the staff. 2. Create a document in 08/15/2018 Devel opment - TLC LTE Staff 

365 ??? that all staff members can visit to add or use the checks 
for 

05/24/2019 Checks for Admin ACT team 

 

http://www.ascd.org/ASCD/pdf/siteASCD/publications/books/checking-for-understanding-2nd-sample-chapters.pdf
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Strategy: Common expectations Deeper understanding of the power standards by usi 
 

What would success look like: 80% of teachers will be able to identify the power standards for each quarter of math. 

 
Describe the research/evidence base supporting the strategy: 

http://www.ascd.org/ASCD/pdf/siteASCD/publications/books/checking-for-understanding-2nd-sample-chapters.pdf 
 

Associated Root Causes: 
 
 

Aligned checks for understanding: 

Our decision-making model helped us identify that aligned checks for understanding were not providing common expectations and grade level rigor. 
 

Implementation Benchmarks Associated with MIS 

 
IB Name Description 

 
 

Start/End/ 

Repeats 

 
 

 
Key Personnel Status 

 
 
 
 

Power Standards 

1. Teachers will list all power standards on their PLC minutes 

once a quarter. 2. Teachers will analyze District Aligned 

Benchmark data using Here’s What, So What, Now What form in 

order to complete the learning cycle. 

 

 
08/27/2018 

05/24/2019 

 
 
 

Teachers, TLC, Admin 

Action Steps Associated with MIS 
 

Name Description Start/End Date Resource Key Personnel Status 

 PLC Time Sub   

time for half day   

PLC time a   

quarter Released   

items for CMAS   

Exit Tickets - 

Demonstration of 

Learning 

http://www.ascd.org/ASCD/pdf/siteASCD/publications/books/checking-for-understanding-2nd-sample-chapters.pdf
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Identifying Power 

Standards 

1. PLC grade level teams (2nd - 5th grade) will meet once a 

quarter to identify the power standards assessed on the quarterly 

Aligned District Bencchmarks. 2. All PLC teams will meet weekly 

to discuss common assessment data. Completion of the learning 

cycle will be discussed. 

 
 

08/27/2018 

05/24/2019 

and ATI Office 

365 for PLC 

agenda, notes, 

and minutes Form 

Here’s What, So 

What, Now What 

Professional 

Development - 

Exemplars - 

Power Standards 

 
Teachers TLC 

Admin Instruction 

- Math 

Coordinator 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Common 

Expections - 

Aligned rigor 

 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Teachers will use released items, Achieve the Core and 

Coherence map for math to evaluate common math assessments. 

2. Teachers will discuss expected mastery for all math common 

assessments to norm the team during vertical alignment 

discussions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11/28/2018 

05/24/2019 

1. Professional 

Development on 

Achieve the Core - 

Math 2. 

Professional 

Development on 

the Coherence 

Map for Math 3. 

PLC time 4. Office 

365 - To collect 

common 

assessments 5. 

ATI - test bank 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Teachers TLC 

LTE ACT team 

Instruction - Math 

Coordinator 

Admin 

 

 

Strategy: Data analysis protocol 

What would success look like: Use the Here's What, So What, Now What protocol at each PLC data talk meetings. Staff will complete the learning cycle. 80% Teachers 

will bring a reflection of the data analysis of the checks for understandings in math to PLC weekly in order to complete the learning cycle. 

 
Describe the research/evidence base supporting the strategy: 

http://www.ascd.org/ASCD/pdf/siteASCD/publications/books/checking-for-understanding-2nd-sample-chapters.pdf 

http://www.ascd.org/ASCD/pdf/siteASCD/publications/books/checking-for-understanding-2nd-sample-chapters.pdf
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Associated Root Causes: 
 
 

Aligned checks for understanding: 

Our decision-making model helped us identify that aligned checks for understanding were not providing common expectations and grade level rigor. 
 

Implementation Benchmarks Associated with MIS 

 
IB Name Description 

 
 

Start/End/ 

Repeats 

 
 

 
Key Personnel Status 

 
 
 

 
Checks for 

Understanding 

Reflection 

Action Steps Associated with MIS 

 

Teachers, TLC, Admin 

 

Name Description Start/End Date Resource Key Personnel Status 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Teacher 

Reflection of 

weekly checks for 

understanding 

 
 

1. Introduce the Here’s What, So What, Now What form to 

teachers 2. Teachers will bring examples of math checks for 

understanding for the week to PLCs. 3. Teachers will share their 

reflections of the data with their PLC team. The reflection will be 

recorded on the Here’s What, So What, Now What form. 

 
 
 
 

10/03/2018 

05/24/2019 

1. PLC time 

weekly 2. Here’s 

What, So What, 

Now What form 3. 

Professional 

Development - 

Data Protocals - 

reflection 

 
 
 
 

1. Teachers 2. 

TLC 3. ACT team 

4. Admin 

 

 

School Target Setting 

 
Priority Performance Challenge : Academic Growth - Math 

 
 

 

 

Teachers will bring a check for understanding to PLC every week 

 

beginning the first week of November. Teachers will bring a 11/01/2018 

reflection of their weeks checks for understanding the first week of 05/24/2019 

November.  
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PERFORMANCE  INDICATOR: Academic Growth 

 
 

MEASURES / METRICS: M 
 

 

 

2018-2019: (Strategy is incremental gains) Math Growth for all students will increase from 30.5 MGP (2018) to at least 35 

MGP (2019) median growth percentile in order to receive reach the next higher st rating of Approaching. 
 

 

2019-2020: (Strategy is incremental gains) Math Growth for all students will increase to at least 42 50 MGP (2020) median 

growth percentile in order to move reach towards the next higher st rating of Meets. 
 

 

INTERIM MEASURES FOR 2018-2019: 50% of 2nd, 3rd, 4th and 5th grade students are showing positive trends and gains in achievement and growth improving 

on the quarterly district aligned benchmarks relevant to on similar skills assessed. 
 

 

 
Priority Performance Challenge : Academic Achievement - Math 

 
 

 

 

PERFORMANCE  INDICATOR: Academic Achievement (Status) 
 

 

MEASURES / METRICS: M 
 

 

 

2018-2019: (Strategy is incremental gains) Math Achievement for all students will increase from 18 percentile rank (2018), or 

mean scale score of 720.4, to at the least 50 percentile rank (2019) in order to receive reach the next higher st rating of Meets. 

Note: This suggests that, on average, all students at the 18th percentile rank will have to increase their CMAS math mean scale 

score by 14 points to a scale score of 734.3. 
 

 

2019-2020: (Strategy is incremental gains) Math Achievement for all students will increase to at the least 55 percentile rank 

(2020) in order to maintain sustain the rating of Meets. Note: This suggests that, on average, all students must achieve a CMAS 

mean scale score of 736.4. 
 

 

INTERIM MEASURES FOR 2018-2019: 50% of 2nd, 3rd, 4th and 5th grade students are showing positive trends and gains in achievement and growth improving 

on the quarterly district aligned benchmarks relevant to on similar skills assessed. 
 

 

ANNUAL 

PERFORMANCE 

TARGETS 

ANNUAL 

PERFORMANCE 

TARGETS 


